
THE DYNAMICS OF KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT 

IN ORGANIZATIONS: ROLE OF LEADERSHIP, 

TRUST AND ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

By 

MAMTA TRIPATHI  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DDeeppaarrttmmeenntt  ooff  HHuummaanniittiieess  &&  SSoocciiaall  SScciieenncceess  

IInnddiiaann  IInnsstt ii ttuuttee   ooff   TTeecchhnnoollooggyy   GGuuwwaahhaatt ii   

September, 2013 



THE DYNAMICS OF KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT 

IN ORGANIZATIONS: ROLE OF LEADERSHIP, 

TRUST AND ORGANZATIONAL CULTURE 

 

 

 

A Thesis Submitted 

in Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements 

for the Degree of 

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 
 

 

 

By 

MAMTA TRIPATHI 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

DDeeppaarrttmmeenntt  ooff  HHuummaanniittiieess  &&  SSoocciiaall  SScciieenncceess  

IInnddiiaann  IInnsstt ii ttuuttee   ooff   TTeecchhnnoollooggyy   GGuuwwaahhaatt ii   

September, 2013 

TH-1380_07614102



i 
 

STATEMENT 

 

The work contained in this thesis entitled “The Dynamics of Knowledge Management in 

Organizations: Role of Leadership, Trust and Organizational Culture” has been carried 

out by me under the supervision of Dr. Nachiketa Tripathi, Associate Professor, 

Department of Humanities and Social Sciences, Indian Institute of Technology 

Guwahati, India. This work has not been submitted elsewhere for the award of any 

degree. 

 

 

 

Guwahati                  Mamta Tripathi 

September, 2013                                                                                                  Research Scholar 

                                                                             Department of Humanities and Social Science 

                                                                                       Indian Institute of Technology Guwahati 

                                                                                                                 Guwahati-781039, Assam,  

                                                                                                                                                     INDIA 

TH-1380_07614102



ii 
 

CERTIFICATE 

 

This is to certify that the work contained in the thesis entitled “The Dynamics of 

Knowledge Management in Organizations: Role of Leadership, Trust and Organizational 

Culture” by Mamta Tripathi (Roll No. 07614102), a student in the Department of 

Humanities and Social Sciences, Indian Institute of Technology Guwahati, for the award 

of the degree of Doctor of Philosophy was carried out under my supervision. The results 

embodied in the thesis have not been submitted to any other University or Institute for 

the award of any degree or diploma. 

 

 

Guwahati    Dr. Nachiketa Tripathi 

September, 2013                                                                                              Associate Professor 

                                                                             Department of Humanities and Social Science 

                                                                                       Indian Institute of Technology Guwahati 

                                                                                                                 Guwahati-781039, Assam,  

                                                                                                                                                     INDIA 

TH-1380_07614102



iii 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Dedicated 

 To  

My Father 

TH-1380_07614102



iv 
 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

 Completing my PhD dissertation is probably one of the most challenging 

activities of my life. However I am delighted now, as the six long years of dedicated 

work is meandering to a meaningful outcome. The journey of pursuing a doctoral 

degree has been an invaluable experience. I have learned many things along the 

way. I have grown exponentially both professionally and personally. The best and 

worst moments of my doctoral journey have been shared with many people. But 

First and foremost, I would like to thank God Almighty, for His graciousness, 

blessing and mercy, for gifting me this life, wonderful family and friends.  

 It is indeed a great pleasure for me to acknowledge the help and support of 

persons at various stages in completing my PhD work. At the outset I owe my 

deepest gratitude to my supervisor, Dr. Nachiketa Tripathi, whose encouragement, 

supervision and support enabled me to finish this dissertation. His guidance and 

broad knowledge have been very meaningful to me. Besides these, he has always 

supported me when things were unfavorable and I had started losing hope, 

corrected me when I was wrong. You have always been a source of inspiration and 

I have learnt a lot from you, which I am sure, will go a long way in furthering my 

career in this field. I extent my deepest regards to you.  

 I express my profound sense of reverence to Dr. Archana Barua, who is the 

chairwoman of the doctoral committee, and members of doctoral committee Dr. 

Saundarjya Borbora and Dr. Bidisha Som for their valuable suggestions at the 

times of various presentations, review of progress and during the entire period of 

research work. 

 I am also grateful to Dr. Naveen Kashyap for teaching me research 

methodology and providing me all possible, unconditional help. You have always 

been very helpful and source of inspiration.   

 I also express my sincere thanks to my seniors Dr. Narsingh Kumar and Dr. 

Maya Raj for being very good friends, boosting my morale and constant 

suggestions. They were always beside me during the ups and downs of my research 

journey. I am also thankful to young research fellows particularly Tulika, Jnana, 

Manaswita, Barnalee and Chandita who have always extended continuous help and 

encouragement. It has been a great privilege to spend several years in the 

Department of Humanities and Social Sciences, Indian Institute of Technology 

Guwahati. 

 One of the most difficult tasks during the research work was data collection. 

In this regard, I would like to express my heartfelt gratitude to the management of 

the 11 organizations which gave me to permission to collect data from their 

organizations. I would also like to thank each and every individual who filled up 

the data by sparing their busy time schedule TH-1380_07614102



v 
 

 I can not imagine my current position without the continuous love and 

support from my family. I am indebted to my grandmother for her blessings and 

love, for being the strong root to our family tree and holding everybody in times of 

turbulence. She has been a true source of inspiration to me. I would also like to pay 

homage and thank my paternal grandfather Late Mr. Ramji Tiwari. I strongly 

believe that his prayers played very important role in my life. I express gratitude to 

my parents, Mr. Subhash Chandra Tripathi and Mrs. Sheela Tripathi, for providing 

me good education, affection and beautiful life. I owe them everything and wish I 

could show them just how much I love and appreciate them. It is only because of 

you “papa” where I am today, you always taught me to think BIG and make efforts 

to achieve it. You are the best father in this world. I am thankful to you “mummy” 

for always being ready to help and support me despite you ill health. 

 I am grateful to my husband, Alok Misra, whose love and encouragement 

allowed me to finish this journey. He bore everything along with me without 

complaining, not even revealing the pain of missing his daughter. His love 

provided me inspiration and was my driving force. He already has my heart so I 

will just give him a heartfelt “thanks.” I also want to thank to my in-laws for their 

unconditional support. I hope that this work makes you proud. 

 I am also thankful to all my bua-fufas and chachas-chachis particularly 

Vivek chacha, Asha chichi and Sailesh bua who taught me, motivated me and were 

always excited to hear about my success that inspires me to perform better and be 

successful. I express my thanks to all my sisters “Sanju, Nisha, Priya, Reema, 

Darshika, Saumya, Shagun, Gauri” and my brothers “Saurabh, Rajat, Om and 

Krushna” who have always cheered me up and provided me energy to work.  

 I express my thanks to someone who is not related to me biologically but 

without whose support I would not have completed this journey. Who actually was 

a companion all the time, who took care of everything since the beginning 

including my four month old daughter (now two and a half year old) so well that I 

could do my research work without any worry. Thanks to you my dear 

“Gudia/Sonam”, God bless you. 

 Last but not the least, I dedicate this work to my darling daughter “Anika”, 

who brought all the happiness and luck to us with her. She made me smile when I 

was upset. Who also sacrificed a lot, particularly the love and attention of her 

family that she deserved to have but still being always happy. She is my life and I 

love you a lot darling. I acknowledge my entire family for, being so encouraging 

and supporting during the entire course of this endeavor. This work would not 

have been possible without their support, affection, encouragement and blessings. 

                                                                                                               Mamta Tripathi 

TH-1380_07614102



vi 
 

The Dynamics of Knowledge Management in Organizations: Role of Leadership, Trust and 

Organizational Culture 

 
Synopsis 

 

 Name of the Student    : Mamta Tripathi 

 Roll No.     : 07614102 

 Programme     : PhD (Psychology) 

 Department     : HSS, IIT Guwahati 

 Name of the Supervisor   : Dr. Nachiketa Tripathi 

 Month and Year of Thesis Submission : September, 2013 

 

 

In the current scenario, the majority of the organizational investigations have emphasized 

on the capability of organizations to adapt appropriately to the constant changes that take place in 

the external situations (Llorens-Montes et al., 2005)  as, organizations are open systems and they 

operate in vibrant environment. Therefore in the present scenario where business environment, 

goods, technologies, opponents, regulations and even societies transform swiftly, incessant 

innovation and the ability to create and utilize knowledge that facilitates such innovation is the 

critical source of organizations’ sustainable competitive advantage (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; 

Cyert, Kumar & Williams, 1993). Knowledge helps in making better decisions, increases team 

efficiency, and facilitates more learning enabling organizations to perform efficiently, innovatively 

and succeed in the long run. The awareness of the importance of knowledge, followed by the 

constant search for ways to create, store, integrate, tailor, share and make available the right 

knowledge to the right people at the right time, led the birth of knowledge management. 

Nevertheless, in spite of the availability of abundant literature on this notion, “there is very 

little understanding of how organizations actually create and manage knowledge” (Nonaka, 

Toyama & Konno, 2000). Consequently, taking clues from the gaps in the conceptualization of 

Knowledge Management, the present research work attempts to present a source for 

amplification of the conceptualization of Knowledge Management by espousing a cyclical process 

of knowledge conversion based on SECI model proposed by Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) 

because knowledge creation is seen as a continuous process which helps an organization to 

adapt successfully to the volatile external environment (Bartlett & Ghosal, 1993; Davenport & 

Prusak, 1998; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995). It is also a way of improving and furthering the core 

competence of organizations, especially for knowledge driven organizations. Hence, the present 
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study has endeavored to present a combined structure of Knowledge Management by adopting 

SECI model (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995) of organizational knowledge creation along with 

integrating the pertinent contextual factors that will permit the organizations to increase the 

Knowledge Management practices. In order to formulate the framework it was required to 

examine how contextual factors like leadership (in terms of bases of power and downward 

influence strategy), trust and organizational culture affect these processes because these 

variables are considered critical for initiation and efficient accomplishment of Knowledge 

Management practices in organizations. Furthermore, the present study also investigated the 

impact of Knowledge Management on organizational effectiveness.  

Leaders play the most crucial role for initiating Knowledge Management processes 

(Lakshman, 2005; Politis, 2002; Srivastava, Bartol & Locke, 2006; Zárraga & Bonache, 2003) and 

the successful implementation of Knowledge Management efforts (Kulkarni et al., 2006; Liebowitz, 

1999), Leaders can directly promote and foster shared learning and knowledge sharing by their 

words and actions and they can indirectly affect it by constructing cultures, systems and 

organizations that facilitate the assimilation, adaptation and utilization of knowledge (Kavanagh & 

Ashkanasy, 2006). Yet, leadership is often mentioned in passing as an auxiliary factor in context 

of Knowledge Management (von Krogh, Nonaka & Rechsteiner, 2012). Moreover, concepts of 

bases of power and downward influence strategy have received limited scientific, analytical 

revelation in the study of organizational knowledge creation. So far, very small numbers of 

researchers (Crawford, 2005; Politis, 2005; Singh, 2008) have examined the essential leader 

behavior required to improve the degree of Knowledge Management practices in organizations. 

However, with exceptions of the studies by Crawford (2005), Singh (2008) and Jayasingam, 

Ansari and Jantan (2010), the extent of the abovementioned studies was restricted to specific 

leadership styles and processes in Knowledge Management and did not endeavored to focus on 

Knowledge Management as a holistic process that involves knowledge creation, distribution, 

acquisition, as well as utilization in relation to influence strategy and social power. As a matter of 

fact these practices are interdependent processes (Janz & Prasarnphanich, 2003). Hence, there 

is a need to look at the process in totality. Consequently, this study intends to fill this significant 

gap and analyze the impact of leaders’ power bases and downward influence strategy on the 

extent of Knowledge Management practices collectively. Bases of power and downward influence 

strategy are core of any leadership style, therefore addressing them will yield wider understanding 

in context of leadership and Knowledge Management.  
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Moreover, what is more important is to investigate the manner in which a leader influences his 

or her subordinates instead of focusing all attention on the bases of power for understanding 

influence (Yukl, 1989). In other words, coupled with research on bases of power is the need to 

examine the actual influence exercised by the leader. Thus, the present research is an attempt to 

investigate the extent to which power bases and influence strategies vary as a function of 

contextual factors such as organizational culture, and trust in relation to Knowledge Management 

and organizational effectiveness. 

Apart from leadership within the Knowledge Management literature, trust is often 

discussed as an important element for successful Knowledge Management ventures, but few 

studies have considered it in detail (Bukowitz & Williams, 1999; Rolland & Chauvel, 2000;). 

Researchers investigating trust have found that it plays a more significant role in organizations 

than formerly understood (Dirks & Skarlicki, 2008; Colquitt, Scott & LePine, 2007). Numerous 

positive outcomes have been connected with increased levels of trust within an organization 

(Colquitt et al., 2007; McAllister, 1995). Examining trust is important because knowledge sharing 

involves providing knowledge to another person or team with expectation for reciprocity. 

Moreover, if trust is a key component for the success of Knowledge Management, then it is 

important to understand how it relates to the various Knowledge Management processes, and 

how a leader may initiate trust required for Knowledge Management to be successfully 

implemented. A relationship that involves fear will certainly inhibit sharing of information due to 

fear of being criticized, fear of losing one’s distinctiveness (Renzl, 2008; Hwang & Burgers, 1997) 

in the organization and fear of being mislead. Thus some elements of trust will be required for the 

willing transaction (Hwang & Burgers, 1997). As Arrow (1973) pointed out that “ethical elements 

enter in some measure into every contract, without them, no market could function”. So the 

researcher has also attempted to study how different types of trust affect the relation of leadership 

with Knowledge Management and organizational effectiveness. 

Another important factor that facilitates Knowledge Management process is organizational 

culture. It has been observed that organizational culture operates as a method of societal 

command which can manipulate members’ attitudes and actions with the help of the values and 

beliefs advocated by the leaders (Schein, 1991, Sinha, 2009). De Long and Fahey (2000) 

reported that culture is a main constituent of Knowledge Management. Lack of focus on 

organizational culture issues concerned has led to the collapse of many Knowledge Management 

initiatives. Cultural barriers are frequently considered accountable for failures to share and 

transfer knowledge in organizations (Ruggles, 1998). This lead to the recognition of organizational 
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culture as a major contributor to Knowledge Management because it represents a major source of 

competitive advantage for organizations to achieve their objectives and Knowledge Management 

initiatives will not take hold unless they are supported by an organization's culture. Just as 

organizational culture influences the actions and communications of everyone in a company; it 

also exerts a powerful influence on how companies create knowledge (Janz & Prasarnphanich, 

2003). A number of cultural dimensions that are likely to influence Knowledge Management have 

been identified, but mixed results have been found in studies examining relationship between 

learning culture, innovative culture and Knowledge Management (Skerlavaj, Songb & Lee, 2010; 

Wang & Noe, 2010). Therefore the researcher has tried to investigate how organizational culture 

moderates the relation of leadership with Knowledge Management and organizational 

effectiveness. 

In recent years, companies have increasingly realized the importance of their employees' 

knowledge and its impact on the competitiveness. Bennet and Bennet (2001) argue that 

organizations have always used knowledge, but the new intense focus on knowledge in 

organizations has risen out of the organizations’ need to manage their own growing complexity 

and yet remain competitive. Increasingly, products and services are becoming “smarter” and more 

knowledge based. Knowledge Management enables organizations to learn faster, and that means 

that individuals are learning faster and becoming more efficient and productive. People develop 

their competencies and confidence faster in organizations that practice effective Knowledge 

Management (Verma, 2012) which is likely to enhance effectiveness of the organization as well. 

Hence, an attempt was also made to explore the effect of Knowledge Management on the 

organization’s effectiveness in the present study.  

Consequently, on the basis of exhaustive literature review on Knowledge Management 

and the different variables that influence it and its outcome, the following research questions were 

framed and the present study endeavors to answer them – 

1) Which bases of power have a positive effect on Knowledge Management in research 

oriented organizations? 

2) Which bases of power have a positive effect on organizational effectiveness? 

3) What are the different downward Influence Strategies that facilitate Knowledge 

Management? 
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4) What are the different downward Influence Strategies that facilitate organizational 

effectiveness? 

5) What is the impact of downward influence strategies practiced by top management on 

Knowledge Management? 

6) Does Trust moderate the relationship between leadership (bases of power and 

downward influence strategy) and Knowledge Management? 

7)  Does trust foster organizational effectiveness? 

8)  Does organizational cultures moderate the relationship between leadership (bases of 

power and downward influence strategy) Knowledge Management? 

9) Which kind of culture promotes Knowledge Management and is beneficial to the 

organization in terms of effectiveness?  

10) What is the impact of Knowledge Management processes on organizational 

effectiveness? 

Rationale for the Present Research 

The rationale for the present research can be found in the unexamined questions that 

emerged out of the literature review. It is apparent from the earlier findings that there is dearth of 

empirical studies relating influence strategies as well as bases of power and Knowledge 

Management. Therefore, present research was planned on the basis of following rationale: 

Leaders are imperative for the creation of knowledge which is the very first step towards 

Knowledge Management; still there is dearth of literature on how leadership in terms of bases of 

power and downward influence strategies plays role in Knowledge Management process. The 

ones that are available mostly focus on leadership styles (Bossink, 2007; Yukl & Lepsinger, 2004) 

only. Influence strategies and bases of power are the core of any leadership style, all leadership 

styles depend on bases of power and influence strategies, still very few studies have considered 

this issue (Politis, 2005; Jayasingam, Ansari & Jantan, 2010). So addressing them will yield more 

accurate information about leadership and Knowledge Management.  

Wherever human factors are involved trust will always come into picture, as relationship 

based on it will affect the degree of openness in sharing knowledge. Prior studies found that trust 

affects workplace attitudes, behaviors, and performance (Golembiewski & McConkie, 1975; Dirks 
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& Ferrin, 2001). Still there is lack of researches that have tried to focus on this process and 

explored the role of trust in Knowledge Management (Politis, 2003; Lee, Gillespie, Mann & 

Wearing, 2010; Jayasingam & Cheng, 2009; Wang & Noe, 2010).  

Existing studies generally agree that organizational culture is one of the most powerful 

enabling factors for Knowledge Management (Davenport et al., 1998; Gold, Malhotra & Segars, 

2001), but not many studies have focused on innovative and learning cultures in context of 

Knowledge Management (Skerlavaj et al., 2010). Moreover, the available literature on 

organizational culture and Knowledge Management has focused mostly on the qualitative 

analyses of the variables, such as case studies focusing a single case only (Alavi, Kayworth & 

Leidner, 2005; Apostolou & Mentzas, 2003).  

The impact of Knowledge Management has been clearly highlighted in some previous 

studies (Hult, Hurley, Giunipero & Nicolas, 2000; Zheng, Yang & McLean, 2010). However, the 

connection between Knowledge Management and organizational level performance has not been 

sufficiently established. Despite beliefs in the contribution of Knowledge Management to 

organizational effectiveness, measuring Knowledge Management is difficult (Lee & Choi, 2003), 

and the relationship between Knowledge Management processes and organizational 

effectiveness has not been adequately studied (Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Shin, 2004). 

Therefore more studies are necessary to address the abovementioned issues. 

Finally, the present research will identify how the above mentioned contextual variables 

will affect Knowledge Management in knowledge intensive (R&D organizations and consultancies) 

organizations, because with growing product and process complexity, rising pressure to create 

and sustain competitive advantage through rapid and continuous innovation, organizations 

increasingly depend on the efficient management of their research and development activities as 

well as the knowledge developed through these activities. These organizations are typically 

associated with rapid change and substantial uncertainty, and demand continuous improvement 

in research and development capability to continue to innovate but very few studies have focused 

on this issue (Suh, Sohn & Kwak, 2004). This provides the justification/rationale for undertaking 

this research work to fill this gap, it will also facilitate understanding about leadership, trust, 

organizational culture and Knowledge Management. Thus to contribute to the development of a 

body of knowledge in this area and to provide empirical value, this study is the need of the hour. 

Based on the research questions and literature review on Knowledge Management and 

other contextual variables considered in the present study appropriate hypotheses were 
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formulated. In order to test these hypotheses two studies were carried out [study 1A (quantitative 

study) and study 1B (qualitative study)] employing questionnaire and survey method. 

Data were collected through two sets of questionnaires. For Study 1A (Quantitative study) 

the data were collected from 320 employees. The questionnaire comprised the measures of 

Knowledge Management (KMPI Scale by Lee, Lee & Kang, 2005), Organizational Effectiveness 

(Mott, 1972), Downward Influence Strategies (Falbo, 1977; Kipnis, Schmidt & Wilkinson, 1980), 

Bases of Power (Aguinis & Adams, 1998), Interpersonal Trust (Nyhan & Marlowe, 1997; 

McAllister, 1995), and Organizational Culture (Verbeke, 2000. Whereas for Study 1B (Qualitative 

study) data were collected through an interview schedule (developed by the researcher) which 

was used to interview top management (N = 30) and it comprised of 26 questions. 

Sample for Study 1A comprised of senior scientists and senior consultants (N=320) from 

11 different organizations located in National Capital Region (New Delhi and Gurgaon) and 

Lucknow in India. Out of these 11 organizations, 8 were Government funded scientific research 

organizations (GFSRO), whereas 3 were from private sector (consultancies). These senior 

scientists and consultants had worked in their present organization on an average of 16.03 years 

(SD=9.54) and it ranged from 2 years to 38 years. The mean age of the sample was 45.49 

(SD=10.66). The 320 respondents were composed of 245 males (76.6%) and 75 females 

(23.4%). The qualification level of most of the employees was PhD (74.7%) followed by MBA 

(9.4%).  

Sample for Study 1B consisted of senior scientists and senior consultants of the same 11 

organizations (N = 30, Male = 25, Female = 5) who had an average wok experience of 19.3 years 

(SD=10.06) in their present organization, (most of them were holding the positions like Director, 

Deputy Director, HOD and Senior Consultants) so they were more aware of knowledge 

management practices and policies implemented in their organizations and most of the 

participants also had the decision making power.  

The results of the Study 1A showed that leadership (bases of power and downward 

influence strategy) was positively related with Knowledge Management and organizational 

effectiveness. It was found that Expert Power, Referent Power, Reward Power and Legitimate 

Power were significant predictors of most of the dimensions of Knowledge Management and 

organizational effectiveness. Results further revealed that Expert Power, Legitimate Power and 

Referent Power had positive effect on Knowledge Management processes and organizational 

effectiveness but Reward Power was found to have detrimental effect on both Knowledge 
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Management and organizational effectiveness. In context of downward influence strategy it were 

Sanctions (Positive), Ingratiation and Rationality that played crucial role in fostering Knowledge 

Management and organizational effectiveness, whereas Sanctions (Negative) had negative 

impact on Knowledge Management and organizational effectiveness. Exchange of Benefits had 

mixed results in case of Knowledge Management but it had negative effect on organizational 

effectiveness. Personalized Relationship was also found to have negative impact on 

organizational effectiveness.  

Furthermore, the relationship of leadership (bases of power and downward influence 

strategy) with Knowledge Management and organizational effectiveness was moderated by 

organizational culture characterized by high Active Customer orientation, High Employee 

Orientation and high Synergetic Culture. Overall it was found that, concern for the welfare of the 

employees enhanced both Knowledge Management and organizational effectiveness. Such 

culture motivates the members to present their novel ideas and opinions, to collaborate and to 

work for the profit of the organization by giving their best and also accepting challenges. There 

was also the moderating effect of trust that is characterized by high trust in Organization, High 

Trust in Supervisor, high Competence and Reliability Based Trust and high Trust Based on 

Emotional Bonding, on the relationship of leadership with Knowledge Management and 

organizational effectiveness. Moreover, it was Competence and Reliability Based Trust that 

played major role in facilitating the process of Knowledge Management and organizational 

effectiveness. It was also observed that Knowledge Management had positive impact on 

organizational effectiveness. 

The qualitative study (Study 1B) was carried out to supplement the findings of quantitative 

study (Study 1A). The interview was conducted on the basis of interview schedule prepared to 

find answers to the following questions raised in the present research (1) whether creation, 

sharing, accumulation, codification and utilization of knowledge and information taking place 

amongst the members of the organizations, (2) what are the methods that foster Knowledge 

Management processes, (3) what are the methods organizational members adopt to gain 

knowledge, (4) whether these Knowledge Management processes have impact on the 

performance of the organizations in terms of effectiveness of the organizations, (5) what is the 

role of leadership (in terms of influence strategies and bases of power), organizational culture and 

trust in facilitating the Knowledge Management practices, and lastly (6) whether the organizations, 

are able to upgrade themselves and generate knowledge base with the help of these processes 

which is likely to aid the organizations to innovate and perform effectively in the future. 
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The results of this study revealed that Knowledge Management is proceeding in these 

organizations and several formal (structured) and informal (unstructured) mechanisms were 

adopted to assist this process. The formal mechanisms included training, conferences, 

workshops, seminars, lectures, collaborative problem solving, meetings, journals, instruction 

books, and notices. Emphasis was also laid on information technology based mechanisms such 

as the use of intranet and internet, video and teleconferencing, newsgroups, e-mail, web-based 

discussions, and knowledge sharing boards for disseminating and accumulating information to 

and from the organizational members and also as a source of communicating with them. 

Whereas, informal mechanisms encompassed discussions over a cup of tea/coffee, interaction 

among members in a team, “prominence on multidisciplinary approach” etc. It was also noted that 

leadership, involving both bases of power and downward influence strategy, appeared as 

significant feature which facilitated the knowledge sharing and transfer of expertise that took place 

amongst organizational members. Moreover, the organizational culture present in the 

organizations under study consisted of characteristics like responsibility, faith, sincerity, 

accessibility of the leaders, transparency, etc. which are comparable to the elements of learning 

culture (Lucas & Kline, 2008; Popper & Lipshitz, 1998). The importance of such culture in 

facilitating Knowledge Management has been emphasized by several authors who noted that 

effective Knowledge Management requires a climate or culture that fosters innovation, learning, 

openness and trust (Kankanhalli, Tan, & Wei, 2005; Taylor & Wright, 2004; Hsu, 2006; Škerlavaj 

et al., 2010; Wang & Noe, 2010).The role of trust was also evident in this study. It was observed 

that trust helped the organization to enhance knowledge sharing among the organizational 

members. One of the most significant findings of this research work was the positive impact of 

Knowledge Management on the organizational effectiveness. 

Contribution and Implications 

This section is divided into three parts- (1) theoretical contributions, (2) methodological 

contributions and (3) practical implications. These are described below – 

Theoretical Contribution 

It was apparent from the studies conducted in the present research work that Knowledge 

Management is a many-sided process which is practiced in different degree by various 

organizations by implementing several mechanisms (Stankosky & Baldanza, 2001). This study 

has helped clarify the effect of leaders’ power bases in a knowledge-based context. The present 

research work exclusively established that downward influence strategy has positive impact on 
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Knowledge Management and organizational effectiveness, as researcher could not find any 

systematic empirical study directly relating downward influence strategy with Knowledge 

Management and organizational effectiveness. Organizational culture played significant role in the 

present study. It was found that organizational culture enhanced the relation of leadership (in 

terms of bases of power and downward influence strategy) with Knowledge Management and 

organizational effectiveness in organizations with strong culture It was found in the present 

research work that high trust in Organization, high Trust in Supervisor, high Competence and 

Reliability Based Trust and high Trust Based on Emotional Bonding facilitated the process of 

Knowledge Management and organizational effectiveness. 

Therefore, the framework proposed in this research work has been supported. This 

framework also provides support to “SECI model” proposed by Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995). 

Knowledge Management processes acknowledged in this study displays similarity to the ones 

illustrated in “SECI model of knowledge creation”. Hence, the present research provides further 

credibility to the concept of Knowledge Management and shows that Knowledge Management 

should be considered as cyclical process. 

Methodological contribution 

Contribution at the methodological level by this study was that the researcher developed 

an interview schedule for knowledge intensive organizations for the purpose of qualitative study. 

The interview schedule contains relevant questions, including issues of knowledge sharing, 

acquisition, codification etc., bases of power, downward influence strategy, organizational culture, 

trust, and organizational effectiveness, etc. The interview schedule may be used in future 

research in the area of Knowledge Management in research intensive organizations. 

Moreover, it is also worth mentioning that there are not many studies which have utilized 

the qualitative method in mix with quantitative technique keeping in mind the end goal to 

investigate and strengthen the idea of Knowledge Management and its correlates. Qualitative 

studies provide a rich and in-depth examination of the organizational context in which knowledge 

sharing occurs. More qualitative research that focuses on specific issues is needed to help us 

better design quantitative studies (Wang & Noe, 2010). Hence, Study 1B makes contribution and 

adds to the small number of qualitative studies in the field of Knowledge Management. Besides 

that, this technique has its own particular significance as it serves to investigate a concept in 

detail and to get comprehensive, definite portrayals and perspectives on the concerned subject 

(Creswell, 1998). 
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Practical implication 

This research work has attempted to underline the vital role that different bases of power 

and downward influence strategies play in generating a favorable culture that fosters Knowledge 

Management. Thus, top administration of organizations should posses the ability to recognize the 

needs and demands of the situation by using different bases of power and influence strategies. 

For example, Expert Power, as it is clear that noting their leaders’ willingness to share their 

expertise, employees are encouraged to emulate similar behavior (Connelly & Kelloway, 2003; 

Migdadi, 2009). However, use of Coercive Power and Reward Power should be avoided by the 

leaders to the extent possible, as it had detrimental effect on the processes of Knowledge 

Management and organizational effectiveness.  

The present study unveiled that Sanctions (Positive) and Ingratiation fostered Knowledge 

Management activities and organizational effectiveness. Rewarding appropriate behavior can lead 

to repetition of that behavior. However, in a knowledge intensive environment one can gather 

information by making the target perceive the agent in favorable terms. Giving certain amount of 

(due or undue) importance (ingratiation), might foster knowledge sharing environment where 

employees voluntarily share their information. Besides that Sanctions (Negative) impedes 

knowledge Management and organizational effectiveness. It is clear that in knowledge based 

organizations, where organizational members are well informed and competent in their domain 

they can not be coerced or compelled to share knowledge. Therefore leaders should recognize 

the importance of these influence strategies while motivating their subordinates to share 

knowledge.  

The present study also clarified that culture emphasizing employee orientation, innovation 

and learning is conducive to Knowledge Management. This will help managers to design 

Knowledge Management initiatives aligned accordingly. The significant relationship between trust 

and knowledge sharing suggests that organizations or leaders should pay more attention to 

cultivate trust to further facilitate Knowledge Management process and enhance effectiveness of 

the organization. Furthermore, Knowledge Management positively influences organizational 

effectiveness when it is in alignment with organizational culture, sufficient trust and appropriate 

leadership. Therefore, managers should take all these aspects into consideration in order to foster 

Knowledge Management and organizational effectiveness in the organization.  
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Limitations 

Every scientific study carries its own limitations. Limitations of the present study are as 

follows: 

1. Since this research work has utilized the survey method of research that is, usage of 

questionnaires and interviews, for data collection, the common limitations of the survey 

methods is likely to sneak in the present study. 

2. The sample of Study 1A and 1B are principally from research and development 

organizations, apart from for three organizations, which are from the private sector 

(consultancies). Consequently, restricted generalization might be drawn from this 

research work for other kind of organizations. 

3. The present study employed self reporting methods like, questionnaires and interviews 

to examine the queries regarding Knowledge Management and other contextual 

variables. Consequently, study is likely to be affected by the social desirability effect on 

the part of the participants.  

 

4. The sample size of qualitative study (Study 1B), which consisted of top management 

(senior scientists and senior consultants/managers), is quite small (N = 30) due to the 

fact that it is difficult to get top bosses to spare time for interviews, particularly for 

scholarly purposes. Hence it would be better to increase the sample estimate keeping 

in mind the end goal to expand the power of generalization. Nevertheless qualitative 

study was carried out to validate the findings of the quantitative study, so the potential 

error of small sample size of qualitative study was controlled to a certain extent.  

 

5. One of the major limitations in the case of the qualitative study is that, individual 

interview data are utilized to understand organizational level phenomena, as a single 

informants may over-report or underreport certain phenomena (Gold et al., 2001). 

 

Direction for Future Research 

1. It is reasonably complicated to empirically ascertain direct causal relationship between 

Knowledge Management and organizational outcomes in terms of organizational 

effectiveness, particularly the financial performance. The reason can be attributed to 

the fact that the budgetary execution of an organization is controlled by numerous 
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different elements, for instance, accessibility and quality of resources regarding both, 

material and human assets, the management style of the leaders at the helm of affairs 

of the organization, etc. Moreover, few scholars (Nonaka, Toyama & Konno, 2000; 

Tiwana, 2004) have reported that a link exists between Knowledge Management and 

financial performance. Nevertheless more studies are necessary which might as well 

investigate the different angles that contribute to it along with the role of Knowledge 

Management. 

 

2. Future studies might as well utilize the framework proliferated within this exploration 

and carry out study in the “Information Technology” segment, as it is also a 

knowledge-driven sector and face convergence of innovation, influx of latest 

technology and unpredictable business, etc., incessantly.  

 

3. The qualitative study (Study 1B) has examined only top management’s bases of power 

and influence styles and its effect on Knowledge Management processes. Therefore, it 

is suggested that this study should be replicated but at different levels such as 

individuals, dyads, and groups to further explore the relationship between leaders’ 

power bases, influence strategy and Knowledge Management practices. This would 

provide a more comprehensive analysis of the effect of leaders’ ability to influence the 

Knowledge Management practice. 

 

4. The present study has focused specifically on downward influence strategies only but 

future attempts can be made to see how lateral and upward influence strategies affect 

Knowledge Management and organizational effectiveness.  

 

5. Given that it takes reasonably long span to eventually bear substantial effects of 

Knowledge Management, therefore longitudinal studies must be carried out with the 

purpose of assessing the impact of Knowledge Management on the organizational 

performance. 

 

6. It would be interesting to apply the framework to see the gender differences as it might 

provide important insights on gender differences in the field of Knowledge 

Management, as previous studies have found mixed results in this context ( Lin, 2008). 

Hence, future research should examine socialization, externalization, combination and 
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internalization activities of men and women in Indian settings. Further, it would be 

appropriate to look at gender differences in knowledge acquisition. 

Finally, it can be concluded that the present work will add valuable contribution in the area 

of Knowledge Management, apart from having practical implications for leaders. At the same time, 

anyone interested in this topic may find this work useful. 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

In today‘s competitive global economy exemplified by shorter life cycles of 

products, increased employee turnover, and omnipresent information technologies, an 

organization‘s capability to handle knowledge effectively might be the only source left for 

endurance and competitive advantage. The need to manage knowledge is a major issue 

for the organizations (MacNeil, 2003; Ribiere & Sitar, 2003) as society transforms itself 

from the industrial age in which the most important resource was capital into the 

knowledge era where the most critical resource is knowledge.  Inexplicable assets such 

as knowledge have taken place of corporate resources like plant and property (Drucker, 

1993; Skyrme, 2000). Knowledge has gained monetary value instead of currency 

(Davenport & Prusak, 1998), making the management of this asset a critical task for the 

21stcentury leader. An organization that successfully manages knowledge is able to 

sustain performance over time (Viitala, 2004). As a result, Knowledge Management is 

increasingly becoming important to organizations. 

World Bank (2004) stressed that the time is ideal for India to make its move into 

the knowledge economy. India has ample opportunity for employing the universal 

knowledge as well as the existing developments in technology to improve the output of 

agriculture, business, and services in order to reduce penury. To maximize profit from this 

knowledge revolution, it is required that India promotes the economic reform schemes, 

educate skilled workers, construct an effective innovation system and maintain numerous 

strategy and organizational changes desired for rapid development. Moreover, execution 

of Knowledge Management policy in health sector will have essential ingredients for 

improving the health of common man by imparting benefits of various health programs to 

the targeted communities. It will also improve the quality of education and research which 

will lead to better economic development of the country. 

Knowledge  Management  is  fairly  a  young  management  discipline  having  the 

inputs from several other disciplines like, Religion and Philosophy to understand the role 

and  nature  of  knowledge,  Psychology  to  understand  the  role  of  knowledge  in  

human behavior, Economics and Social Sciences to understand the role of knowledge in 

society, Business  theory  to  understand  work  and  its  organization,  Cognitive  
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Sciences  and  finally Artificial  Intelligence  to  learn  faster.  Knowledge management 

comprises identifying, categorizing and actualizing, and generating the intellectual assets 

within an organization. 

Knowledge Management has often been associated with several other concepts 

like organizational learning (Vera & Crossan, 2003) and information management 

(Firestone & McElroy, 2003). Therefore, in order to understand Knowledge Management it 

is imperative to know how these concepts are related to each other. According to Spender 

(2008) Knowledge is generated by several organizational learning processes, and the 

outcome of that learning is managed by the Knowledge Management processes. Thus, 

organizational learning and knowledge management may well be seen as complementary 

(Antal, Dierkes, Child, & Nonaka, 2001). Organizational learning focuses on learning as a 

process of change, while Knowledge Management stresses knowledge as a resource 

accumulated for competitive advantage and studies the processes associated with 

knowledge Management (Thomas, Susman & Henderson, 2001).  

 Easterby-Smith and Lyles (2003) argued that ―organizational learning, the learning 

organization, organizational knowledge and knowledge management‖ are all fairly 

different. Organizational learning permits the concept of a ―learning organization‖ to 

appear (Senge, 1990) as a consistent unit that has the capability to learn like a living 

being that can continuously transform itself, acclimatize purposively and hence survive in 

volatile surroundings. Therefore, a firm that effectively manages knowledge is also likely 

to be a learning organization (Sinkula et al., 1997). ―Organizational knowledge‖ means 

what the learning methods have created which regularly manages the nature and position 

of the organization‘s knowledge (Spender, 1993; Tsoukas & Mylonopoulos, 2004).  

Interestingly, the massive amount of Knowledge Management literature overlaps 

the previous literature on information management (Firestone & McElroy, 2003). Since, 

knowledge is a manifestation of data, it also indicates that Knowledge Management is a 

type of information management. From a management viewpoint, the key distinction 

between information and knowledge is that information is substantially all the more 

effectively distinguished, structured and dispersed. Knowledge, on the other hand, cannot 

really be managed because it resides in one‘s mind. Along these lines, knowledge 

Management is basically constrained to make the right conditions for people to take in and 

apply their learning to the event of the association and apply their knowledge to benefit 
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their organization. Another distinction between basic information management and 

knowledge Management is that basic information management keeps tab on overseeing 

how information is generated and coordinated into the business enterprise, whilst 

knowledge Management does the same in relation to knowledge by facilitating individuals, 

teams and entire organizations to cooperatively and systematically generate, share and 

apply knowledge, in order to accomplish their organizational objectives in a better way. 

Furthermore, there has been some debate regarding a hybrid notion called 

intellectual capital management (ICM). In order to differentiate intellectual capital 

management from Knowledge Management, intellectual capital researchers place 

Knowledge Management at the operational level and intellectual capital management at 

the strategic level. According to Edvinsson (1997) the goal of Knowledge Management is 

to improve the organization‘s value creation ability by using knowledge and human capital 

more effectively, whilst the goal of intellectual capital management is both value creation 

and value extraction.  

Knowledge in Organizations 

In order to gain a clear understanding of Knowledge Management and its origin 

some authors, particularly in information technology literature, define knowledge by 

differentiating amongst knowledge, information, and data. The argument behind it is that if 

knowledge is not very distinct from data or information, knowledge Management is not 

novel or fascinating (Fahey & Prusak, 1998). The ―Data Information Knowledge Wisdom 

Hierarchy‖ is an epistemological system frequently linked with Russell Ackoff (Ackoff, 

1989). The elements of model are described below. 

 Data – is the essential nucleus it signifies a set of individual facts, figures, sensory 

impressions (Alavi & Leidner, 2001). Data is basically regarded as futile, even if it 

is the raw material which can generate meaning. 

 Information – is regarded as data which has undergone some kind of 

organization. As data obtains a specific meaning it becomes information (Hislop, 

2005).  

 Knowledge – is, essentially, the information which has been internalized by the 

individuals in a way that they might make use of it. A significant aspect of 

knowledge is information acted upon, put into use, or authenticated (Alavi & 
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Leidner, 2001), while information and data might dwell in texts, things, and events, 

knowledge gaining, ownership, and distribution can only be influenced by human 

mediators. 

 Wisdom –  is viewed as the ownership of knowledge in a way that an individual is 

capable of not only observing prototypes of information within data and make 

logical associations between diverse prototypes, but also to sense the set of 

guidelines which lie behind the prototypes themselves.   

Interestingly Tuomi (1999) argued that the often-assumed hierarchy from data to 

knowledge can actually be seen inversely. He argues that that knowledge subsists which, 

once expressed, verbalized, and structured, takes the form of information which, further 

becomes data, when given a fixed symbol and standard interpretation. Significant to this 

point is the reality that knowledge exists inside an agent, rather outside and is shaped by 

the requirements and previous knowledge of the agent (Fahey & Prusak 1998). It is clear 

how knowledge is processed and more importantly, how it is created in organizations, but 

a new question that rises is that where does the knowledge reside in an organization. In 

identifying knowledge reservoirs Becerra-Fernandez, Gonzalez and Sabherwal (2004) 

suggest three categorizations encompassing people, artifacts and organizational entities 

as displayed in figure 1.1. 

                                           Knowledge Reservoirs 

 

 

                   People                                       Artefacts                Organizational Entities                                  

Individuals        Organizational Units 

 Groups                                                                                                                Organizations 

     Practices                       Repositories                 Inter-organizational  

                                                                    Technologies                                                networks 

Figure 1.1- Knowledge Locations in Organization 
Source: Becerra-Fernandez et al. (2004) 
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It is visible through the figure that knowledge considerably resides in individuals, 

which is similar to knowledge as state of mind mentioned by Alavi and Leidner (2001) in 

their review on Knowledge Management. Chua (2002) classified this into individual and 

collective knowledge. On the other hand Nonaka (1994) argues that knowledge in 

organizations can only exist at individual level. Still, some scholars asserted that 

knowledge can exist in social groups (Zander & Kogut, 1995; Skyrme, 2000; Hislop, 

2005), which was referred as collective knowledge by Chua (2002). It is embedded in the 

relationships among members of the organization (Becerra-Fernandez et al., 2004).  

Knowledge accumulate in form of organizational artefacts includes practices or 

routines grounded in the organizational procedures, regulations and norms expanded in 

due course through experience (Levitt & March, 1988). Technologies and information 

systems (Wiki pages) are also considered in this category (Radding, 1998). Another 

artefact acknowledged here are knowledge repositories, which include the paper-based 

(paper-based documents) and electronic-based (answers to frequently asked questions 

on the organizations website) storage. 

Knowledge also exists in organizational entities. These entities are classified into 

three levels (Becerra-Fernandez et al., 2004). The first level is an organizational unit like 

department whereby some knowledge is stored in form of relationships among the 

employees. The second level is the entire organization, for instance a business unit or a 

company. Finally, last level symbolizes the knowledge stored in form of inter-

organizational relationships established connecting the organization and its customers. 

Knowledge has been divided into several taxonomies. Some scholars have 

suggested ways to classify and characterize knowledge (Polanyi, 1966; Chua, 2002; 

Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; Kogut & Zander, 1992). Yet, the widely used one is knowledge 

classification drawn from the work of Polanyi (1966) and explicated by Nonaka (1994) as 

tacit, personal knowledge and explicit, codified knowledge. Tacit knowledge is comprised 

of both cognitive (mental models, maps beliefs) and technical (concrete know-how, skills) 

elements (Nonaka, 1994). By tacit knowledge, Polanyi meant ―committed belief‖ that is 

contextual in character and difficult to express. In fact, he characterized some tacit 

knowledge as inexpressible, or ―ineffable,‖ and stated that ―we can know more than we 

can tell.‖ In fact tacit knowledge creates the backdrop to construe explicit knowledge 

(Polanyi, 1975). 
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Explicit – or ‗codified‘ – knowledge refers to knowledge that is expressed into 

words and numbers (Becerra-Fernandez et al., 2004) and communicable in universal 

language (Nonaka, 1994). Hislop (2005) considers this type of knowledge as objective, 

separate from individuals and social value systems. The tacit-explicit knowledge 

categorization is extensively referred although various other knowledge classifications are 

present that neglect the complex details of the tacit-explicit dimension (Alavi & Leidner, 

2001) which are summarized in Table 1.1. 

Table 1.1 Taxonomies of Knowledge and Examples (Alavi & Leidner, 2001) 

Knowledge 

Types 

Definitions Examples 

Tacit 

 

Cognitive 

tacit: 

Technical 

tacit: 

―Knowledge is rooted in actions, 

experience, and involvement in specific 

context‖ 

―Mental models‖ 

―Know-hot applicable to specific work‖ 

―Best means of dealing with specific customer‖. 

 

―Individuals belief on cause effect relationship 

Surgery skills‖ 

Explicit  ―Articulated, generalized knowledge‖ ―Knowledge of major customers in a region‖ 

Individual  ―Created by and inherent in the individual‖ ―Insights gained from completed projects‖ 

Social  ―Created by and inherent in collective 

actions of a group‖ 

―Norms for inter-group communication‖ 

Declarative  ―Know-about‖ ―What drug is appropriate for an illness‖ 

Procedural  ―Know-how‖ ―How to administer a particular drug‖ 

Causal  ―Know-why‖ ―Understanding why the drug works‖ 

Conditional  ―Know-when‖ ―Understanding when to prescribe the drug‖ 

Regional  ―Know-with‖ ―Understanding how the drug interacts with other 

drugs‖ 

Pragmatic  ―Useful knowledge for an organization‖ ―Best practices, business frameworks, project 

experiences, engineering drawings, market 

reports‖ 

Knowledge Management in Organizations 

Knowledge Management gained academic legitimacy on the back of Nonaka‘s 

work (1994), though the term ―Knowledge Management‖ was coined by Karl Wiig (Wiig et 

al, 1997) in a conference organized by UN-ILO in Switzerland. Penrose (1959) is 

acknowledged as one of the first scholars to recognize the role of Knowledge in business 
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organizations. Peter Drucker (1993) invented the term ―knowledge worker‖ in the 1960‘s. 

Knowledge Management, as an idea was not in the focus of management magazines until 

the early 1990‘s. Articles related to Knowledge Management started becoming visible in 

journals like Sloan Management Review, Organizational Science, Harvard Business 

Review, etc. Moreover, the first book on Knowledge Management was published by 

Sakaiya in 1991 ―The knowledge value revolution”. The late 1980s and early 1990s, 

viewed revolutionary efforts that led to the notion of Knowledge Management as a 

separate discipline that emerged by the mid-1990s (Grant, 2011).  

It should be noted that there is multiplicity of viewpoints and disciplines that have 

influenced and educated the field of Knowledge Management and its philosophy. As a 

result, there are hosts of working definitions of Knowledge Management (Kakabadse, 

Kakabadse & Kouzmin, 2003). Here is a brief survey of Knowledge Management 

definitions offered by few writers and researchers in the field of Knowledge Management.  

Table 1.2 Definitions of Knowledge Management 

Source Definitions 

Snowden 

(1998) 

―KM can be defined as the identification, optimization and active management of intellectual 

assets, either in the form of explicit knowledge held in artifacts or as tacit knowledge 

possessed by individuals or communities‖. 

Huysman and 

de Wit (2000) 

―Knowledge management is about the support of knowledge sharing‖. 

Davenport et 

al. (1998) 

―attempt to do something useful with knowledge, to accomplish organizational objectives 

through the structuring of people, technology and knowledge content‖. 

Wiig (1997) ―KM is the systematic, explicit and deliberate building, renewal and application of knowledge 

to maximize an enterprise‘s knowledge-related effectiveness and returns on its knowledge 

assets and to renew them constantly‖. 

Malhotra 

(1998) 

―KM caters to the critical issues of organizational adaptation, survival and competence in face 

of increasingly discontinuous environmental change. Essentially it embodies organizational 

processes that seek synergistic combination of data and information processing capacity of 

information technologies, and the creative and innovative, capacity of human beings‖. 

Quintas et al. 

(1997) 

―KM is the process of critically managing knowledge to meet existing needs, to identify and 

exploit existing and acquired knowledge assets and to develop new opportunities‖. 
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Practitioners have labored under the burden of varying and sometimes vague 

definitions of the field. In spite of so many efforts Knowledge Management is still a term in 

search of definition, as an acknowledged definition which is appropriate and recognized 

by all researchers, discipline, and institution is still nonexistent (Beckman, 1999; Yukl, 

2002). This failure mainly stems due to the gaps and confusion generated from 

conceptions that are ―excessively broad, and from various other maladies that arise from 

insufficient agreement among those working in the area on its key concepts and 

problems‖ (De Long & Fahey, 2000). 

Defining Knowledge Management is a difficult task. It is not a technology in itself, 

even though technology is utilized as a facilitator. It is not an instruction however strategic 

leadership is crucial for successful Knowledge Management. It is not a business plan 

nevertheless one associated with the doctrine of Knowledge Management must be 

present (Reza & Soheila, 2011). It requires a culture that promotes trust in collective 

sharing and thinking. Therefore, following the aforementioned definitions of Knowledge 

Management offered by several authors this study defines Knowledge Management as: 

“Knowledge Management is a set of dynamic processes related to making the best 

use of the knowledge available to the organization. Encompassing the synergistic 

combination of social processes that focus on human interactions, information technology 

that focus on documentation and repositories, and organizational practices that focus on 

norms and routines of the organizations to enhance the productivity, performance and 

competitiveness of the organization, through the help of different mechanisms (creation, 

sharing, storing and utilizing knowledge)”. 

Literature review of previous studies showed that there are as many Knowledge 

Management models and perspectives as there are practitioners and theorists equally – 

ranging from specific practical or packaged Knowledge Management models of company 

functions to subtle Knowledge Management, for instance inform of different groupings. 

Nonetheless, cognitive model of Knowledge Management is being paid substantial 

attention in the literature and practice (Swan & Newell, 2000). Moreover, few other models 

like network, community, and philosophical are also given due attention (Swan & Newell, 

2000). The quantum perspective is also receiving great deal of importance, due to 

emphasis on quantum physics. Each model has its own particular way of treating 
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knowledge management (Swan & Newell, 2000). Following is a brief preview of the 

schools and models of Knowledge Management. 

Michael Earls’ seven schools of Knowledge Management (2001)  

Michael Earl (2001) outlined the seven different schools of Knowledge 

Management which can be positioned into three schools primarily – Technocratic, 

Economic, and Behavioral. Each of these schools has different attributes, philosophies, 

focuses and units of analysis. Earl doesn‘t privilege one school over another nor does he 

say they are mutually exclusive, but he does say that one is dominant. The first three 

schools are labeled as ―TCHNOCRATIC‖ because they are based on information or 

management technologies, which principally support and condition employees or 

knowledge workers in their everyday responsibilities to a large extent. The fourth school is 

labeled as "ECONOMIC," is the most commercial in orientation, overtly generating income 

sources from the utilization of knowledge and intellectual capital. The other three schools 

are more ―BEHVIORAL‖ in orientation, stimulating and coordinating managers and 

administration to be proactive in the creation, sharing, and utilization of knowledge as a 

resource.   

Models of Knowledge Management 

 Kakabadse, Kakabadse and Kouzmin (2003) in their review paper highlighted 

following classifications of knowledge management models: 

Philosophically Oriented Model of Knowledge Management 

The main concern of philosophical model is with the epistemology of knowledge or 

with what comprises knowledge. It emphasizes on how information is gathered about 

societal and organizational details and is focused on aims (principles, constructs, and 

minds), category (concepts, objects, prepositions) along with the basis of knowledge 

(perception, memory, reason). Philosophical models of Knowledge Management focus on 

deeper thinking about how individual thinks and behaves by asking thorough questions 

about knowledge inside organizations (Murray, 2000). It underscores unawareness about 

opponents‘ efforts or strengths in the specific market section (Murray, 2000). This model is 

constructed along the lines of Polanyi's (1966) statement that "we can know more than we 

can tell and we can tell nothing without relying upon our awareness of things we may not 
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be able to tell". Hence, a sharp partition does not exist between tacit and explicit 

knowledge.  

Numerous international investigations carried out by the Cranfield School of 

Management (Murray & Myers, 1997; Kakabadse & Kakabadse, 1999) demonstrated that 

the philosophy-based model of Knowledge Management is exercised by top groups in 

learning organizations, where the situation is favorable to an open, quality discourse. 

Moreover, these models hold that it is not essential that Knowledge Management needs to 

be technology oriented and technology governed rather it should be actor oriented and 

actor centered. This clearly links these models with the Socratic description of knowledge 

and an exploration for the premier knowledge - wisdom (Plato, 1953). 

Cognitively Oriented Models of Knowledge Management 

The notion of knowledge as a expensive strategic asset has been popularized by 

celebrated management and organizational scholars by suggesting that an organization 

must successfully and efficiently create, position, attain and share knowledge if it wants to 

have competitive advantage, so as to apply that knowledge and solve problems as well as 

utilize opportunities (Winter, 1987; Drucker, 1991; Kogut & Zander, 1992). With the 

growing acknowledgment of the financial worth of knowledge by commerce and economic 

disciplines, incessant efforts are being made to obtain profits from information through 

information management and the creation of information technology which contributes to 

the formation of the cognitive models of Knowledge Management (Swan & Newell, 2000). 

Several outstanding cognitive models of Knowledge Management include the ―SECI 

model‖ (―socialization, externalization, combination, internalization‖) (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 

1995; Nonaka & Konno, 1998); ―state of knowledge‖ (Earl, 1998); ―organization knowledge 

networks model and meta-knowledge models‖ (Carayannis, 1999); intellectual capital 

management models of knowledge management, which are considered as the pillars of 

this area (Wiig, 1993; Edvinsson & Malone, 1997). Moreover, cognitive models of 

Knowledge Management have integrative or controlling approach and they function 

fundamentally at the operational level (McKinlay, 2000). There are number of 

organizations that focus on exploitation of knowledge via information technology, at the 

same time as very few organizations focus on the creation of new knowledge. Most of the 

cognitive models focus on recurring action, duplication and standardization of knowledge 

along with its re-exploitation (Swan & Newell, 2000). Simultaneously, this model might 
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turn out to be an impediment for transformation and new knowledge as it is very difficult to 

change static and fixed practices. Given the current environment of presumed quick 

change and technological up gradation, even knowledge and expertise that is quickly and 

frequently shared also becomes obsolete (Zack, 1999). Hence, SECI proposes that the 

scarce difference between exploration and exploitation is establishing a dynamic 

equilibrium between the two (Nonaka & Konno, 1998). 

Network Driven Models of Knowledge Management  

The network models of Knowledge Management came into existence along with 

the network theories of the organization and gave emphasis to knowledge acquisition, 

sharing and knowledge transfers. Organizations based on network approach are 

exemplified by parallel patterns of exchange of information, free flow of resources and 

mutual communication amongst the organizational members (Powell, 1990). The idea of 

knowledge attainment and sharing are viewed as a most important from the network 

perspective, for the organizations that are learning so that these organizations can select 

and espouse novel practices (Everett, 1995). Network models of knowledge management 

also emphasize on networks of relationships for the fulfillment of social and economic 

objectives of individuals. This model is based on the notion of knowledge as defined by 

Frantzich (1983) according to which the vital knowledge dwells in the set of connections of 

actors.  

Community of Practice Based Models of Knowledge Management 

Community of practice is considered as one of the oldest models of Knowledge 

Management and is undergoing renewal as well as acknowledgment in the contemporary 

scenario. According to Kuhn (1970) systematic knowledge is ―intrinsically the common 

property of a group or else its nothing at all‖. Barabas (1990) also opined that "there is no 

universal foundation for knowledge, only the agreement and consensus of the 

community". Besides that, for a child, the first learning lesson comes from stories likewise 

knowledge is conventionally passed from one generation to another. Storytelling is a 

famous method for passing on intricate meaning in a very easy manner which helps in 

handling complicated situations. 

Members of a community of practice are unofficially bound by common interest 

they find in joint learning as well as from involving themselves in informal conversation 
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that they can help each other to resolve complex problems. The communities of practice 

models are based on the notion of knowledge explained by Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) 

according to which one cannot disconnect knowledge from application. This model holds 

that knowledge can be maintained in living form rather in un-lively forms such as 

databases and guidebooks. Knowledge Management is dependent on interpersonal 

relations, mutual respect and faith which are vital and become exaggerated in the CP 

model (Swan & Newell, 2000). Community of practice models are interaction-based 

models which are frequently instituted at diverse operational levels of an organizations.  

Quantum Models of Knowledge Management 

With the growing importance of quantum physics quantum approach of knowledge 

management has also came into existence. According to this perspective the existing 

information as well as communication technology will essentially transform if it is 

constructed using the principles of quantum technology. Quantum computing method will 

have the ability to make sane appraisal of a practically endless multifaceted nature and 

will give knowledge, which will generally bode well for individual understanding (Tissen et 

al., 2000). Moreover, these quantum models of Knowledge Management are exceptionally 

reliant on quantum processing and expect that mainly intelligent work will be performed by 

information technology based devices which will furnish synchronous and virtual situations 

of choice results, at the same time as actors will give precedence to the value system and 

choose their preferred futures (Tissen et al., 2000). 

Besides above stated variety of perspectives and models offered by various 

disciplines, there is also fragmentation in the approaches used by organizations and 

practitioners. It is imperative for organizations to resolve disagreement between the desire 

for Knowledge Management and learning as well as creation of knowledge. This variance 

also promulgates itself into a disagreement between creativity and productivity, 

transformation along with experience and also the "productivity dilemma" (Clark et al., 

1987). These conflicts are recognized by economists as an apprehension between vibrant 

and allocate effectiveness and according to organizational theorists they are considered 

as a stress between exploration and exploitation (Dodgson, 1993).  

Another problem which has always afflicted the consistency of Knowledge 

Management is the operational definition of it, as opined by Nonaka et al. (2006) that 
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conceptual plurality is one among the various challenges that Knowledge Management 

faces. Practitioners in this area perceive knowledge as comprised of distinct 

characteristics for instance a profitable product, as explained by economic scholars. It has 

also been defined as a non-monopolistic in the sense that once created it can be re-used 

by many other individuals; non-excludable, due to the fact that it is not easy to protect it 

once it is in the public domain; and finally inseparable, as it can be combined to a certain 

minimum degree so that it makes a rational representation before its application 

(Johnstone & Blumentritt, 1998). According to some other scholars, knowledge is defined 

as a product that ―shares attributes with money in that it is of value only when it is moved 

and used‖ (Murray, 2000). Therefore is imperative to operationalize Knowledge 

Management for clear and common understanding in order to communicate within the 

field and with organizational management and external constituents (King, Marks & 

McCoy, 2002). 

Yet another primary impediment to the development of Knowledge Management 

theory is the methodology. The research methodologies in Knowledge Management 

mostly focused on qualitative methods particularly case studies. Both Bolisani and Scarso 

(1999) as well as Apostolou and Mentzas (2003) adopted a ‗case study‘ approach 

consistent with phenomenological philosophy. In contrast in the work of few researchers 

(Hendriks & Vriens, 1999) research method emerges to necessitate ―empirical 

investigation‖. Gottschalk and Khandelwal‘s (2003) ―empirical study‖ on the factors that 

verify Knowledge Management technology projects in law firms also included a survey 

from which the results were subjected to numerical analysis. Therefore, if both qualitative 

and quantitative methods are employed probably it will enhance our understanding of 

Knowledge Management. 

An additional barrier in the field of Knowledge Management is that scholars have 

not arrived at an agreement on the difference, between knowledge and information. The 

terms "information" and "knowledge" are frequently used interchangeably. According to 

Nonaka (1994) information is just ―a flow of messages‖ whereas knowledge is defined as 

information which is rationalized by one‘s belief. Scholars also consider all information as 

knowledge but knowledge is greater than just information, because knowledge involves 

information and know-how (Kogut & Zander, 1992; Machlup, 1962; Zander & Kogut, 

1995). Hence, for the purpose of building a theory of knowledge creation, it is essential to 

focus on the semantic aspects of information because, the semantic aspect of information 
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is more appropriate as it focuses on conveyed meaning. The syntactic aspect does not 

take into account the importance of information in the knowledge creation process as it 

focuses on volume of information which is measured without regard to its meaning or 

value. 

One of the most prominent drawbacks in the field of Knowledge Management is 

that majority of articles on Knowledge Management have focused primarily on information 

systems and information technology (IT) and therefore neglected the complexities of 

human and organizational processes. For example, according to an analysis of 400 

journal articles published between 1993 and 1998 showed that the majority of the 

literature on Knowledge Management supports using technology as the central 

component in the Knowledge Management process (Hendriks, 2001). The tacit-explicit 

approach to knowledge tends to focus on technology and databases as the keys to 

successful Knowledge Management. According to another survey conducted by the 

Economist Intelligence Unit (Ernest-Jones, 2005), almost two-thirds of managers believe 

that knowledge management and business intelligence (BI) tools are the most important 

technological foundation to attain their company‘s goals. Researchers have overestimated 

the value of new ITs for delivering organizational performance improvements: “There is 

increasing hype about the wonders delivered by the newest information technologies in an 

era characterized by knowledge as the critical resource for business activity” (Malhotra, 

1998). 

Another imperative obstruction in the development of the concept of Knowledge 

Management is the lack of sufficient empirical research in this area. Many conceptual 

research frameworks have been proposed in this area but still empirical researches are 

required to provide practical benefits (Lee & Choi, 2003). According to Lipshitz and 

Popper (2000), one of the best options to resolve controversies in science is to allow 

empirical results to determine and settle the issues. However, the amount of empirical 

studies in the literature on Knowledge Management is reasonably small, while there is 

mounting multidisciplinary literature on Knowledge Management, still much remains to be 

studied (Wang & Noe, 2010). Therefore, more researches employing objective measures 

of Knowledge Management are still needed in order to attain conclusive findings, as there 

is absence of clear, integrated foundations in Knowledge Management until now (Nonaka 

et al., 2006). 
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Many authors have tried to address these gaps and clarify the confusion 

(Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Nonaka, 1994; Foss & Pedersen, 2002; Jackson, Chuang, 

Harden, Jiang, & Joseph, 2006; Cabrera & Cabrera, 2005) but still many areas of 

Knowledge Management are under explored and warrant further research attention. 

Taking clues from the gaps in the conceptualization of Knowledge Management, 

an attempt has been made in the present research work to provide a basis for 

strengthening the conceptualization of Knowledge Management by focusing on potentially 

relevant variables like leadership, trust and organizational culture and an attempt has also 

been made to built an integrated empirical research model by incorporating knowledge 

Management with these contextual factors in knowledge intensive organizations, since 

these factors are seen as essential for initiating and for effective implementation of 

Knowledge Management process in an organization. Finally its impact on the performance 

of the organization is explored.  

Knowledge Management and its Relationship with the Contextual Variables 

The current focus on knowledge, particularly for Knowledge Management is often 

explicitly oriented towards commercial effectiveness. However there are burgeoning 

realizations that to accomplish the level of effectual behavior requisite for competitive 

superiority, the Individual must be considered. Therefore on this premise the focus of 

present research work is to study the impact of the vital factors such as leadership in 

terms of downward influence strategies as well as social power, trust, organizational 

culture on Knowledge Management and organizational effectiveness, as these factors are 

deemed more crucial to initiate the process of Knowledge Management in organizations 

as compared to the information technology (IT). However, the role of technology should 

not be underestimated as it is required throughout the process of Knowledge 

Management but technology itself is one enabler, it is not Knowledge Management per se. 

Therefore, the researcher has tried to formulate a framework (figure 1.2) of Knowledge 

Management taking into consideration pertinent factors such as leadership (in terms of 

bases of power and downward influence strategy), trust, organizational culture and 

organizational effectiveness. Their importance has been highlighted in the following 

sections focusing on the relationship of these factors with Knowledge Management 

followed by the review of literature. 
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Effective leadership is essential for successful Knowledge Management initiatives 

and organizational effectiveness. Leadership is considered to be an inherent component 

of organizations, one that defines direction and shapes control and autonomy within them 

(Child & Heavens, 2001). Organizations have to provide structure for Knowledge 

Management efforts to be successful (Huseman & Goodman, 1998; Nonaka, 1994; 

Schwandt & Marquardt, 2000). One of the elements of structure is the leadership of the 

organization (Schwandt & Marquardt, 2000). Researchers and practitioners alike 

recognize that leadership plays an important role in Knowledge Management, as they are 

the ones who turn the wheel in cultivating knowledge and fostering the underlying cultures 

necessary for Knowledge Management (Davenport, Delong, & Beers, 1998). Leaders‘ 

actions have high degree of influence on knowledge creation and utilization. First, leaders‘ 

actions can impact new information coming into the team and how that information 

becomes valued. Second, leaders‘ actions can impact knowledge creation. Third, leaders‘ 

actions can affect how knowledge is shared throughout the team and fourth, leaders‘ 

actions can influence the norms, values, and assumptions of the team (Schwandt, 2005).  

Leadership is the process of influencing the potential behavior of people to get the 

job done effectively over a sustained period of time. The leaders try to influence the 

subordinates through the use of basically three types of influence patterns, namely, 

compliance, identification and internalization. To achieve the organizational goal and be 

successful leaders should conduct themselves in different ways while dealing with the 

superiors, peers and subordinates by using different strategies. These tactics are called 

influence and influence strategies. These strategies vary depending on who the target 

person is and what the aim of the influence attempt is. However, power and authority are 

necessary to be effective leaders. According to French and Raven (1959), individuals can 

use five different bases of power depending upon how they position their relationship with 

others. These are reward power, coercive power, legitimate power, referent power and 

expert power. Social psychologists have acknowledged that the efficient utilization of 

power and the perceptions of power by juniors, peers and seniors are crucial determinants 

of supervisory success and organizational development (Aguinis & Adams, 1998; Yukl, 

Kim, & Falbe, 1996). 

Influence strategies by leaders also play a very strong role in cultivating knowledge 

and fostering learning. Consequently, providing accurate, timely and complete information 

for decision making is one of the most critical tasks of leadership. They support the flow of 
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knowledge from the middle to the top and down to the rest of the organization through the 

process of articulation and coordination (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995).  

People are considered another facilitating factor for Knowledge Management. 

Employees‘ willingness to share their knowledge and expertise are significant for 

successful Knowledge Management enterprise (Storey & Quintas, 2001). The enthusiasm 

to share, results from interpersonal trust among the members is frequently discussed as 

an essential element for successful Knowledge Management projects, although few 

studies have considered it in detail (Bukowitz & Williams, 2000; Rolland & Chauvel, 2000). 

Scholars recognize that business must have a craving to share as a guiding principle in 

organizational survival. For that, there is still the unsettled issue of ‗trust‘ (Riege, 2007), 

which is possibly one of the major critical success feature for creating a knowledge 

sharing culture (Tan, Lim & Ng, 2009). Investigating trust is important because knowledge 

sharing necessitates disseminating knowledge to another individual or group with 

anticipation for reciprocity. Moreover a relationship involving fear will certainly inhibit the 

sharing of information, due to fear of either being criticized, fear of losing one‘s 

uniqueness in the organization or fear of being mislead. Several aspects of leadership and 

trust have been examined in relation to Knowledge Management (Srivastava et al., 2006; 

Renzl, 2008). However, it is still unclear how trust influences or moderates the relationship 

between leadership (influence strategies and power) and Knowledge Management. Wang 

and Noe (2010) also suggest in their review paper that more research is needed to 

identify the role of trust in Knowledge Management. Trust is, in any case, the single most 

essential prerequisite for knowledge exchange (Rolland & Chauvel, 2000).  

 For successful Knowledge Management leadership and trust are vital factors, 

however the role of organizational culture cannot be overlooked. Schein (1993) argues 

that the process of embedding a culture is a ‗teaching‘ process, although not necessarily 

an explicit one. As founders or leaders, these individuals have the ability to encourage 

employees to try particular methods, which, if effective, become embedded into the 

organization as part of its culture. With research emphasizing more on the ―personal‖ 

fundamentals of knowledge, knowledge management systems research currently includes 

the social or cultural components of managing knowledge (McAdam & McCreedy, 1999) 

behaviors in organizations that can be called Knowledge Management (Janz & 

Prasarnphanich, 2003; Zarraga & Garcia-Falcon, 2003). Numerous studies have analyzed 

the impact of organizational culture on knowledge sharing. Taking into account a 
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qualitative study of fifty organizations, De Long and Fahey (2000) revealed that the 

advantages of a novel technology infrastructure were incomplete if well-established 

organizational principles and practices did not fostered knowledge sharing across various 

divisions in an organization. It is considered as one of the enablers of Knowledge 

Management but lack of focus on the cultural issues, has led to the failure of many 

Knowledge Management initiatives. Ruggles (1998) also opined that ―cultural‖ barriers are 

often held responsible for failures to share and transfer knowledge in organizations. The 

organization‘s core values, trust and the vision and commitment of leadership are crucial 

for creating the right kind of culture. Jennex and Zakharova (2006) confer why it is 

essential to consider culture and issued a call for further research focusing on the impact 

of culture on Knowledge Management. The key to the impact of culture on knowledge 

transfer is how values affect; how diverse social groups externalize metaphors, analogies, 

hypotheses, and models; how teams will systemize concepts; how groups internalize 

concepts; and how groups comprehend experiences. A learning culture enables people to 

manage the knowledge review process effectively (Huber, 1991). The culture in which 

learning and knowledge dissemination transpire must promote communication between 

those who require novel knowledge with the ones who can provide it (Swan & Newell, 

2000). 

Impact of Knowledge Management on Organizational Effectiveness 

Management has to analyze in the right time all the environmental elements 

because they affect the organization performance. An important question in the study of 

complex organizations in today‘s knowledge era is how to determine the degree to which 

an organization is achieving its goals or purposes. In recent years, companies have 

increasingly realized the importance of their employees' knowledge and its impact on the 

competitiveness. Bennet and Bennet (2001) argue that organizations have always used 

knowledge, but the new intense focus on knowledge in organizations has risen out of the 

organizations‘ need to manage their own growing complexity and yet remain competitive. 

Knowledge Management especially accelerates knowledge creation and is the driver for 

innovation. Increasingly, products and services are becoming ―smarter‖ and more 

knowledge based. Knowledge Management enables organizations to learn faster, and 

that means that individuals are learning faster and becoming more efficient and 

productive. People develop their competencies and confidence faster in organizations that 

practice effective Knowledge Management (Verma, 2012). 
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Moreover, Becerra-Fernandez et al. (2004) identified four categories of Knowledge 

Management impact on an organization: Knowledge Management affected the people (i.e. 

employees). It enhances the employees' learning process achieved through 

externalization, combination, internalization, and socialization (Nonaka, 1994). Employees 

are able to retrieve knowledge required to adapt to any circumstances in the organization 

(Becerra-Fernandez et al., 2004). Wiig (1999) suggests that such ability could eventually 

lead to employees' job satisfaction. Knowledge Management enables improvements in 

organizational processes characterized as efficiency, effectiveness and innovation. 

Efficiency comprises processes that are cheaper, quicker and produce more outputs, 

while effectiveness embraces processes that are better and new (Wauters & Lorincz, 

2008). Moreover, Knowledge Management facilitates organizations to develop and 

produce innovative solutions as well as organizational processes (Becerra-Fernandez et 

al., 2004). Knowledge Management affects the organization‘s products, which leads to 

better products in less money to more people. Thus it is clear that proper Knowledge 

Management implementation enables organizations to offer new products or improve 

earlier products (Becerra-Fernandez et al., 2004). Knowledge Management also 

influences the overall organizational performance both directly and indirectly. Direct 

impact occurs when Knowledge Management enables organizations to create innovative 

solutions which generate revenue and profit. It can be examined through calculating the 

organization‘s return on investment (ROI). The indirect impact appears within the 

organization‘s activities that are not directly associated with its vision, strategies or 

revenues. For example, Knowledge Management might improve the organization‘s 

advantageous negotiating position compared to its competitors (Amalia, 2009). 

Research Questions 

 On the basis of discussion cited in the earlier section, following unanswered 

research questions have emerged, and were investigated in the present study: 

1) Which bases of power has a positive effect on Knowledge Management in 

research oriented organizations? 

2) Which bases of power has a positive effect on organizational effectiveness? 

3) What are the different downward Influence Strategies that facilitate Knowledge 

Management? 
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4) What are the different downward Influence Strategies that facilitate 

organizational effectiveness? 

5) What is the impact of downward influence strategies practiced by top 

management on Knowledge Management? 

6) Does Trust moderate the relationship between leadership (bases of power and 

downward influence strategy) and Knowledge Management? 

7)  Does trust foster organizational effectiveness? 

8)  Does Cultures moderate the relationship between leadership (bases of power 

and downward influence strategy) Knowledge Management? 

9) Which kind of culture promotes Knowledge Management and is beneficial to the 

organization in terms of effectiveness?  

10) What is the impact of Knowledge Management processes on organizational 

effectiveness? 

It can be observed from aforesaid research questions, that the focus of this 

research was to investigate the role of leadership in terms of bases of power and 

downward influence strategies in Knowledge Management/organizational effectiveness. 

Attempt was also made to explore that how trust moderates the relation between 

leadership and Knowledge Management/organizational effectiveness. The present 

research focused on the impact that different organizational culture can have on 

Knowledge Management and organizational effectiveness. Moreover, the impact of 

Knowledge Management on organizational effectiveness was also investigated. 

Rationale for the Present Research 

The rationale for the present research can be found in the unexamined questions 

that emerged out of the literature review. It is apparent from the earlier findings that there 

is dearth of empirical studies relating influence strategies as well as bases of power and 

Knowledge Management. Therefore, present research was planned on the basis of 

following rationale: 
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Leaders are imperative for the creation of knowledge which is the very first step 

towards Knowledge Management; still there is dearth of literature on how leadership in 

terms of bases of power and downward influence strategies plays role in Knowledge 

Management process. The ones that are available mostly focus on leadership styles only 

(Bass, 1985; Bossink, 2007; Yukl & Lepsinger, 2004). Influence strategies and bases of 

power are the core of any leadership style, all leadership styles depend on bases of power 

and influence strategies still very few studies have considered this issue (Politis, 2005; 

Jayasingam, Ansari & Jantan, 2010). So addressing them will yield more accurate 

information about leadership and Knowledge Management.  

Wherever human factors are involved Trust will always come into picture, as 

relationship based on it will affect the degree of openness in sharing knowledge. Prior 

studies found that trust affects workplace attitudes, behaviors, and performance 

(Golembiewski & McConkie, 1975; Dirks & Ferrin, 2001). Still there is lack of researches 

that have tried to focus on this process and explored the role of trust in Knowledge 

Management (Politis, 2003; Lee et al., 2010; Jayasingam & Cheng, 2009; Wang & Noe, 

2010).  

Existing studies generally agree that organizational culture is one of the most 

powerful enabling factors for Knowledge Management (Davenport et al., 1998; Gold et al., 

2001), but not many studies have focused on innovative and learning cultures in context 

of Knowledge Management. Moreover, the available literature on organizational culture 

and Knowledge Management has focused mostly on the qualitative analyses of the 

variables, such as case studies focusing on a single case only (Alavi et al., 2005; Bolisani 

& Scarso, 1999; Apostolou & Mentzas, 2003). Also there is paucity of empirical research 

focusing on learning and innovative cultures in context of Knowledge Management 

(Skerlavaj et al., 2010).  

The impact of Knowledge Management has been clearly highlighted in some 

previous studies (Hult, Hurley, Giunipero & Nicolas, 2000; Zheng et al., 2010). However, 

the association between Knowledge Management and performance at organizational level 

has not been adequately investigated. Regardless of beliefs in the crucial role played by 

Knowledge Management to enhance organizational effectiveness, measuring Knowledge 

Management is hard (Lee & Choi, 2003), and the association between Knowledge 

Management processes and organizational effectiveness is insufficiently studied 
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(Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Shin, 2004). Therefore it warrants more studies in this 

direction. Hence, this study tries to address the aforementioned missing links in literature. 

Finally, the present research will identify how the above mentioned contextual 

variables will affect Knowledge Management in knowledge intensive (R&D organizations 

and consultancies) organizations, because with growing product and process complexity 

and rising pressure to create and sustain competitive advantage through rapid, continuous 

innovation, organizations increasingly depend on the efficient management of their 

research and development activities and the knowledge developed through these 

activities. Thus the knowledge demanding nature of research and development 

organizations demands Knowledge Management more than any other organization to 

continue to innovate as competitive environment of these organizations is highly volatile. 

Organizations are typically associated with rapid change and substantial uncertainty and 

demand continuous improvement in research and development capability and very few 

studies have addressed this issue (Suh et al., 2004). This provides the 

justification/rationale for undertaking this research work to fill this gap, it will also facilitate 

understanding about leadership, trust, culture and Knowledge Management. Thus to 

contribute to the development of a body of knowledge in this area and to provide empirical 

value, this study is the need of the hour. 

Conceptualization of the Variables and Literature Review 

Bases of Power 

Leadership is the art of influencing others to maximize their performance to 

accomplish any task, objective or project (Cohen, 1990). Encouraging knowledge workers 

to espouse Knowledge Management sustaining activities entails dynamic interactions 

amid leadership and Knowledge Management (Politis, 2005; Ribiere & Sitar, 2003). 

However, it is clear that leadership pervades as the underpinning for Knowledge 

Management initiative success, there is unexpectedly little empirical research to maintain 

the association between leadership particularly in terms of bases of power, downward 

influence strategy and Knowledge Management (Politis, 2005).  

Moreover, the notion of power frequently induces negative impressions, power 

more or less constantly exists in organizations. McClelland states that elevated want for 

power characterizes successful executives (McClelland & Boyatzis, 1982). Kanter (1979) 
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argued, based on her examination of organizations, that it is powerlessness that obstructs 

an organization‘s work. Subordinates anticipate and desire for powerful managers so that 

they can offer their juniors the assets needed to perform their job. The method of 

practicing power operates as one of the main features which describe the relation 

between supervisors and subordinates (Pfeffer, 2011). Research has confirmed that 

executive development and success are dependent on efficient use of influence (Yukl, 

1994). 

Power has been also defined as the ―capacity to exert influence‖ by Katz and Kahn 

(1966) or ―ability to get things done‖ (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1977). Hersey and Blanchard 

(1993) defined power as a ―leader‘s potential‖ that enables a leader to persuade or 

influence others to comply. Influence can only be exercised in the presence of power, as 

influence has to be enacted for it to exist but power does not. Katz and Kahn (1966), have 

made the distinction between influence and power more clear by defining influence as a 

―transaction in which one person (or group) acts in such a way as to change the behavior 

of another individual (or group) in some intended fashion‖.  

Besides influence power has been also differentiated from control. According to 

Lawler (1976) control means ―to direct, to influence, or to determine the behavior of 

someone else‖. On the other hand power is just the potential to influence others. Control 

can be put into effect only when power is present although power can exist in the absence 

of control. Control can be viewed as manifestation of power in extreme form. 

Another inter-related concept with power is authority. Authority signifies only one type 

of power and that is power provided by the position one holds while, power incorporates 

many forms of power (expert, referent, reward, coercive etc.) and it is the capacity to 

influence others. Hence it is clear that power manifests in many forms.  

From the past several years many power sources have been proposed by different 

scholars including Paton (1984), Hunt (1986), Stephenson (1985), and Morgan (1986), 

with French and Raven‘s (1959) typology being the most heavily utilized, and also 

adopted in the present research work. According to French and Raven (1959) the power 

classification involves an agent (referred as ―O‖) who has the ability or potential to 

influence a target (referred as ―P‖). French and Raven (1959) clearly affirmed that ―we 

shall define power in terms of influence, and influence in terms of psychological 
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change…….and we want to define change at a level of generality which includes, 

changes in behavior, opinions, attitudes, goals, needs, values, and all other aspects of the 

person‘s psychological field‖. They further stated that ―the strength of power of O/P in 

some system a is defined as the maximum potential ability of O to influence P in a.‖  

Thus, French and Raven (1959) introduced a fivefold categorization of sources of 

power, commonly known as Bases of Power. French and Raven (1959) specified 

following five as the primary sources of power by which an agent, O, can exert influence 

over a person, P. These are: 

(1) Reward Power:  can be defined as the agent‘s ability to reward the targets‘

 desirable behavior. It increases its magnitude on the basis of P‘s perception that O 

 has the capacity to mediate rewards for P. The strength of reward power also 

 depends upon O‘s ability to increase ―positive valence‖ of the resources that are 

 valued by P and to decrease the ―negative valence‖. 

 (2) Coercive Power: is based on the expectation of P that the agent has the ability 

 to punish P or to prevent P from obtaining preferred rewards, if P is unable to 

 comply with O‘s influence attempt. Similar to reward power coercive power also 

 involves the capacity of O to manipulate the valence gained by P in order to 

 influence P. 

 (3) Legitimate Power: stems from internalized values in P which states that O has 

 a genuine right to influence P and that P has an obligation to accept this influence. 

 Legitimate power is based on agent‘s formal position or authority. The concept of 

 legitimacy involves some sort of code or standard, privileges and commitments 

 associated with a particular position in any organization, which are accepted by 

 other individuals, by virtue of which the external agent O can assert his power over 

 P.  

 (4) Referent Power: is based on the target person P‘s identification with the 

 influencing agent O. According to French and Raven (1959) identification can be 

 defined as ―a feeling of oneness of P with O, or a desire for such identity‖. If P is 

 attracted towards O then P will make efforts for close associations with O. If P 

 behaves, believes, or perceives as O does it can be can be established or 
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 maintained that P is identifying with O. The stronger the identification of P with O 

 the greater the referent power of O/P. 

 (5) Expert Power: is based on P‘s attribution of some special knowledge or 

 expertise to O in a particular area. It stems from the P‘s perception of expertise, 

 skill or knowledge in the influencing agent O. As per French and Raven (1959) P 

 evaluates O's expertness in relation to his own knowledge as well as against an 

 absolute standard, hence the range of expert power is restricted to those cognitive 

 areas in which O is assumed to have superior knowledge than P.  

 Therefore, it is clearly visible that power can be based on the person‘s position i.e. 

positional power (reward power, coercive power and legitimate power) as well as the 

personal characteristics i.e. personal power (expert power and referent power) (Yukl, 

1989). It is the presence of power bases only that enables an actor to exert influence over 

others by using different influence strategies based on these power bases. 

 Furthermore, previous researches have shown that any single power base or 

combination of various power bases is also likely to lead to influence, as the various 

sources of power are interrelated (Lunenburg, 2012). For instance, coercive power might 

be an important source in the situations immediately prior to a physical argument 

(Tedeschi & Felson, 1994). Scholars demonstrated that different power bases can be 

suitable for different type of organizations, for instance In an organizational setting, 

legitimate and reward power might be the most critical power bases, while legitimate and 

expert power might be more pertinent in an educational setting (Aguinis, Nesler, Quigley, 

Lee, & Tedeschi, 1996).  

 It was also evident from a number of past researches that the use of the different 

power bases has variable outcomes for example; performance of a subordinate is 

influenced most strongly by a supervisor‘s use of expert and reward powers. 

Subordinate‘s contentment with a supervisor is highest when the supervisor uses expert 

and referent powers (Carson, Carson, & Roe, 1993). Coercive power has been establish 

to result into less influence and even resistance by targets in work settings (Falbe & Yukl, 

1992).  

 In the majority of the cases it has been found that high power can lead to more 

influence. Nevertheless, there might be circumstance where low power might lead to more 
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influence. For instance, studies have found coercive power to lead to less influence and 

even confrontation by targets in job settings (Falbe & Yukl, 1992). Coercive power was 

found to negatively affect knowledge sharing (Politis, 2005) too. Researchers have 

recommended and recognize the importance of providing incentives to encourage 

workforce to share their knowledge but only some studies have investigated the direct 

relationship between leadership and knowledge sharing particularly from a social power 

perspective (Renzl, 2008). Studies on the role of workers perceptions about how 

knowledge might provide a basis of referent, expert, and reward power are still required 

(Wang & Noe, 2010). However, individuals might abstain from sharing knowledge owing 

to fear of power loss although there is a possibility that individuals can amplify their expert 

and referent power by sharing more knowledge. 

 Diana E. Krause (2004) also proposed that granting freedom and autonomy and 

using expert  knowledge and information (expert power) have the most positive effect on 

the cognitive  processes and innovative behaviors (generation and testing of ideas, and 

implementation), and  the most negative effect on innovation blocking behaviors 

(intrapsychic coping and flight). 

 Power nevertheless is widely recognized in management literature as being the 

pervasive part of organizational life (Mangham, 1988) and the bases of power are often 

employed by the leaders to influence the behavior of fellow workers. Given that a variety 

of leadership styles are establish to be positively correlated to knowledge acquisition 

(Politis, 2001, 2002; Salleh et al., 2011), it can be reasonably argued that dimensions of 

leaders‘ power will be predictive variable of Knowledge Management activities. Therefore, 

the pertinent questions raised by researcher in this context are: 

a) Which bases of power have a positive effect on Knowledge Management in 

research oriented organizations? 

b) Which bases of power has a positive effect on organizational effectiveness? 

 So far, very small numbers of researchers (Crawford, 2005; Politis, 2005; Singh, 

2008) have examined the essential leader actions required to increase the scope of 

Knowledge Management activities in organizations. Though, with few exceptions of the 

studies by Crawford (2005), Singh (2008) the extent of the abovementioned studies was 

restricted to specific leadership styles and processes in Knowledge Management and did 
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not endeavored to focus on Knowledge Management as a holistic process that involves 

knowledge creation, distribution, acquisition, as well as utilization in relation to influence 

strategy and social power. As a matter of fact these practices are interdependent 

processes (Janz & Prasarnphanich, 2003). Moreover only studies by Jayasingham, Ansari 

and Jantan (2010) and Politis (2005) tried to expand the dimensions of leadership 

behavior by including interpersonal influence and social power. Therefore, it is essential to 

pay attention to these processes as a whole. Hence, the aim of this study is to fill this 

significant gap along with examining the impact of leaders‘ bases of power on the degree 

and successful implementation of Knowledge Management processes jointly. 

 Several studies have investigated the impact of the power bases on diverse results 

in the organizational milieu (Yukl, 2010) but researchers have not endeavored to develop 

the leadership behavior aspects to embrace interpersonal influence and social power 

bases. This major gap is however to be filled, even though it is apparent that leadership 

involves the capability to influence organizational members involved in Knowledge 

Management practices, in the knowledge intensive organizations (Macneil, 2003). 

Leaders should also be able to revitalize the viewpoint of Knowledge Workers towards 

successful knowledge acquisition by applying their influence strategies (Politis, 2005). A 

thorough analysis on the function of knowledge leaders‘ discloses that leaders‘ power 

bases can influence the degree of Knowledge Management practices (Politis, 2005; 

Ribiere & Sitar, 2003). Yet, it is uncertain that what power bases are desired in a 

knowledge-based organization. Therefore, there is an attempt in the present research 

work to investigate the relationship between power bases of top management and extent 

of Knowledge Management practices in research intensive organizations. Thus the 

researcher hypothesizes that: 

Hypothesis 1A: Expert power will positively influence Knowledge Management   

activities. 

Hypothesis 1B: Legitimate power will be positively related to Knowledge Management 

practices. 

Hypothesis 1C: Referent power will positively affect Knowledge Management 

processes. 
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Hypothesis 1D: Reward power will be positively related to Knowledge Management 

activities. 

Hypothesis 1E: Coercive power will adversely affect Knowledge Management 

activities. 

Hypothesis 1F: Expert power will positively influence organizational effectiveness. 

Hypothesis 1G: Legitimate power will be positively related to organizational 

effectiveness. 

Hypothesis 1H: Referent power will positively affect organizational effectiveness. 

Hypothesis 1I: Reward power will be positively related to organizational effectiveness. 

Hypothesis 1J: Coercive power will adversely affect organizational effectiveness. 

Downward Influence Strategy 

A number of theoretical and experimental researches have claimed that leadership 

acts as a significant factor in knowledge processes, like sharing, creating, and capturing 

(Bryant, 2003; Lakshman, 2007; Politis, 2001, 2002; Srivastava et al., 2006). Leadership 

represents a broad synthesis drawn across three intellectual traditions recognizable as 

biological, psychological, and cultural components—leadership behaviors, leadership 

characteristics, and culture building (Croswell, 1996).  

 Goffman (1955) highlighted the idea that individuals consciously manage the 

impression they portray in front of others in inter-personal interaction. While manipulation 

was not a new notion then but it was certainly a novel proposition that individuals present 

themselves in effort to create identities they desire to show and which can lead to 

personal gain. It was also interesting implication that individuals modify the image they 

display and the plan employed to depict this image, depending on the circumstances they 

face and the outcome they expect to achieve. Gaufman‘s dramaturgical perspective 

robustly influenced the advancement of theory and research in inter-personal behavior 

and following relevant research on self-presentation, impression management, influence 

tactics and organizational politics, have continued to be dynamic areas of investigation till 

now. Since past few years, interpersonal influence theory was viewed as useful to 

organizational contexts to recognize the actions of individuals at work. Works setting were 
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considered favorable to interpersonal influence because acquiring a job offer, getting a 

positive performance appraisal or assurance of a high wages could inspire the self-

interest objective and thus behavior planned to generate a favorable impression. To 

achieve the organizational goal and be a successful leader one should behave in different 

ways while dealing with the superiors, peers and subordinates keeping in mind what the 

goal of influence attempt is, by using different strategies Goffman (1955). Social influence 

processes are a pervasive aspect of organizational life 

 Literature shows that leadership plays a crucial role in the knowledge creation 

within the organizations. Garcia-Morales et al, (2008) through their study on CEOs 

showed that how the leader‘s insight regarding various intermediary tactical factors linked 

with knowledge (knowledge slack, tacitness, absorptive capacity, organizational learning) 

and innovativeness affects the relationship amid transformational leadership and 

organizational performance. Nadler and Tushman (1990) found that an instrumental 

leadership style structures and controls the innovation processes. Transformational 

leadership encourages innovation and knowledge and generates returns for 

organizational performance which is not the case with transactional leadership (Howell & 

Avolio, 1993). Politis (2001, 2002) tested the effects of transformational and transactional 

leadership and found that transformational leadership was more powerfully associated 

with knowledge gaining than transactional leadership. Kelloway and Barling (2000) 

identified the positive impact of transformational leadership on SECI (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 

1995) as well as on beneficial situations for instance commitment and trust. 

 In a study by Lee and Salleh (2009) an effort was made to relate leadership styles 

and downward influence strategies. They opined that the reason why one can suspect a 

connection between influence tactics and transformational leadership is due to the fact 

that leaders‘ actions motivate others to alter their viewpoints and ideals (Bass, 1999), 

which is suggestive of inspirational appeal. Inspirational appeal indicates the usage of 

principles and ideals to provoke an emotional reaction in the coworkers (Yukl, 2002; Yukl 

& Seifert, 2002). Transformational leader encourages and provokes subordinates to take 

risk and accomplish more than what they believe they can, by elevating their self-

confidence (Bass, 1999). Therefore, inspirational appeals strategy is anticipated to be 

linked with transformational leaders who regularly express with vibrant metaphors and 

symbols that engender passion (Yukl, 2002) and exchange tactic with transactional 
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leadership style because they often exercise influence by offering to return or exchange 

favors. 

 It was Kurt Lewins‘ theory (1959) where the origin of the social psychological 

understanding of power bases and influence was first found. Following Lewin‘s initial 

conceptualization, French and Raven (1959) defined ―influence as a force one person (the 

agent) exerts on someone else (the target) to induce a change in the target, including 

changes in behaviors, opinions, attitudes, goals, needs, and values”. A clear distinction 

was made by Katz and kahn (1966) between influence and bases of power. They defined 

influence as a ―transaction in which one person or group acts in such a way as to change 

the behavior of an individual or group in some intended fashion‖. Whereas, ―power is 

capacity to exert influence‖. Power exists even if it is not explicitly exercised, whereas 

influence has to be enacted for it to exist. 

It was Goodchilds, Quadrado and Raven‘s (1975) research work that increased 

the speed of the investigations on influence strategies. In their study they directly asked 

their subjects question about the influence strategies they used to influence others, to 

either answer orally or to write in form of an essay. Since then, many studies in a variety 

of contexts have adopted this procedure to study power strategies (Ansari, Kapoor, & 

Rehana, 1984; Falbo & Peplau, 1980; Kipnis, Schmidt, & Wilkinson, 1980). Previous 

Studies have explored influence strategies among students attempting to influence their 

friends and parents (Goodchilds et al., 1975), among lovers and married couples 

attempting to get their way with each other (Kipnis, & Vilk, 1987), and among employees 

trying to persuade their bosses, peers, and juniors (Ansari et al., 1984; Kipnis et al., 

1980). 

Cartwright (1965) developed the conceptual framework of influence. He also 

identified three most important facets of the influence process, which are, (a) the influence 

agent (person who is exerting influence), (b) the method of exerting influence, and (c) the 

target of influence (the individual being influenced). It was also emphasized by Cartwright 

(1965) that individuals exercise the influence in varying degrees, even if they have the 

resources for exerting influence. This can be ascribed to the different motives of different 

individuals. The studies have clearly demonstrated that managers vary their influence 

strategies according to their own objectives (Kipnis & Schmidt, 1983; Kipnis et al., 1980; 

Kapoor, Ansari, & Shukla, 1986). 
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Categorization of Influence Strategies 

The diverse Influence Strategies can be classified into three major categories. 

These are as follows: 

(1) Upward Influence Strategies: This category includes the ways by which 

 people influence their superiors or seniors. 

(2) Downward Influence Strategies: Under this category methods used by 

 managers to obtain compliance from their subordinates or juniors are included. 

(3) Lateral Influence Strategies: This category involves techniques used among 

 peers, husband/wife, friends, etc to influence each other. Such techniques are 

 particularly used in power relationships where both members have equal power.  

There are several studies on influence strategies, which are reported in the 

literature. The present research focuses particularly on Downward Influence 

Strategies hence, some of the most widely reported downward influence strategies in 

organizations are described as follows:  

(1) Rationality/Reasoning/Rational Persuasion: Rational persuasion is based on 

rationale explanation for a request and it entails the usage of logical arguments and 

factual information to persuade a target that the agent‘s offer is possible and similar to 

the objectives they share (Eagly & Chaiken, 1984). This tactic can be employed to 

make influence endeavors in any direction. Study by Kipnis and Schmidt (1988) also 

demonstrated that, managers who got the highest performance ratings used rational 

persuasion as the dominant tactic for upward influence attempts. In an organization 

various rationality based tactics are used like; writing thorough plans, giving 

justification for a request, writing memorandums, and providing facts and data.  

(2) Assertiveness: This tactic involves demanding forcefully, telling a person to 

comply, pointing out rules, expressing anger verbally, or even becoming a nuisance 

(Kipnis, 1976). It was found by both Kipnis et al. (1980) and Mowday (1978) that this 

tactic was mostly used to influence individuals at all levels (superiors, co-workers, and 

subordinates) in an organization.  
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(3) Ingratiation: This tactic involves making the other person feel important, escalating 

the importance of a request, inducing good mood in another person and enhancing 

the target‘s feeling of positive regard toward the agent, displaying a need, asking 

politely, acting humbly, or pretending that the other person really has decisional 

powers. Similar to rationality tactic, ingratiation tactic can also be used to persuade the 

superiors as well as to get one‘s way with peers and subordinates and influence them 

to act in specific ways the actor desires (Kipnis et al., 1980; Ralston, 1985). This 

influence tactic has been scientifically examined by many Indian scholars also 

(Pandey, 1981; Pandey & Rastogi, 1979; Pandey & Bohra, 1984). 

Some common techniques used to ingratiate are praise, expressing acceptance, 

flattery, and expressing agreement. These tactics are used to amplify the agent‘s 

attractiveness towards the target (Tedeschi & Melburg, 1984). In the previous studies 

it was reported that ingratiation was mostly used in downward and lateral influence 

attempts than upward influence (Kipnis et al., 1980; Yukl & Falbe, 1990).  

 (4) Showing Expertise: This influence tactic involves, the influence exerted by boss on 

his/her subordinates by showing proficiency, skill, competence and knowledge in work 

domain, and anticipates subordinates to conform with his/her advanced knowledge. 

(5) Use of Sanctions: The use of sanctions is based upon organizational rewards and 

punishments. Sanctions can be categorized as negative or positive, negative sanction 

tactics include preventing salary increases, withdrawing incentives and threatening an 

employee‘s job security whereas, positive sanctions involve increasing salary or 

promoting the individual. Moreover, sanctions include both informal exchange like 

promoting interpersonal attraction by admiring the superior (Kipnis & Vanderveer, 

1971) and formal exchange, such as rewarding (Porter, Allen, & Angle, 1981). This 

strategy demands that the person actually possesses the power and authority to 

implement the tactics. It is usually exercised by seniors to get their work done from 

their subordinates. 

(6) Personalized Relationship: This tactic involves agent‘s affection, nurturance, 

support and concern towards the target individual. They even extent their help beyond 

the work place to targets‘ personal matters, and agent expects the target to 
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reciprocate accordingly in exchange for this, in form of compliance to his/her 

requests/demands. 

Indian subordinates have a propensity to depend extremely on their superior with 

whom they want to develop a personalized rather than contractual work relationship. 

According to Kakar (1978) and Sinha (1980) nurturance is the preferred attitude of the 

superior towards his subordinates. Sinha (1980) identified the salience of the 

Nurturant-task (NT) style as a substitute model in the Indian culture. The typical 

characteristics of Indian subordinates that led to the birth of the NT style are as 

follows: (i) Indian subordinates have a propensity to depend extremely on their 

superiors, and they want to nurture personalized relationship with them rather than 

contract-based work relationships; (ii) they willingly admit to the influence of their 

senior and succumb to his/her demands; (iii) work is not appreciated in itself; and (iv) 

still the subordinates readily work extremely hard and make efforts in order to 

preserve a personalized relationship with the senior (Sinha, 1980).  

(7) Exchange of Benefits: There is more opportunity to use exchange with 

subordinates and peers than with superiors to get the work done. Erez, Rim, and 

Keider (1986), Kipnis et al. (1980), Yukl and Falbe (1990) revealed that exchange 

tactic was employed more in downward and lateral influence efforts as compared to 

upward influence attempts. It involves such things as ―offering an exchange or offering 

to make personal sacrifices‖. In order to be effectual, the agent must propose 

something the target regards as attractive and appropriate (Yukl, 1989). Offering an 

exchange of favor, signifies readiness to return favor some time later, or promises an 

equal distribution of the benefits. Results regarding the consequences of using 

exchange tactic are not consistent (Case, Dosier, Murkinson, & Keys, 1988; Mowday, 

1978). 

A leader can use single or a combination of these strategies to get work done from the 

organizational members. These strategies have been differently described by different 

authors in terms of different proportions. For instance, Wilkinson and Kipnis (1978) 

illustrated strategies in form of two dimensions: strong and weak. The strong dimension 

incorporated such methods as perseverance, withholding payment, or even threats. On 

the other hand the weak dimension employed methods such as face-to-face negotiation, 

compromise or demand for conformity. Falbo (1977) mentioned about two dimensions that 
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underlie the experts‘ decisions in context of the influence strategies: rational/non-rational 

and direct/indirect. Rational strategies involved logical reasoning, negotiating or 

compromise. Whereas, non-rational strategies included emotional tactics such as, 

deception, elusion, and emotionally manipulating the agent. In contrast to this direct 

strategy of influence consisted of straightforward statement, affirmation, and fair 

achievement, while indirect strategies included suggestion and thought manipulation. 

Kipnis and Schmidt (1985) have classified influence strategies into three main 

categories of influence behavior, specifically, hard strategy, soft strategy and rational 

strategy. 

Hard strategy can be describes as the source through which the agent demands 

compliance to be gained from the target (Miller, 1983). It can be in either form that is 

to say in direct assertive requests for conformity, or mediated all the way through 

manipulative threats and aggression.  

Soft strategy comes into play when the agent seeks out compliance in a courteous, 

friendly, or humble manner by attempting to flatter, understand and sympathize with 

the target being influenced. As per Kipnis and his colleagues (Kipnis & Schmidt, 1983; 

Kipnis, Schmidt, & Wilkinson, 1980) managers vary their influence strategies with 

respect to their own intention and motives. For instance, to gain individual benefits 

from a supervisor, they frequently use ―polite or soft‖ words, portraying a positive 

image of their through impression management, and ingratiation. Quite the opposite, 

of this managers frequently utilize assertiveness as a powerful strategy with the 

intention of pursuing the organizational objectives. 

Rational strategy engages the application of such techniques as bargaining and logic. 

It involves of the appeal from the side of the agent towards the target to bring out 

instrumental reasoning by the target. Ansari & Kapoor (1987) observed that individuals 

who responded more to the nurturant-task or participative supervisor displayed a 

greater propensity to choose rational strategies such as rational persuasion as a 

source of influence. This is close to Cheng‘s (1983) view, that individuals take action 

on account of what they perceive to be suitable or acceptable in a particular given 

social setting (Cartwright & Zander, 1968). 
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Moreover, Barbuto, Scholl, Hickox and Boulmetis (2001) catagorized Yukl‘s 

classification of influence tactics as either ―hard‖ or ―soft‖ on the basis of targets‘ 

resistance level with respect to the actions of their leader. Hard or commanding tactics 

such as, exchange, pressure, legitimizing, and coalition. On the other hand soft tactics are 

based on interpersonal relationships and consist of inspirational appeals, consultation, 

rational persuasion, ingratiation, and personal appeals (Barry & Shapiro, 1992). 

Furthermore, putting influence behaviors into effect leads to potential results (Falbe & 

Yukl, 1992; Kipnis et al., 1980; Yukl & Tracey, 1992). Commitment, compliance, and 

resistance are the three potential outcomes derived out from the influence attempts. 

Commitment can be described as enthusiastic as well as extraordinary efforts. 

Compliance takes place when the target gives his/her agreement to the request but 

makes minimum effort from his/her side. Lastly, resistance takes place when the target 

keeps away from complying by giving argument or delay technique (Falbe & Yukl, 1992). 

As evident from literature review in the field of downward influence strategies that 

almost no empirical work has been done in context of Knowledge Management. 

Therefore, the researcher has raised certain questions in this regard which are: 

a) What are the different downward Influence Strategies that facilitate Knowledge 

Management? 

b) What is the impact of downward influence strategies practiced by top management 

on Knowledge Management? 

c) What are the different downward Influence Strategies that facilitate organizational 

effectiveness? 

If Knowledge Management does not pervade to all levels in the organization, starting 

from the top, it is improbable that knowledge management agendas will ever hold on or be 

effectual (DeTienne et al., 2004). In the same way, Kluge et al. (2001) put forward that 

whilst leaders across all the levels of hierarchies in the organization have remarkable and 

critical part to play in managing knowledge, and so it becomes even more important for 

top echelons to involve themselves in knowledge sharing processes. Furthermore, they 

emphasize that whole company will automatically give importance to knowledge sharing if 
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the leader himself takes knowledge sharing seriously. So the following hypotheses were 

proposed: 

 Hypothesis 2A: Certain types of downward influence strategies [Assertiveness, 

 Exchange of Benefits, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, 

 Sanctions (Positive), and Showing Expertise] will be positively related with 

 Knowledge Management activities. 

  Hypothesis 2B: Certain class of downward influence strategies [Sanctions 

 (Negative)] will be negatively associated with Knowledge Management. 

 Hypothesis 2C: Certain types of downward influence strategies [Assertiveness, 

 Exchange of Benefits, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, 

 Sanctions (Positive), and Showing Expertise] will be positively related with 

 organizational effectiveness. 

 Hypothesis 2D: Certain types of downward influence strategies [Sanctions 

 (Negative)] will be negatively related with organizational effectiveness. 

 Literature reveals that transactional leaders frequently exert influence by offering 

to reciprocate or exchange favors (i.e., exchange tactics) and contingent reward which 

was found to have negative effect on Knowledge acquisition (Politis, 2002). However, 

transformational leadership affects Knowledge Management positively (Wang, 2011). 

Transformational leaders make use of more personally involving influence tactics (e.g., 

personal appeals, inspirational appeals, consultation, and rationality) than their 

transactional counterparts (Falbe & Yukl, 1992; Yukl, 1998). Therefore, in the light of 

these studies it can be anticipated that influence strategies involving rationality and will be 

more positively related to Knowledge Management as compared to reward and exchange 

tactics. Higgins et al. (2003) suggested in their review paper that rationality and 

ingratiation have positive effect on work outcomes but what specifically happens in the 

case of Knowledge Management is still a matter of further research. 

The Connection: Leadership, Bases of Power and Influence Strategy 

Leadership might be seen as the methodology of impacting individuals towards the 

accomplishment of some specific goals. The leadership style is perceived as the unique 

way in which a leader exerts influence over the subordinates. According to Tannenbaum, 
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Weschler and Massarik (1961) leadership can be defined as ―interpersonal influence 

exercised in a situation and directed through communication process toward the 

attainment of a specific goal or goals‖. Besides that, they also made an effort to 

discriminate leadership and power. As per them, power is a capability or potential for, 

influence. Leadership, in contrast to this, can be differentiated from power by its action 

implication, specifically, the real utilization of force by the impacting agent to attain 

conformance to his or her sought objectives. According to the opinion of Gibb (1969) 

Leadership and power both are considered as influence processes. The link that connects 

the two is ―influence‖, while the distinctive position involving them is ―action connotation‖.  

Trust 

Scholars from various time periods professed trust to be an important hall mark of 

effective organizations (Argyris, 1962; Likert, 1967). The investigation of trust within an 

organization is a complex construct that has only recently become a major research topic 

within the organizational psychology literature (Colquitt, Scott, & LePine, 2007; Brower, 

Lester, Korsgaard, & Dineen, 2009). Researchers who investigated trust have found that it 

plays a more important role in organizations than it was understood earlier (Dirks & 

Skarlicki, 2008; Colquitt et al., 2007). Furthermore, numerous positive outcomes have 

been connected with increased levels of trust within an organization (Colquitt et al., 2007; 

McAllister, 1995). For instance, it was found in the previous researches concerning trust 

that workforce that trusts their leaders as well as coworkers are possibly expected to 

continue with their organization for a longer time period, more dedicated to their job and 

give their best into their work tasks (Colquitt et al., 2007). 

Scholars have produced perplexity about the definition and conceptualization of 

the trust as a construct. For instance, some researchers view trust as a behavioral 

intention (Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995) or as a form of internal action, comparable 

to choosing, judging, or preferring (Lewis & Weigert, 1985). Whereas other scholars 

perceived trust as identical to trustworthiness, and they discussed trust in relation to 

individual characteristics that promote positive anticipations on the other individuals part 

(Butler & Cantrell, 1984). Some other scholars viewed trust as a feature of personality that 

develops early in life and remains relatively constant throughout adulthood (Rotter, 1967). 

Finally, few others treat trust as a synonym for collaboration, cooperation or risk taking 
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and often operationalize it using cooperative choices in a dilemma game (Lewis & 

Weigert, 1985). 

It was by the efforts of Mayer et al. (1995) and Rousseau et al. (1998) some 

confusion in context of defining trust was cleared, who attempted to elucidate the 

confusion (Mayer et al., 1995; Rousseau et al., 1998) It can be said that there are two 

significant points in both these definitions (Table 1.5). The first element is the intention to 

accept vulnerability, which has been found in numerous previous definitions of trust (Boon 

& Holmes, 1991). Another element is a positive expectation which was also reported in 

many former definitions of trust (Boon & Holmes, 1991). Rousseau et al., (1998) have 

acknowledged several commonalities amongst different definitions, specifically: (a) risk, 

(b) expectations or beliefs, and (c) a willingness to place oneself at risk with the 

assumption and anticipation that no damage will come to one. Some of the most popular 

definitions of trust are presented in Table 1.3. 

Table 1.3 Definitions of Trust 

Authors Definitions 

Mayer et al., 1995 ―Trust as the willingness of a trustor to be vulnerable to the actions of a trustee 

based on the expectation that the trustee will perform a particular action important 

to the trustor irrespective of the ability to monitor or control that other party‖. 

Rousseau (1998). 

 

"Trust is a psychological state comprising the intention to accept vulnerability 

based upon positive expectations of the intentions or behavior of another." 

Das & Teng (1998). 

 

"Trust is the degree to which the trustor holds a positive attitude toward the 

trustee's goodwill and reliability in a risky exchange situation." 

Robinson (1996). 

 

―Trust is "one's expectations, assumptions, or beliefs about the likelihood that 

another's future actions will be beneficial, favorable, or at least not detrimental to 

one's interests." 

  

Jones and George (1998) distinguished among three diverse states of trust: 

distrust, conditional trust, and unconditional trust. They opined that, conditional, 

unconditional trust and distrust all are part of one and same notion that is the experience 

of trust. Distrust is absence of trust, and unconditional trust is the embodiment of 
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interpersonal trust. Conditional trust progresses to unconditional trust as the relationship 

proceeds. However, if trust is deceived, unconditional trust is likely to turn back to 

conditional trust, or even into distrust, depending upon the severity of disloyalty. Another 

stream of literature talks about the bases of trust or how trust is obtained (Shapiro et al., 

1992). Table 1.4 presents the summary. 

Table 1.4 Categorization of Trust (Ford, 2001) 

Aspects of 

Trust 

 Definitions 

Common 

Research 

Approaches 

for Trust 

―Economics‖ 

―Sociology‖ 

―Psychology‖   

―e.g., economics-based trust (Williamson, 1993)‖ 

―e.g., institution-based trust (Zucker, 1986)‖ 

―e.g., personality-based trust (Rotter, 1967)‖ 

Bases for 

Trust 

―Deterrence-based 

trust  (Shapiro, 

Sheppard, &  

Cheraskin, 1992)‖ 

―Trust is derived through the presence of costly sanctions for 

opportunistic behavior. Some contend that this is a form of control, 

not trust; however, others do as someone trusts an individual 

because of the presence of the sanctions. (Rousseau et al, 1998) ―. 

―Knowledge-based 

trust  (Shapiro et al, 

1992)‖ 

―Trust is derived through getting to know the other individual, and 

being able to predict his/her behavior―. 

―Identification-based 

trust (Shapiro, et al., 

1992)‖ 

―Trust is derived through empathy, and a sharing of common values 

(i.e., through identifying with the other individual) ―. 

―Cognition-based trust 

(Brewer, 1981)‖ 

―Trust is derived through cognitive cues such as first impressions 

(Brewer, 1981) ―. 

―Relational trust 

(Rousseau, et al., 

1998)‖ 

―Trust is derived over time through information of trustee within the 

frame of the relationship (Rousseau, et al., 1998) ―. 

―Calculus-based trust‖ ―Trust is calculated on the basis of deterrents and intentions / 

competence (Rousseau, et al., 1998) ―. 

―Economics-based 

trust (Williamson, 

1993)‖ 

―Trust is derived from a rational decision based on costs and 

benefits (Kim & Prabhakar, 2000) ―. 

―Institution-based trust 

(Zucker, 1986)‖ 

―Trust reflects the security felt due to guarantees, safety nets, or 

other structures (McKnight & Cummings, 1998) ― 

―Personality-based ―Propensity to trust; developed through childhood relations with 
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trust (Rotter, 1967) ― caregivers. (Rotter, 1967) ―. 

Targets of 

Trust 

―Interpersonal trust‖ ―The willingness of one person to increase his/her vulnerability to the 

actions of another person [e.g., Zand 1972]‖ (Aulakh, Kotabe & 

Sahay, 1996, p. 1007). Also defined as ―generalized expectancy that 

the verbal statements of others can be relied upon (Rotter, 1967, p. 

651) ―. 

―Group trust 

(Rousseau, et al., 

1998)‖ 

―The willingness of one person to increase his/her vulnerability to the 

actions of a group of people―. 

―Organizational trust‖ ―Organizational trust is a feeling of confidence and support in an 

employer… organizational trust refers to employee faith in corporate 

goal attainment and organizational leaders, and to the belief that 

ultimately, organizational action will prove beneficial for employees‖ 

(Gilbert & Li-Ping Tang, 1998, p. 322) ―. 

―Institutional trust― ―Institutional trust is a feeling of confidence and security in 

institutions (e.g., the law, organizations), that the laws, policies, 

regulations, etc. are to protect the individual‘s rights, and will not 

harm her/him―. 

―Trust in individuals― ―This is the same as interpersonal trust―. 

―Trust in firms―   ―This is the same as organizational trust―. 

―Trust in institutions―   ―This is the same as institutional trust―. 

Types of Trust 

(Morris & 

Moberg, 1994) 

Personal   

 

―Trust is based on the person-to-person interaction; it is unique to 

each relationship. Violation of this trust is betrayal (Elangovan & 

Shapiro, 1998) ―. 

Impersonal   

 

―Trust is based on the position within the organization, not the 

individual who fills the position. Violations of this trust are considered 

to be deviant, and are managed through formal reprimands and 

sanctions (Elangovan & Shapiro, 1998) ―. 

 

Scholars have been investigating this construct for many years since it is related to 

interpersonal relationships (Rotter, 1967). But lately only, efforts were made to apply this 

construct into organizations, and examine its repercussions as well as significance for 

business success (McKnight, Cummings & Chervany, 1998). For instance, trust has been 

linked with worker motivation and job satisfaction (Kelloway & Barling, 2000). On the bass 

of numerous interviews carried out in 20 organizations Abrams, Cross, Lesser, and Levin 

(2003) acknowledged ten behaviors and practices that encourage interpersonal trust in 
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context of knowledge sharing. According to them the efficiency of these ―trust builders‖ 

largely depends on the uniqueness of the organization. Moreover, Trust in management 

has been found to foster knowledge sharing by reducing the fear of losing one‘s distinctive 

worth (Renzl, 2008), disengaging employees' anxiety of losing expert power and 

restraining the possible influence of other personality traits on knowledge sharing. 

Von Krogh, Ichijo, and Nonaka (2000) also give their suggestions for building trust 

in relation to Knowledge Management. These recommendations are: ―create a sense of 

mutual reliance; make trustworthy behavior aspect of the performance review; Increase 

person‘s trustworthiness by constructing a plan of expectations; sharing personal 

information for smaller groups; use symbolic gestures for interdependency‖ (von Krogh et 

al., 2000). The first and last points mentioned above create interdependence. 

Interdependence generates a kind of interpersonal trust (Rolland & Chauvel, 2000). The 

second point is related to institutional approvals consequently, it relates to the expansion 

of institution based or deterrence-based trust. Moreover, it is also related to organizational 

trust. The third point mentioned above increases knowledge about other's objectives, 

which is likely to augment interpersonal trust depending on predictability (knowledge-

based trust). Sharing personal information also amplifies interpersonal trust (Mishra & 

Morrisey, 1990). 

Research has also displayed positive affect of and cognition-based trust on 

knowledge sharing at both the dyadic and group levels (Mooradian, Renzl, & Matzler, 

2006). However, apart from study by Holste and Fields (2010) not many studies that have 

examined the differential effects of both affect-based and cognition-based trust on 

employee willingness to share and use tacit knowledge (De Long & Fahey, 2000). Further, 

Bakker et al. (2006) found that individuals showed inclination towards sharing less 

knowledge with group mates who were apparently very capable (capability) and shared 

more knowledge when they assumed that other group mates were truthful, unbiased and 

followed principles (integrity). Further, trust research has predominantly examined trust in 

the upward direction from subordinate to leader (Colquitt et al., 2007; Mayer et al., 1995; 

Brower et al., 2009; Burke, Sims, Lazzara, & Salas, 2007). While this line of research has 

lead to fruitful and meaningful conclusions, relatively little research has focused on the 

downward direction of trust between subordinates and leaders. Again, focusing on this 

line of research would advance our knowledge base of trust in knowledge intensive 
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organizations in its entirety and lead to a more holistic understanding of the concept in 

general.     

Studies by Mooradian et al. (2006) and Renzl (2008) on employees‘ trust in 

leader/management rather than trust on other employees have found mixed results. Wang 

and Noe (2010) also suggest in their review paper that more research is needed to 

identify the role of trust in context of Knowledge Management. An organization needs to 

support several kinds of trust, particularly organizational trust and interpersonal trust in 

order to make the most of the Knowledge Management practices, (Kelloway & Barling, 

2000). Thus, future research is required to explore the role of trust in facilitating 

Knowledge Management (Lee et al., 2010). Therefore based on the above literature 

review the present research raises following questions: 

a) Does Trust moderate the relationship between leadership (bases of power and 

downward influence strategy) and Knowledge Management? 

b) Does trust foster organizational effectiveness? 

Since the inception of trust, a fundamental concern of the area has been 

classifying the determinants of intra-organizational cooperation, control and coordination 

(March & Simon, 1958). Trust supports cooperation through easing the risk of 

victimization and risk of losing a trustworthy partner (Hwang & Burgers, 1997). Moreover 

trust has been found to eliminate fear (Hwang & Burgers, 1997). A relationship that 

involves fear will certainly inhibit sharing of information due to fear of either being criticized 

or fear of losing uniqueness in the organization or fear of being mislead. Thus some 

elements of trust will be required for the willing transaction (Hwang & Burgers, 1997). As 

Arrow (1973) pointed out that ―ethical elements enter in some measure into every 

contract; without them, no market could function. There is an element of trust in every 

transaction.‖ This is also supported by Bonacich and Schneider‘s (1992) study. They 

found people are expected to share useful information with organizational members, when 

trust is manifested in form of spontaneous sociability. 

Trust is likely to function in organizational settings by facilitating (i.e. moderate) the 

impacts of other determinants on work attitudes, perceptions, actions and performance 

results. Trust is a psychological state that offers a depiction of how individuals 

comprehend their affiliations with another party (in our case leaders) in conditions that 
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include danger or susceptibility. This happens through two processes that affects the 

relationship outcomes (1) trust influences the way one evaluates the future activities of 

another party on whom they are mutually dependent (2) trust also shapes how individuals 

construe the past  (or present) actions of the another party and motive triggered their 

actions (Dirks & Ferrin, 2001). Therefore it can be plausibly argued that trust will moderate 

the effects of downward influence strategies and bases of power on Knowledge 

Management activities by affecting how the employees assess the future behavior or 

interpret the past actions of leader (based on the usage of downward influence strategies 

and bases of power). If employees feel or believe that superiors with whom they transact 

are well intentioned, truthful in their decisions as well as fair and impartial then it will affect 

the social exchange positively (i.e. more exchange of knowledge/ eventually high level of 

trust leading to more sharing of information and less sharing when low level of trust) even 

interactional justice literature supports these results (Whitener, 1997), by enhancing 

cooperation among employees, trust affects the motivational constructs (need, goals and 

incentives) that may provide the drive for cooperative behavior (e.g. Risk taking behavior) 

(Dirks & Ferrin, 2001). Hence, researcher framed the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 3A: There will be high positive relation between bases of power and 

 Knowledge Management in organizations high on Trust as compared to those 

 organizations with low Trust. 

Hypothesis 3B: There will be high positive relation between bases of power and 

 organizational effectiveness in organizations high on Trust as compared to those 

 organizations with low Trust. 

Hypothesis 3C: There will be high negative relation between Coercive Power and 

 Knowledge Management in organizations high on Trust as compared to those 

 organizations with low Trust. 

Hypothesis 3D: There will be high negative relation between Coercive Power and 

 organizational effectiveness in organizations high on Trust as compared to those 

 organizations with low Trust. 

Hypothesis 3E: There will be high positive relation between downward influence 

 strategies and Knowledge Management in organizations high on Trust as 

 compared to those organizations with low Trust. 
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Hypothesis 3F: There will be high positive relation between downward influence 

 strategies and organizational effectiveness in organizations high on Trust as 

 compared to those organizations with low Trust. 

Hypothesis 3G: There will be high negative relation between Sanctions (Negative) 

 and Knowledge Management in organizations high on Trust as compared to those 

 organizations with low Trust. 

Hypothesis 3H: There will be high negative relation between Sanctions (Negative) 

 and organizational effectiveness in organizations high on Trust as compared to 

 those organizations with low Trust. 

The idea that trust might operate as a moderator is not new, but it has received 

relatively scant thought in comparison to the main effect model, more so in context of 

Knowledge Management. Rousseau et al. (1998) pointed out that a number of theorists 

emphasized on interpersonal trust in work relations have placed trust as a moderator. 

Kimmel et al. (1980) revealed that trust did not have a direct effect on information 

exchange or results, rather showed an interaction effect with aspiration levels to influence 

negotiation process. Higher the trust and aspiration level higher was the level of 

information exchange and integrative (cooperative) behavior. Trust can also present 

situation in which collaboration and high level of performance are expected to take place 

by affecting the interpretation of another party‘s past actions. Simons and Peterson (2000) 

support this proposition. They found that under low trust, task conflict inside a group is 

construed negatively and it leads to relationship conflict. Trust also affects the mutual 

openness (Argyris, 1962). 

Interpersonal trust is likely to have strong influence on various organizational 

phenomena like job satisfaction, stress, organizational commitment, productivity and 

mainly relevant to recent research on knowledge sharing (Kramer, 1999; Levin & cross, 

2004). Trust leads to improved knowledge exchange in general, makes knowledge 

exchange less expensive and augments the possibility that knowledge acquired from a 

coworker is adequately understood and embodied that an individual can put it to use 

(Abrams et al., 2003; Levin & Cross, 2004). Therefore focus on trust in competence of the 

knowledge source might be critical when it comes to knowledge as a resource, to be used 

to produce more knowledge (usable knowledge), as that will further lead to either 
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acceptance or rejection of that knowledge/information. If the source (authority) is highly 

trusted probably more knowledge exchange will take place and less trust will lead to less 

or no information exchange. Hence, it is important to consider trust because a leader of an 

organization cannot compel employees to trust one another (i.e., interpersonal trust) or to 

trust organization (i.e., Trust in organization). The Knowledge Management literature, 

typically addresses trust in a very general sense, and does not attend to the issue fully. In 

order for an organization to get the most out of the Knowledge Management efforts, they 

need to sustain the various types of trust, primarily, organizational trust and interpersonal 

trust (Kelloway & Barling, 2000). 

Organizational Culture 

Organizational culture as a concept has a rather recent origin. Although the 

concepts of ―group norms" and "climate" have been used by psychologists for a long time 

(Lewin, Lippitt, & White, 1939), the concept of "culture" has been overtly utilized only in 

the past few years. One of the major barriers to studying organizational culture remains in 

the very wideness of this concept. Scholars have defined culture in terms of ―ideologies, 

sets of beliefs, basic assumptions, share sets of core values, important understandings, 

and the collective will‖ (Sackmann, 1992). Others propose that culture comprises more 

overt, visible cultural artifacts such as norms and practices (Delong & Fahey, 2000), 

symbols (Burchell, et al, 1980), and as language, ideology, rituals, myths, and ceremony 

(Pettigrew, 1979). According to Schein (1985) “organizational culture is the pattern of 

basic assumptions that a given group has invented, discovered or developed in learning to 

cope with its problems of external adaptation and internal integration and that have 

worked well enough to be considered valid and therefore to be taught to new members as 

the correct way to perceive, think and feel in relation to those problems”.  

As per Hofstede (2001) organizational culture is extensively influenced by national 

culture. He also argued that organizations work in the most efficient way when its norms 

and values are consistent with the fundamental values prevalent in the society, in which 

they operate. According to him national culture has the following dimensions: 

1) Power distance – is the degree of inequality existing between a less powerful and a 

more powerful person, which is represented by superior-subordinate relationship in 

organizations. 
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2) Individualism versus collectivism - individualism is related to societies in which the ties 

between individuals are not very tight: everyone is anticipated to take care of himself or 

herself and his or her immediate family. Whereas collectivism pertains to societies in 

which individuals by birth are integrated into strong and interconnected groups, which all 

through individual‘s life continues to protect them in exchange of absolute loyalty.  

3) Uncertainty avoidance - the degree to which the members of a society feel threatened 

by vague and ambiguous situations and try to avoid taking risk and feel secure by 

instituting formal rules, laws. Such societies have a scientific tradition looking for ultimate, 

absolute truths, as opposed to a more relativist, empiricist tradition.  

4) Masculinity versus femininity - the values prevalent in society is masculine if they focus 

on being tough, inclination to perform, accomplishment, making money, pretentiousness, 

assertiveness, focus on material success and considering big as beautiful and feminine if 

the societal values emphasize on being modest, tender, not to show off, paying more 

attention to quality of life rather than making money. 

5) Long versus short-term orientation - this dimension of national culture is not dependent 

on the aforementioned four dimensions. Long-term orientation promotes virtues that are 

future oriented and based on rewards, for instance, persistence and prudence. While it‘s 

contrary side, i.e. short-term orientation, encourages qualities associated with the past as 

well as present, for example, respect for customs and completion of social responsibility. 

Both Knowledge Management researchers as well as practitioners admit the 

significance of organizational culture for the long-term success of Knowledge 

Management initiatives. It is acknowledged as a key contributor to Knowledge 

Management and it is depicted as most important source of competitive advantage for 

organizations to achieve their objectives and Knowledge Management initiatives would 

not take hold unless they are supported by an organization's culture. While organizational 

culture affects the behaviors and interactions of everyone in a company, similarly it also 

exerts a powerful influence on how companies create knowledge. Janz and 

Prasarnphanich (2003) write, "Organizational culture is believed to be the most significant 

input to effective KM and organizational learning in that corporate culture determines 

values, beliefs, and work systems that could encourage or impede knowledge creation 

and sharing". 
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DeLong and Fahey (2000) argued that culture shapes the assumptions about 

which knowledge is important and how knowledge is to be distributed between the 

organization and the individuals in it. The impact of organizational culture on knowledge 

sharing has been explored by various studies. On the basis of a qualitative study of fifty 

companies, they ascertained that any new technology infrastructure will only benefit 

partially if there is absence of long-standing organizational ideals and practices that 

accommodated knowledge sharing across diverse units. In another investigation of 453 

firms, almost half pointed out that organizational culture acted as most important obstacle 

and hindered knowledge management initiatives (Ruggles, 1998). Nonaka and Takeuchi 

(1995) also highlight in their work about how organizations create knowledge and 

displayed the significance of organizational culture in knowledge creation. 

Numerous cultural dimensions that are likely to manipulate knowledge sharing 

have been recognized, but it is trust that has received the foremost research attention. A 

culture underscoring trust reduces the negative effect of perceived expenses on sharing 

(Kankanhalli, Tan, & Wei, 2005). Studies have also revealed that such organizations are 

more inclined to make use of intranet knowledge management system where the 

organizational culture emphasizes more on innovation (Ruppel & Harrington, 2001) and 

aids information sharing all the way through individual norms that encourage sharing 

(Bock, Zmud, Kim, & Lee, 2005). A mix of results has been revealed in studies 

investigating the connection amongst learning culture, innovative culture and knowledge 

sharing (Skerlavaj, Song & Lee, 2010). Taylor and Wright (2004) established that 

knowledge sharing was positively correlated to climate that encourages novel ideas and 

emphasizes learning from past failures. Kim and Lee (2006) efforts on the other hand, 

were futile in finding any significant connection between knowledge sharing and learning 

inclination. Management support was also reported to have positive relations with workers 

perception regarding the organizations knowledge sharing culture and knowledge sharing 

itself (e.g., employee trust, promptness of experts to help coworkers) and readiness to 

share knowledge (Connelly & Kelloway, 2003; Lin, 2007).  

Multinational organizations as well as intercontinental subsidiaries involving 

employees with diverse national cultures and languages can create intricacies for 

knowledge sharing (Minbaeva, 2007). While studies have shown that culture influences 

knowledge management and, in particular, knowledge sharing, there is little research on 

the broader aspects of the nature and means through which organizational culture 
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influences the overall approach taken to Knowledge Management in a firm (Leidner, Alavi 

& Kayworth, 2006). Wang and Noe (2010) also point in their review paper that many 

researchers focused on underscoring the cultural dimensions that influence knowledge 

Management and knowledge sharing (Bock et al., 2005; Connelly & Kelloway, 2003).  

Likert (1967), and many others, have recommended that positive, employee-

focused management activities that are similar to the values adopted by the culture of the 

group are liable to encourage coworkers to put more devotion in their work, which should 

result in higher levels of organizational effectiveness. According to DeLong and Fahey 

(2000) "good" cultural values like sharing, openness, and trust will initiate positive 

Knowledge Management behaviors (e.g., knowledge contribution and sharing), which will 

lead to innovation and effectiveness, whereas "bad" values will bring about dysfunctional 

Knowledge Management behaviors (e.g., information hoarding) and, hence, unwanted or 

detrimental outcomes. Consequently, organizations should try to encourage and build 

cultural values that maintain their specific Knowledge Management objectives. In another 

study by Gold, Malhotra and Segars (2001) it was demonstrated that there is relationship 

between certain organizational values, Knowledge Management capabilities, and 

subsequent organizational effectiveness. 

Extrapolating from the influence, culture has on the behavior of organizational 

members, much has been written about the impact of culture on an organization's 

effectiveness (Schein, 1985). While the extant research is promising, more empirical 

evidence of the manner in which organizational culture impacts effectiveness is warranted 

(Gregory, Harris, Armenakis & Shook, 2009). Previous research has explored the direct 

relationships between specific culture domains and specific effectiveness measures 

(Cameron & Freeman, 1991; Denison & Mishra, 1995). 

It can be seen that different authors have stated that cultures and values facilitate 

Knowledge Management and this shows the importance of culture in fostering Knowledge 

Management. Therefore, the researcher has raised certain questions in this context in 

order to strengthen and create a concrete body of the relationship between organizational 

culture and Knowledge Management, which are: 
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a) Does organizational cultures moderate the relationship between leadership 

(bases of power and downward influence strategy) and Knowledge Management 

processes? 

b) Which kind of culture promotes Knowledge Management and is beneficial to the 

organization in terms of effectiveness? 

An attempt has been made by scholars to answer these questions for instance Lee 

and Choi (2003) examined various facilitators of knowledge creation, amongst them the 

organizational values of cooperation, trust, and learning were establish to have a positive 

relationship with organizational culture and knowledge creation processes and surmise 

that shaping an organization's cultural factors are essential to a firm's ability to manage 

knowledge effectively. It has also been found that cultures that maintain learning create an 

ambiance of trust where knowledge as well as viewpoints can be shared openly without 

apprehension of punishment (Gillespie & Mann, 2000). Balthazard and Cooke (2004) 

ascertained that constructive cultures (emphasizing values related to encouragement, 

affiliation, achievement, and self-actualization) tended to achieve greater Knowledge 

Management success. According to scholars, in Knowledge Management literature, a 

wide array of factors and concepts are cited as influencing elements for the creation and 

development of knowledge culture, and leadership is considered one of them (DeLong & 

Fahey, 2000; Gupta & Govindarajan, 2000). Stewart (1996) emphasized that no company 

will ever succeed in the absence of a trustworthy and committed leader, even if it has 

highly promising organizational culture and effectual incentive system. It is widely held 

that leaders form, shape; and embed culture and are themselves formed by culture 

(Malby, 2007). It is important to mention that many features of organizational culture are 

derivative of leadership; although, organizational culture also makes an impact on the 

expansion of leadership (Lucas & Kline, 2008). These factors mutually influence one 

another (Bass & Avolio, 1994). Furthermore, the results indicate the significance of both 

leaders and organizational culture in fostering Knowledge Management initiatives. With 

reference to the present investigation, it is proposed that organizational culture is likely to 

have a moderating effect on the association between leadership as well as Knowledge 

Management. Therefore, the following hypotheses have been formed: 
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Hypothesis 4A: There will be high positive relationship between bases of power 

and Knowledge Management in organizations with strong organizational culture as 

compared to those with weak organizational culture. 

Hypothesis 4B: There will be high positive relationship between downward 

influence strategy and Knowledge Management in organizations with strong 

organizational culture as compared to those with weak organizational culture. 

Hypothesis 4C: There will be high negative relationship between Coercive Power 

and Knowledge Management in organizations with strong organizational culture as 

compared to those with weak organizational culture. 

Hypothesis 4D: There will be high negative relationship between Sanctions 

(Negative) and Knowledge Management in organizations with strong 

organizational culture as compared to those with weak organizational culture. 

With reference to the present research, strong organizational culture indicates that 

the ideals, standards and beliefs are powerfully held and have sound grounding in the 

organization (O‘Reilly & Chatman, 1996) and also affects the employees intensely. On the 

other hand weak organizational culture indicates that important assumptions or values are 

not widely shared in the organization, instead they differ from individual to individual or 

division to division (Riley, 1983). It is anticipated that uniformly held intense norms, 

practices and values of strong cultures in an organization are likely to increase 

consistency and organizational commitment. This also provides a standard way about 

how to foster desirable work performance (Tushman & O‘Reilly, 1996) along with 

improving organizational performance (Denison, 1984). Besides that in a strong culture, 

the goals of the employees as well as the management are aligned in the same direction 

that is to say they are mutually supporting. Whereas, in a weak culture organizational 

members goals contradict the goals of the management's or in other words they are 

possibly clearly scattered and deviating. Hence, ultimately it can be assumed that strong 

organizational culture works as augmenter of organizational practices which leads to 

superior performance of the organization whilst weak organizational culture might not add 

much to the organizational performance. Researches show that well-built favorable culture 

might hold components of trust as well (Lucas & Kline, 2008), psychological security or 

wellbeing (Lipshitz, Popper & Friedman, 2002) and transparency (Popper & Lipshitz, 
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2000). In order to create such type of cultures leaders also play an significant role in their 

respective organization for instance Goh (1998) puts forward a combination of strategic 

and what he terms ―shared leadership‖ that entails empowerment of followers, displaying 

strong dedication towards the organization, and promoting a culture of experimentation, 

which are conducive for Knowledge Management. Consequently, it is anticipated that 

there will be higher positive relationship between leadership (downward influence 

strategies and bases of power) and Knowledge Management in organizations where there 

strong culture as compared to weak cultures.  

There is common assumption that if an organization posses a strong culture by 

displaying a well incorporated and effective set of specific values, practices, beliefs, and 

behavioral patterns, then is likely that it will perform at a superior level of production 

(Denison, 1984). Nevertheless, scholars have not been able to identify the variables in 

culture that might affect organizational performance or how leaders should efficiently 

intervene in an organizations culture (Marcoulides & Heck, 1993). Senge (1990) found 

that organizational culture suggests strong interconnection between culture and 

organizational effectiveness, amid culture and individual loyalty, amid culture and the 

maintenance of institutions moral fiber and diffusion of its norms and values. In the same 

vein Alavi et al. (2005) indicated that organizational culture complex relationship with 

Knowledge Management. Not only does it influence such behaviors as knowledge sharing 

and seeking, but also it influences technology selection and appropriation, evolution of 

Knowledge Management, migration of knowledge within an organization, role of 

Knowledge Management leaders, and the expected outcomes from Knowledge 

Management. Srivastava et al. (2006) analyzed the impact of empowering leadership on 

followers‘ knowledge sharing. Their results show that empowerment is positively 

correlated to knowledge sharing and group efficiency, and mutually they relate positively 

to performance. According to Pettigrew (1979) if organizational culture has to be looked at 

as the major determinant of organizational effectiveness, than leadership effectiveness 

will be congruent with the impact leaders have on symbol, language, ideology, belief, ritual 

and myth. Therefore it is hypothesized that: 

Hypothesis 4E: There will be high positive relationship between bases of power 

and organizational effectiveness in organizations with strong organizational culture 

as compared to those with weak organizational culture. 
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Hypothesis 4F: There will be high positive relationship between downward 

influence strategy and organizational effectiveness in organizations with strong 

organizational culture as compared to those with weak organizational culture. 

Hypothesis 4G: There will be high negative relationship between Coercive Power 

and organizational effectiveness in organizations with strong organizational culture 

as compared to those with weak organizational culture. 

Hypothesis 4H: There will be high negative relationship between Sanctions 

(Negative) and organizational effectiveness in organizations with strong 

organizational culture as compared to those with weak organizational culture. 

Past researches have tried to focus on these issue but they were primarily focused 

on leadership styles like transactional and transactional leadership styles (Bass & Avolio, 

1994). An increased effort of management to develop and promote an open innovative 

culture is expected to lead to high organizational effectiveness (Chong et al., 2011). 

Schein (1985) also opined that strong cultures are somehow more likely to be associated 

with effectiveness than weak cultures and that strong culture can deliberately be created. 

The link between organizational culture and effectiveness has become recently quite 

pronounced. It is implied that ineffective organization can be made effective by changing 

its culture. But changing culture is changing people‘s values, norms, which is not easy. 

Therefore it needs more empirical investigation in context of Knowledge Management. 

Organizational Effectiveness 

In the 1980s, organizational effectiveness gained more prominence and 

transformed into a concept from the position of a construct (Henry, 2011). This concept is 

linked to concerns such as the capability of an organization to access and take up assets 

and accordingly attain their objectives (Federman, 2006). Apprehensions with the 

efficiency, production, effectiveness or excellence of organizations, has provoked the 

writings of economic scholars, organization theorists, management philosophers, financial 

analysts, management scientists, professionals, and practitioners. It has played the role of 

combining themes for more than a century of investigation on the management and plan 

of organizations; however the scientific research has not contributed to the expansion of a 

collective theory of organizational effectiveness (Lewin & Minton, 1986).  Goodman, Atkin, 

and Schoorman (1983), note the failure of researchers to develop strong, general theories 
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of organizational effectiveness, and state that "The absence of strong theories has 

nurtured ad-hoc a theoretical and noncumulative empirical studies of OE". 

Mott (1972) defined organizational effectiveness as "the ability of an organization 

to mobilize its centers of power for action-production and adaptation". He also developed 

a measure using the Georgopolous and Mann technique (1962), for measuring 

organizational effectiveness. The Mott (1972) questionnaire comprises of three subscales 

(productivity, adaptability, and flexibility) and a cumulative effectiveness scale on the 

whole. Furthermore, the productivity measure is divided into quantity and quality of the 

manufactured good or facilities that are provided plus the effectiveness with which it is 

created or transported. Adaptability consists of both symbolic adaptation and behavioral 

adaptation. He describes symbolic adaptation as both foreseeing troubles well before time 

and finding appropriate and well-timed answers to them. Besides, that it also involves up 

gradation of expertise, novel technology and techniques pertinent to the organizational 

activities. Behavioral adaptation is described as quick and prevalent agreement over 

solutions. 

Steers (1975) reviewed 17 organizational effectiveness studies, and summarized 

the 14 evaluative criteria mentioned in two or more cases. Of these, 'adaptability/flexibility' 

was mentioned in over half of the studies reviewed, and ‗productivity‘ and ‗job satisfaction' 

in about a third. All other criteria were mentioned in less than a quarter of the studies 

reviewed. Steers (1975) attributed this general lack of agreement on evaluative criteria to 

inadequate attention paid to certain issues concerning the effectiveness construct itself. 

Knowledge Management can show the way to the leaders to anticipate problems 

better and to experiment and innovate. Leaders are able to analyze and evaluate 

environmental scenarios, and adequate response alternatives in the light of the global 

objective previously determined (Dutta & King, 1980). But this would only be possible with 

the measurement of Knowledge Management effectiveness, which has not been properly 

clarified. An important question regarding the studies of intricate organizations is how to 

verify the weather the organization is fulfilling its goals or purposes. There are two most 

important approaches to understand of organizational effectiveness is the ―goal approach‖ 

which describes effectiveness as goal accomplishment or the extent to which an 

organization is achieving its internal planned objectives (Georgopolous & Mann, 1962; 

Mott, 1972). Whereas, the second method treats the organization as the unit of analysis 
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which is called the ―systems resource approach‖ (Yuchtman & Seashore, 1967). This 

approach focuses on the nature of the interaction processes between the organization 

and its environment. 

Molnar and Rogers (1976) tried to see the convergence between the two 

approaches that is goal approach and systems resource approach and found that there 

was some consistency but no convergence between the two approaches. High 

organizational performance is associated with an organization having strong culture with 

an effective and well integrated set of behaviors values and beliefs (Cameron & Quinn, 

2011). However it is believed that culture will prevail and lead to high performance only if it 

is competent in adopting changes in the environment. Moreover it must not only be greatly 

shared but it must also possess some unique set of qualities which are enormously 

difficult to imitate (Lewis, 1998).  

Some empirical studies have confirmed major relations between Knowledge 

Management and organizational effectiveness. For example, knowledge sharing as well 

as creation have been reported to facilitate performance and enhance innovativeness 

(McEvily & Chakravarthy, 2002). Knowledge integration was also reported to facilitate 

product development effectiveness, reduced defect density, lowered warranty defects, 

and increased software development efficiency (Tiwana, 2004). Danish, Munir and Butt 

(2012) have also tried to explore the impact of Knowledge Management on effectiveness. 

Therefore on the basis of literature review the researcher raises following question: 

a) What is the impact of Knowledge Management processes on organizational 

effectiveness? 

Sharing knowledge takes place when an individual is ready to share as well as 

learn from others in the development of new competencies (Sawhney & Prandelli, 2000). 

Senge (1990) says that to ―learn‖ means to ―digest‖, to ―absorb‖, and to ―apply‖. The 

ultimate goal of sharing employees‘ knowledge is focused at disseminating all individuals‘ 

experiences and knowledge to organizational resources, so that overall organizational 

effectiveness could be improved. Salopek (2000) says that ―if we want people in our 

organizations to share what they have been learning, we would be wise to create the 

conditions in which sharing results in personal benefit‖. Motivation programs, including 

intrinsic, extrinsic and social rewards, need to be developed. These are enablers to 
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create, share, transfer and apply knowledge. Employees should be concurrently well-

informed about the fact that the rewards are not the only payback for sharing knowledge. 

After all, sharers not only preserve their knowledge after sharing, but also, obtain 

contributions related to the shared knowledge from another individual. 

Maintaining effectiveness becomes even more challenging in knowledge intensive 

organizations As Baker and Branch (2002) pointed out, the organizations, laboratories 

and universities that are involved in scientific researches endure most, since they have to 

display efficient administration, act more conscientiously, and perform with restricted 

resources in order to enhance their effectiveness. Even though they readily get better in 

context of effectiveness, the leaders in these organizations primarily perceive themselves 

as scientists and then leaders. Nevertheless, they have to deal with the problems of the 

organization and system effectiveness. They are indebted to be inventive in their 

research, behavior, sponsorship as well as design and management of their 

organizations. Discovering unique features between effective and ineffective organizations 

is the foremost test for organizational assessment and the problem is as old as 

organizational research itself (Shilbury & Moore, 2006). In spite of the extensive academic 

attention given to the topic, there still remains mystification and controversy about what 

constitutes organizational effectiveness and how it should be measured particularly in 

context of Knowledge Management, since the relation between knowledge management 

processes and organizational effectiveness has been addressed insufficiently and 

examined inadequately (Davenport and Prusak, 1998; Shin, 2004). Hence, researcher 

has framed the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 5A: Knowledge Management will have significant positive impact on 

organizational effectiveness. 

However scholars have focused on issues related to organizational effectiveness but not 

many studies have focused it in context of Knowledge Management for instance Van de 

Ven and Ferry (1980) advanced a view of organizational effectiveness, highlighting the 

question of ―organizational effectiveness from whose perspective." The work presents 

their efforts to design, apply, and improve a framework for conducting continuing 

assessment within complex organizations. Thus lack of empirical studies investigating this 

link demands further need for studies focusing this issue. 
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Research Framework for the Present Research 
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Plan of the Thesis 

The thesis has been organized into five chapters. 

Chapter 1 presents the notion, significance and a variety of models of Knowledge 

Management and its association with related variables, for instance leadership, trust and 

organizational culture. Furthermore, this chapter endeavors to demarcate the main points 

correlated to the effects of Knowledge Management on the successful organizational 

performance in terms of organizational effectiveness. Besides that, an attempt has been 

made in this chapter to propose a research framework including all these contextual 

variables. 

Chapter 2 reports the methodological information about the present research work 

together with the meticulous account of all the measurement tools used for the collection 

of data and factors derived from them for present study.  

Chapter 3 presents results obtained of the present research. 

Chapter 4 presents a general discussion encompassing all the findings. Moreover, 

the detailed discussion of major findings has been also reported in this chapter.  

Chapter 5 recapitulates the key findings of the present research work, depicts 

conclusions as well as implications. Moreover, it alludes to potential limitations and 

presents the directions for the future research in the field of Knowledge Management. 
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Chapter 2 

Methodology 

 

The previous chapter presented the literature review in the area of knowledge 

management and the contextual variables that are considered the enablers of knowledge 

management. It also highlighted some major gaps in the researches in this area. The 

purpose of this chapter is to illustrate the methodology including the detailed description of 

sample and measures used for data collection. A brief description of the scheme of 

analyses carried out in the present research is also provided. 

A research framework of knowledge management was also proposed by the 

researcher, considering a variety of contextual variables such as leadership, interpersonal 

trust and organizational culture (identification of these variables was based on extensive 

literature review) that is anticipated to influence knowledge management practice. This 

framework has made efforts to investigate the consequence of knowledge management 

on the organizational performance as well (organizational effectiveness). As mentioned in 

the preceding chapter, the main objective of the present study is to investigate the 

dynamics of knowledge management in today‟s knowledge driven economy and the 

factors that are likely to affect the knowledge management process. 

Since knowledge management in any organization does not function in isolation 

hence other variables need to be studied simultaneously in order to arrive at any 

conclusion. For this purpose most plausible contextual variables, which are anticipated to 

have significant impact on knowledge management process, have been selected. These 

factors are Leadership in terms of downward influence strategies and social power (as 

independent variables), Trust (as moderating variable), Organizational Culture (as 

moderating variable) and Organizational Effectiveness (as dependent variable). The 

justification behind the selection of these variables has already been elucidated and 

elaborated in Chapter 1.  

Sample 

The data for the present research were collected from two diverse samples, one 

for study 1A (quantitative study) another for study 1B (qualitative study). Sample for Study 

1A consisted of senior scientists and senior consultants (N=320) from 11 different 
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organizations situated in National Capital Region (New Delhi and Gurgaon) and Lucknow 

in India. 08 organizations out of these 11 were from Government funded scientific 

research organizations (GFSRO), whereas 3 were from private sector (consultancies). 

The senior scientists and consultants had worked on an average of 16.03 years in their 

current organization (SD=9.54), which ranged from 2 years to 38 years. The mean age of 

the sample was 45.49 (SD=10.66). The 320 respondents were composed of 245 males 

(76.6%) and 75 females (23.4%). The qualification level of most of the employees was 

PhD (74.7%) followed by MBA (9.4%). Distribution of first sample (N=320) is presented in 

Table 2.1. 

The second sample comprised of senior scientists and senior consultants from the 

above mentioned 11 organizations (N = 30, Male = 25, Female = 5) who had an average 

wok experience of 19.3 years (SD=10.06) in their present organization, (most of them 

were holding the positions like Director, Deputy Director, HOD and Senior Consultants) so 

they were more aware of knowledge management practices and policies implemented in 

their organizations and most of the participants also had the decision making power. 

Moreover, these employees had between 3 to 5 subordinates working under them at the 

time of data collection. Their mean age was 51.43 years (SD = 12.10). Almost all of them 

had high educational qualification ranging from engineering and management degrees 

from premier institutes of India like Indian Institute of Technology and Indian Institute of 

Management to PhD degrees from top ranking institutes/universities of India and abroad. 

They were primarily involved in research in various fields like sugarcane breeding, fish 

genetics, soil-agriculture, water resources, drug discovery-testing, herbs, remote sensing-

GIS, toxicology, and providing consultancy services etc. Apart from that some of them 

were also holding administrative positions like director, dean (research and development).  

Procedure 

Data were collected through two sets of questionnaires. For Study 1A (Quantitative 

study) the data were collected from 320 employees, whereas for Study 1B (Qualitative 

study) data were collected through an interview schedule which was used to interview top 

management (N = 30). A questionnaire (Appendix A) comprising measures of Knowledge 

Management (KMPI Scale by Lee et al, 2005) and Organizational Effectiveness (Mott, 

1972), Downward Influence Strategies (Falbo, 1977; Kipnis et al., 1980) and Bases of 

Power scale [modified version of Hinkin & Schriesheim‟s (1989) as adapted by Nesler, 

Aguinis, Quigley, & Tedeschi, 1993; Aguinis & Adams, 1998], Interpersonal Trust (Nyhan 
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& Marlowe, 1997; McAllister, 1995), and Organizational Culture (Verbeke, 2000) was 

administered on 320 employees of the 11 organizations. 

For the purpose of collecting the data, the organizations were first selected from 

different websites. Thereafter, request letters seeking their consent to collect data from 

their respective organizations were written and mailed to the head of the departments/HR 

heads. They were also assured that standard procedure will be followed for maintaining 

anonymity and confidentiality. The data were collect during February - April 2012. 

For Study 1A and Study 1B, different approaches of data collection were followed 

to gather data. In the case of study 1A, the questionnaires were individually disseminated 

to the senior scientists and consultants of the aforementioned 11 different organizations. A 

total of 320 filled questionnaires were received and used for the present study.  

In case of Study 1B, the „key informant approach’ was pursued to gather data from 

the most informed persons, who in most cases were people at the top administration, for 

example directors, Scientist E/F, senior consultants, etc. This method was employed 

because only top administration is primarily involved in making knowledge management 

strategy to be followed; hence best information about the knowledge management 

strategy of their respective organizations could be acquired from them only. Moreover, this 

approach also reduces certain prospective measurement inaccuracies (Huber & Power, 

1985). Finally, 37 interviews were taken from the 11 organizations mentioned above. In 

total, only 30 interviews taken from the respondents were valid for further analysis, 

remaining seven could not be used because they were incomplete or not audibly clear 

due to technical problems while recording them. 

Data Collection 

As mentioned earlier data were collected using two different approaches, Study 1A 

employed quantitative method of data collection through a set of questionnaire consisting 

of several scales to measure different variables. The questionnaire had four sections, 

details are as follows:  

Section I of the questionnaire consisted of following measures to get response on 

the following variables: 

a) Knowledge Management (KMPI Scale by Lee et al, 2005) 

b) Organizational Effectiveness (Mott, 1972) 
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Section II of the questionnaire consisted of following measures to get response on 

the following variables: 

a) Bases of Power/Social Power [modified version of Hinkin & Schriesheim‟s (1989) 

power scales as adapted by Nesler, Aguinis, Quigley, & Tedeschi, 1993; Aguinis & 

Adams, 1998] 

b) Downward Influence Strategies (Falbo, 1977; Kipnis et al., 1980) 

Section III of the questionnaire consisted following measures to get response on 

the following variables: 

Interpersonal Trust – two scales were used to measure Interpersonal Trust. 

a) Organizational Trust Inventory – to measure trust in organization in terms of 

trust in supervisor and organization (Nyhan & Marlowe, 1997) 

b) Trust in Peers and Co-workers in terms of Affect based trust Cognition based 

trust (McAllister, 1995) 

Section IV of the questionnaire consisted following measures to get response on 

the following variables: 

a) Organizational Culture [Verbeke, 2000 (revised version of Hofstede‟s (1990) 

scale)]. 

Study 1B employed interview method for data collection. For this purpose an 

interview schedule (Appendix B) was developed keeping the research questions in mind. 

The interview schedule consisted of 26 questions focusing the various variables 

undertaken in the present research. The details of these questions are also given in 

Appendix B. 

Brief information about the organizations from where the data were collected is 

given in Appendix C. 

Measures 

Bases of Power/Social Power  

Power bases were measured using French and Raven‟s (1959) five bases of 

power (reward, coercive, referent, expert, and legitimate) using a modified version of 
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Hinkin and Schriesheim‟s (1989) power scales as adapted by Nesler, Aguinis, Quigley, 

and Tedeschi (1993). The scale comprised of 20 items and respondents were asked to 

indicate on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly Disagree; 7 = Strongly Agree) the 

frequency with which their boss engaged during the past one year in the behaviors 

indicated by the scale items.  According to Katz and Kahn (1966), power is the capacity to 

exert influence. French and Raven‟s typology of power (French & Raven, 1959; Raven, 

1992; Raven & Rubin, 1983) has been among the most popular approaches to the 

conceptualization of the bases of power in interpersonal influences. This measure has 

been used and found to be stable and consistent in previous studies (Aguinis & Adams, 

1998; Politis, 2005; Nag & Tripathi, 2010), therefore original dimensions were used 

without subjecting the measure to factor analysis. 

French and Raven (1959) introduced a fivefold categorization of sources of power, 

commonly known as Bases of Power. These are: 

1. Reward Power: refers to the agent‟s capacity to reward the target for desirable 

behavior such as pay increases or job promotions. Furthermore, personal approval from 

someone the target really likes also results in quite powerful reward power (Raven, 1992). 

2. Coercive Power: stems from the agents ability to punish the target or to prevent 

target from obtaining desired rewards, such as a demotion or transfer to a less desirable 

assignment. Going beyond real physical threats, rejection, and disapproval from someone 

the target likes also leads to powerful coercive power (Raven, 1992). 

3. Legitimate Power: is based on agent‟s formal authority, and refers to 

perceptions about the prerogatives, obligations, and responsibilities associated with 

particular positions in organization or social system. 

4. Referent Power: arises when the target person identifies with the influencing 

agent. A leader with referent power is someone the subordinates aspire to be like and 

therefore emulate. 

5. Expert Power: originates when the influencing agent is attributed of expertise, 

ability, knowledge or judgment that others need and do not possess themselves. Expert 

power is generally limited to one or two specific subject areas. 
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The psychometric properties of Bases of Power scale is given in Table 2.6. The 

coefficient alpha values of the 5 dimensions were considerably high, that is, from .68 

(Legitimate Power) to .89 (Expert Power). 

Downward Influence Strategies  

For measuring downward influence strategies items were taken from different 

sources available in the literature (Falbo, 1977; Kipnis et al., 1980). Downward Influence 

Strategies (DIS) includes methods used by managers to obtain compliance from their 

subordinates or methods used by persons to make their juniors comply with them. This 

measure included downward influence strategies of rationality, assertiveness, ingratiation, 

use of sanctions (negative sanctions and positive sanctions), showing expertise, 

personalized relationship and exchange of benefits. The scale consisted of 38 items and 

respondents were asked to indicate on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = Never; 7 = Always) 

the frequency with which their boss engaged during the past one year in the behaviors 

indicated by the scale items. The measure and the factors were used and found to be 

stable and consistent in previous studies (Tripathi & Tripathi, 2001; Ansari, Tandon & 

Lakhtakia, 1989), therefore original dimensions were used without subjecting the measure 

to factor analysis.  

For the present study downward influence strategies (DIS) that have been used 

are: 

1.  Rationality or Rational Persuasion: It involves the use of facts and data to 

support the development of logical arguments (Ansari, 1990) to convince a target that the 

agent‟s request or proposal is feasible and consistent with shared objectives (Eagly & 

Chaiken, 1984). It is by far the most common and effective strategy. Making detail plans 

and explaining reasons for a request are based on Rationality tactics. 

2. Assertiveness: It involves demanding, telling a person to comply, expressing 

anger verbally, pointing out rules, or becoming a nuisance (Kipnis, 1976).  

3. Ingratiation: It includes making the other individual feel important, increasing the 

magnitude of a request, asking courteously, behaving friendly or modestly, displaying 

need, or else pretending that the other individual is in fact going to take the decision. It is 

employed to get one‟s way with the superiors and to convince peers or subordinates to 

behave in particular ways (Allen, Madison, Porter, Renwick, & Mayes, 1979; Kipnis et al., 

1980; Ralston, 1985). Ingratiation has also been scientifically investigated by several 
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Indian academic scholars in numerous studies (Pandey, 1978; Pandey, 1981; Pandey & 

Bohra, 1984; Pandey & Rastogi, 1979). 

4. Use of Sanctions: The use of sanctions is based on organizational rewards and 

punishments. It includes both informal exchange such as promoting interpersonal 

attraction by praising the superior (Kipnis & Vanderveer, 1971; Mechanic, 1962) and 

formal exchange, such as rewarding (Porter, Allen, & Angle, 1981). The negative sanction 

tactics include, preventing salary hikes or threatening an employee‟s job security and in 

the case of positive sanctions, increasing salary or promoting the person. 

5. Showing Expertise: It involves the use of superior knowledge, competence, or 

experience. The agent should promote an image of an expert. One frequent tactic is to 

show past accomplishments (like degrees or honors) as well as additional evidence of 

expertise. 

6.  Personalized Relationship: This tactic includes senior‟s warmth, support and 

concern towards their juniors. Furthermore, superior‟s go beyond work place in extending 

their help to their subordinates to solve their personal matters and in exchange seniors 

expect their subordinates to conform to their demands or requests. It is similar to what 

Ansari (1990) calls personal identification.  

7. Exchange of Benefits: Exchange strategy agent provides overt or implicit offers 

as a favor or profit to the target in exchange for complying with the agents demands. It 

also involves such things as offering to make personal sacrifices. Kipnis et al. (1980) and 

Mowday (1978) mentioned the use of this strategy in organizations. 

The psychometric properties of downward influence strategies scale is given in 

Table 2.5. The coefficient alpha values of the 8 dimensions ranged from moderate to high, 

that is, from .54 [Sanctions (Positive)] to .74 [Exchange of Benefits and Sanctions 

(Negative)]. 

Trust in Organization and Supervisor 

The present study employed the Organizational Trust Inventory (OTI) developed 

by Nyhan and Marlowe (1997) to measure Trust in Supervisor and Trust in Organization. 

Organizational Trust Inventory was designed to measure trust in organization using a 

frame work consistent with Luhmann‟s (1979) differentiation of personal trust from system 

trust. According to Luhmann (1979) “trust occurs within a framework of interaction which is 
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influenced by both personality and social system, and cannot be exclusively associated 

with either”. It is a 12 item scale based on seven-point Likert type rating (1= Nearly Zero; 7 

= Nearly 100%). Internal homogeneity as indicated by Cronbach‟s alpha of the scale 

ranged from 0.92 to 0.96 and the test-retest (temporal) reliability (4-day interval) was also 

acceptable at 0.84. Moreover convergent validity of the scale was also tested and found to 

be significant and in expected direction, therefore on the basis of above mentioned 

psychometric properties it can be concluded that Organizational Trust Inventory is a 

robust measure and can also be used on a larger sample (Nyhan & Marlowe, 1997) and it 

has been also used in other studies (Joseph & Winston, 2005). 

The factor analysis of the items was carried out using the principle component 

method with varimax rotation. Only those items with loadings of .40 and above were 

considered for the factors (Table 2.7). There were no cross-loadings. Factor analysis 

yielded 2 factors which are mentioned below: 

Factor 1 comprised of 8 items which indicated the level of confidence subordinate 

has in his leader regarding the decision made by him for the subordinates job, leader‟s 

competence, reliability, etc. therefore it was named as Trust in Supervisor (TS). 

Factor 2 consisted of 4 items which described the level of confidence in the 

organization in terms of fair treatment by organization, degree of trust and dependence 

amongst employees. Thus it was labeled as Trust in Organization (TO). 

Psychometric properties of the factors are present in Table 2.8. The coefficient 

alpha values of the 2 dimensions were significantly high, that is, from .85 (Trust in 

Organization) to .93 (Trust in Supervisor). 

Affect and Cognition Based Trust in Peers 

Measure developed and tested by McAllister (1995) was used to assess trust in 

peers/coworkers in terms of affect and cognition-based trust. Specifically this scale 

examines trust as a belief about whether a coworker is dependable or not (McAllister, 

1995). In cognition-based trust “we choose whom we will trust in which respects and 

under what circumstances” (Lewis & Weigert, 1985) whereas in affect-based trust people 

make emotional investments in trust relationships, express genuine care and concern for 

the welfare of partners, believe in the intrinsic virtue of such relationships, and believe that 

these sentiments are reciprocated (Pennings & Woiceshyn, 1987). It is an 11 item scale 

based on seven-point Likert type rating (1= Strongly Disagree; 7 = Strongly Agree). 
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Reliability estimates (Cronbach‟s alphas) for the measure as reported by McAllister (1985) 

in his research, for cognition and affect-based trust measures are 0.91 and 0.89, 

respectively and it is also a highly cited measure (Levin & Cross, 2004; Holste & Fields, 

2010). In the present study one item (Item 23) was dropped from the analysis due to its 

ambiguous wording and negative reliability and negative factor loading. This item was 

found to be ambiguous by other researchers also (Dirks, 1999). 

The factor analysis of the items was carried out using the principle component 

method with varimax rotation. Only those items with loadings of .40 and above were 

considered for the factors (Table 2.9). There were cross-loadings in case of two items 

only. Factor analysis yielded 2 factors which are mentioned below: 

Factor 1 consisted of 6 items which indicated the level of competence employee 

thinks his fellow worker has in form of his dedication towards his job and whether one can 

rely on his peer considering his trustworthiness, etc. Therefore it was named as 

Competence and Reliability Based Trust (CRBT). 

Factor 2 comprised of 4 items which depicted the care, concern and emotional 

investment in working relationship due to which individual could share his feeling, ideas 

and problems freely. Thus it was labeled as Trust Based on Emotional Bonding (TBEB). 

Psychometric properties are given in Table 2.10. The coefficient alpha values of 

the 2 dimensions were significantly high, that is, from .83 (Trust Based on Emotional 

Bonding) to .87 (Competence and Reliability Based Trust). 

Organizational Culture  

A revised version of Hofstede et al.‟s (1990) Organizational Practices Scale 

developed by Verbeke (2000) was used to measure the Organizational Culture in the 

present study. The scale measures organizational culture in terms of “organizational 

practices”, since the core values of an organization manifested in employees‟ actions and 

organizational practices, they are also regarded as the most readily evident and 

measurable forms of culture (Ashkanasy et al., 2000). In the same vein Hofstede et al. 

(1990) opined that “shared perceptions of daily practices” are the core of an organization‟s 

culture. Consequently, they evaluated organizational culture principally with the help of 

organizational practice items (Hofstede et al., 1990; Verbeke, 2000). Organizational 

practices are “typical, systematic and customary activities and behaviors of organizational 

members which are rewarded, expected and supported by a subgroup and/or 
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organization” (Singh, Verbeke, & Rhoads, 1996). The original scale consists of 35 items 

and 6 dimensions namely, process-result dichotomy (α=.70), employee-job dichotomy 

(α=.85), open-closed dichotomy (α=.81), loose-tight dichotomy (α=.66), social 

responsibility-self interest dichotomy (α=.62) and market-internal dichotomy (α=.84). 

These basic dimensions of organizational culture operationalized in terms of practice, 

have been used in a number of studies, for example, Singh et al., (1996), Ogaard (2006), 

etc. Tight-loose and self interested-socially responsible dimensions were dropped from 

the analysis due to low reliability and it was also supported by the findings of earlier 

researchers (Verbeke, 2000; Singh et al., 1996). Verbeke (2000) also mentioned that the 

reliability of these dimensions were too low to be accepted (lower than the required α= 

0.70 by Nunally, 1978).  

The factor analysis of the remaining 23 items (after excluding the above mentioned 

two dimensions) was carried out using the principle component method with varimax 

rotation. Only those items with loadings of .40 and above were considered for the factors 

(Table 2.11). There was cross-loading in the case of only three items. Factor analysis of 

these 23 items yielded six factors but two factors were dropped from the further analysis 

because one factor represented only one item and another factor was dropped due to 

considerably low reliability (α=.28). Remaining four factors are mentioned below: 

Factor 1 comprised of 6 items [all the 6 items were from market vs. internal 

dimension of Verbeke‟s (2000) scale] which indicated that the organization is very prompt 

in taking care of customers need by measuring their satisfaction regularly and 

investigating their future needs, these organizations also keep a track of their competitors‟ 

products. Thus, it indicates active customer orientation. High score on this dimension 

means passive customer orientation whereas low score indicates active customer 

orientation. Therefore it was labeled as Active/Passive Customer Orientation (APCO).    

Factor 2 consisted of 7 items [4 items were from employee vs. job oriented, 1 item 

from open vs. closed and 1 item from market vs. internal dimensions from Verbeke‟s 

(2000) scale] which exhibited that organization either focuses on the welfare of the 

organizational members and lay emphasis on taking care of their needs and problems, 

both personal and professional. Organization also encourages them for self development 

by attending conferences etc. The management tries to make their employees 

comfortable. Or organization is more concerned about the work employees do and the 

profit gained by it. Organization is more critical and less accepting of the employees. 
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Therefore it was named as Employee vs. Job Orientation (EJO). High score on the 

dimension means job orientation and low score indicates employee orientation. 

Factor 3 consisted of 5 items [all 5 items from process vs. result oriented 

dimension from Verbeke‟s (2000) scale] which indicated the congenial environment in 

which the organization encourages the employees to come out with their own ideas and 

opinions, cooperation among colleagues, team-work and hard work. This kind of 

organizational environment comes very close to what Sinha (1994) calls “Synergetic 

Culture”. Therefore this dimension was labeled as synergetic culture (SyC). High score on 

this dimension indicates high synergetic culture whereas low scores indicate low 

synergetic culture.  

Factor 4 consisted of 2 items [one each from employee vs. job oriented and open 

vs. closed from Verbeke‟s (2000) scale] which indicated the extent to which organization 

tries to solve the problem of the employee or prefers not to do anything about it, as the 

organizations are mainly interested in work related activities. Organizations also exhibit 

inattention to the appraisal matters related to their employees. Therefore this dimension 

was named as closed culture (CloC). High scores indicated high closed culture and low 

scores indicate low closed culture. 

The psychometric properties are given in Table 12. The coefficient alpha values of 

the 2 dimensions ranged from moderate to high, that is, from .47 (Closed Culture) to .91 

(Synergetic Culture). 

Knowledge Management  

The Knowledge Management Performance Index (KMPI) questionnaire was 

developed by Lee, Lee and Kang (2005). KMPI offers a full range of assessment of 

knowledge management process. It basically aimed at measuring knowledge creation 

process (KCP) which has 5 components namely knowledge creation, knowledge 

accumulation, knowledge sharing, knowledge utilization, knowledge internalization. 

According to Lee et al., (2005) knowledge management activities result in knowledge 

creation process, therefore knowledge management has been defined as all kind of 

management activities that promote knowledge creation process which ultimately 

enhances performance, and as the efficiency of KCP increases, KMPI is enhanced (Lee 

et al., 2005). The questionnaire was developed in Korea, but there is considerable 

evidence that indicates that the KMPI questionnaire and the factors obtained are universal 
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in nature and can be applied across Asian cultures (Shu-Mei Tseng, 2008; Chung, 2007). 

The original scale consists of 33 items, employing seven-point Likert rating ranging from 1 

(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) and having the Cronbach‟s alpha of 0.70 to 0.86 

(for all the factors), which is satisfactory.  

The Knowledge Management Performance Index (KMPI) questionnaire (Lee, Lee 

& Kang, 2005) comprises of 5 factors: (1) Knowledge Creation was measured by two 

constructs: a) tasks understandings  - how often the individual uses technology to analyze 

his task and how well he/she understands the core knowledge necessary for their task; b) 

Information understandings - how well the individual can gather relevant information 

through meetings and use the available resources in their organization to understand 

information also how ready they are to apply the new information to their task. (2) 

Knowledge Sharing was measured by two constructs: a) core knowledge sharing - 

whether the knowledge important for the task was shared among the employees or not 

and were the efforts made to improve efficiency of the task by knowledge sharing; b) 

knowledge sharing - whether sharing information and knowledge with other teams was 

promoted or not and if different information systems like intranet and bulletin boards were 

developed for sharing information and knowledge. (3) Knowledge Utilization was 

measured by two constructs: a) degree of knowledge utilization in organization - whether 

team work was promoted by utilizing the organization-wide information and usage of 

Electronic data interchange (EDI) and work flow diagrams to facilitate the processing of 

task were measured under this construct; b) knowledge utilization culture - how 

encouraging is the culture for knowledge sharing in terms of benefit policies, incentives 

and research and development programs for suggesting and utilizing new ideas. (4) 

Knowledge Internalization is determined by three constructs: a) capability to internalize 

task-related knowledge - how competent the individual is to master a task and can learn 

whatever is necessary for new task along with making use of technology and best 

practices; b) education opportunity - are employees given any opportunity like education 

programs to improve their adaptability to new task along with enhancing their 

performance; c) level of organization learning - whether organization-wide standards are 

built  and knowledge and information are updated regularly and maintained well. (5) 

Knowledge Accumulation was assessed by three constructs: a) database utilization - how 

intensively corporate, task and customer databases are searched to obtain knowledge 

necessary for task;  b) systematic management of task knowledge - how well expertise on 
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new task, legal guidelines, policies are stored; c) individual capacity for accumulation - 

knowledge needed for task is documented along with the summarized education results. 

The data obtained using KMPI scale in the present study was subjected to factor 

analysis. Factor analysis of the items was carried out using the principle component 

method with varimax rotation. Only those items with loadings of .40 and above were 

considered for the factors. There were cross-loadings in the case of 4 items. Factor 

analysis yielded 9 factors. Factor analysis results are given in Table 2.2. and the factors 

obtained are described below: 

Factor 1 comprised of 6 items which indicated different knowledge sharing and 

understanding process like understanding core knowledge necessary for task including 

technology, obtaining useful information from meetings, application and acceptance of 

new knowledge, etc. Thus it was labeled as Knowledge Sharing and Understanding 

(KSU). 

Factor 2 consisted of 5 items which showed necessity of knowledge and 

information sharing for task, improving efficiency through sharing knowledge, utilizing 

internet to apply knowledge to task. Therefore it was named as Task Specific Knowledge 

Sharing and Application (TSKSA). 

Factor 3 included 6 items which described how encouraging is the culture of the 

organization for knowledge sharing in terms of educational opportunities provided to 

employees to enhance their adaptability to new task and ability to perform, benefit 

policies, incentives and research and development programs for suggesting and utilizing 

new ideas, etc. Hence it was labeled as Knowledge Internalization Culture (KIC). 

Factor 4 comprised of 4 items which showed organization learns from maintaining 

customer knowledge and demand forecasting systematically, by regularly updating 

organization-wide knowledge, different information systems are developed to share 

learning and so it was named as Organizational Learning (OL). 

Factor 5 consisted of 4 items which indicated gathering knowledge from different 

data bases, work flow diagrams and also from stored legal guidelines and policies, etc. 

consequently it was labeled as Knowledge Accumulation (KA). 

Factor 6 comprised of 4 items which point towards promotion of team work by 

utilizing organization-wide knowledge and information, availability of research and 
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educational programs, employing electronic data interchange and best practices to 

facilitate task. As a result it was named as Knowledge Utilization (KU). 

Factor 7 included 3 items which depicted that documentation of knowledge was 

imperative for task, importance of customer and task-related data base search to obtain 

knowledge, storing the summarized educational results for future use. Thus it labeled as 

Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) (KAIDBU). 

Factor 8 consisted of 3 items which showed knowledge sharing through 

information systems like intranet and electronic bulletin boards, using bulletin boards for 

task related analysis, etc. Therefore it was named as Task Specific Knowledge Sharing 

(TSKS). 

Factor 9 comprised of 3 items which described how capable individual is to learn 

what is necessary for new task, can he/she make use of best practices, etc. So it was 

labeled as Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK). 

Coefficient of alpha and other psychometric properties are given in Table 2.3. The 

coefficient alpha values of these 9 dimensions ranged from moderate to high, that is, from 

.62 (Task Specific Knowledge Creation) to .81 (Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and 

Application). 

Organizational Effectiveness  

Literature review discussed in first chapter showed that multiple methods have 

been adopted to evaluate organizational performance. One of commonly used construct 

of performance in research is the effectiveness of the organization. Hence, for measuring 

organizational effectiveness Mott‟s (1972) effectiveness scale was used. Mott (1972) 

defined Organizational Effectiveness as “the ability of an organization to mobilize its 

centers of power for action-production and adaptation”.  Effective organizations are those 

that tend to produce more and adapt more easily to environmental and internal problems, 

than do their counterparts. The questionnaire consists of 8 items and comprise of 

dimensions like Quality, Quantity, Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability. The 

questionnaire employed five-point Likert rating. Four items in this scale were in negative 

direction, therefore before analysis these items were reverse scored.  (The first two 

dimensions i.e. Quantity and Quality consisted of only one item, therefore factor analysis 

for effectiveness scale was not carried out and Cronbach's alpha could not be computed 
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for these dimensions). The psychometric properties of organizational effectiveness 

measure are reported in Table 2.4. 

The coefficient alpha values of Effectiveness dimensions were moderate i.e., from 

.35 (Flexibility) to .55 (Efficiency and Adaptability). 

 Following the factor analysis and labeling of factors, correlation analyses and 

stepwise multiple regression analysis were carried out to investigate the relationship 

between independent variables (Bases of Power and Downward Influence Strategy) and 

dependent variables (Knowledge Management and Organizational Effectiveness). 

Furthermore, moderating effects of Trust and Organizational Culture on the relationship of 

independent and dependent variables were also investigated. 

 Qualitative data (N = 30) was content analyzed using Weft QDA (version 1.0.1.0). 

Results obtained through both correlation and stepwise multiple regression analyses (for 

direct and moderating relationships) have been reported in the next chapter.  
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Table 2.1: Distribution of Sample (ownership wise)  

for Study 1A (N=320)  
 

 

Ownership Name of the Institute N (Study 1A)  

 

 

 

 

GFSRO* 

Organization 1 24 

Organization 2 19 

Organization 3 13 

Organization 4 36 

Organization 5 28 

Organization 6 100 

Organization 7 16 

Organization 8 50 

 
(8 Organizations) 286 

 

 

Private 

 

Organization 9 13 

Organization 10 11 

Organization 11 10 

 
(3 Organizations) 34 

Total 11 Organizations 320 

            *GFSRO = Government Funded Scientific Research Organizations 
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Table 2.2: Factor loadings obtained for Knowledge Management Measures (N = 320) 
 
 
 

Item  
No. 

Items 

Factors** 
 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

13 We are able to 
systematically 
administer knowledge 
necessary for the tasks 
and store it for further 
usage. 

.42 

 

 

.14 -.09 .22 .38 .32 .33 .03 .03 

14 I have a unique mastery 
of the tasks I do 

.64 .05 -.17 .19 .14 .20 -.03 .01 05 

29 I fully understand the 
core knowledge 
necessary for my tasks 

.67 .23 .15 -.08 .03  .21 .10 .23 .09 

30 I obtain useful 
information and 
suggestions from 
brainstorming meetings 
without   spending too 
much time 

.41 .33 .13 .33 -.04  .14    .17 .32  -.18 

32 I understand computer 
programs needed to 
perform the tasks and 
use them well 

.72 .14 .17 .19 .07 -.05 -.08 -.04 .01 

33 I am ready to accept 
new knowledge and 
apply it to my tasks 
when necessary 

.72 .19 .14 -.06 -.03 .00 .04 -.07 .28 

21 I can refer to best 
practices and apply 
them to my tasks. 

.34 .40 -.02 .12 .16 .43 .01 .09 .45 

22 I can use the Internet to 
obtain knowledge for 
the tasks. 

.34 .64 -.13 .05 .05 .26 -.01 -.01 .16 

23 We share information 
and knowledge 
necessary for the tasks. 

.12 .84 .09 .14 .17 .12 .06 .04 .04 

24 We improve task 
efficiency by sharing 
information and 

.23 .71 .22 .06 .20 .04 .15 .09 .05 
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Item  
No. 

Items 

Factors** 
 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

knowledge. 

26 We promote sharing of 
information and 
knowledge with other 
teams.  

.22 .45 .37 .11 -.04 .12 .13 .25 .22 

4 There exist incentive 
and benefit policies for 
new idea suggestions in 
utilizing existing 
knowledge in our 
organization/institute. 

-.04 .31 .48 .04 .32 .18 .13 .23 -.08 

5 In our 
organization/institute 
there exists a culture 
encouraging knowledge 
sharing. 

.01 .26 .63 .21 .25 .16 .18 -.02 -.05 

 

17 Employees are given 
educational 
opportunities to improve 
adaptability to new 
tasks in our 
institute/organization. 

.13 .07 .71 .17 .04 .09 .04 .06 .02 

18 University-administered 
education is offered 
here to enhance 
employees’ ability to 
perform tasks 

.06 -.19 .54 .14 .10 .01 .13 .36 .26 

19 Organization-wide 
knowledge and 
information are updated 
regularly and 
maintained well. 

.13 .05 .45 56 .12 .17 .11 -.01 .32 

28 My predecessor 
adequately introduced 
me to my tasks. 

.09 .03 .43 .06 .29 -.04 .20 .48 -.02 

15 Professional knowledge 
such as customer 
knowledge and demand 
forecasting is managed 
systematically in our 
institute/organization.  

.12 .12 .15 .76 .17 .06 .25 .09 -.05 
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Item  
No. 

Items 

Factors** 
 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

16 Organization-wide 
standards for 
information resources 
are built here.  

.10 .06 .19 .76 .20 .01 .12 .19 .09 

25 We developed 
information systems, 
like intranet and 
electronic bulletin 
boards, to share 
information and 
knowledge.  

.19 .32 .17 .44 -.09 .17 .00 .41 .13 

 

 

6 Work flow diagrams are 
required and used in 
performing tasks 

.09 .12 .30 .17 .47 .37 .08 -.09 -.17 

7 We refer to corporate 
database before 
processing tasks 

-.01 .10 .18 .19 .71 .03 .07 .28 -.11 

8 We try to store expertise 
on new tasks design 
and development.  

.08 .16 .22 .22 .59 .03 .17 .06 .41 

9 We try to store legal 
guidelines and policies 
related to tasks. 

.13 .13 .08 .00 .68 .04 .18 .10 .33 

1 There are research and 
educational programs in 
our 
organization/institute. 

.24 .09 .28 -.13 -.03 .68 -.11 -.05 .15 

2 Team work is promoted 
by utilizing organization-
wide information and 
knowledge. 

.06 .14 .09 .15 .11 .82 .04 .03 .05 

3 Electronic data 
interchange (EDI) is 
extensively used to 
facilitate processing 
tasks.  

-.00 .29 .00 .35 .16 .45 .16 .19 .28 

10 We extensively search 
through customer and 
task-related databases 
to obtain knowledge 
necessary for the tasks 

-.10 .16 .11 .20 .09 -.03 .75 -.07 .22 

11 We document such .04 .10 .09 .11 .14 .07 .85 .07 .04 
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Item  
No. 

Items 

Factors** 
 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

knowledge needed for 
the task.  

12 We summarize 
education results and 
store them.  

.11 -.07 .20 .07 .16 -.02 .62 .36 -.09 

 

25 We developed 
information systems, 
like intranet and 
electronic bulletin 
boards, to share 
information and 
knowledge. 

.19 .32 .17 .44 -.09 .17 .00 .41 .13 

27 I often use an electronic 
bulletin board to analyze 
tasks. 

-.02 .11 .07 .19 .22 .01 .06 .82 .09 

20 I can learn what is 
necessary for new 
tasks. 

.36 .19 .02 .10 .10 .20 .12 .07 .62 

 
Eigen Values 

9.50 3.07 1.56 1.49 1.26 1.22 1.19 1.07 1.06 

 
Percentage of Variance 28.79 9.30 4.74 4.52 3.85 3.70 3.61 3.26 3.04 

 Cumulative Percentage 
of Variance 

28.79 38.10 42.84 47.36 51.21 54.91 58.53 61.79 64.84 

 
**Factor 1=Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Factor 2=Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing & 

Application, Factor 3=Knowledge-Internalization Culture, Factor 4=Organizational Learning, Factor 5= 

Knowledge Accumulation, Factor 6= Knowledge Utilization, Factor 7= Knowledge Accumulation 

(individual and database utilization), Factor 8= Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing, Factor 9= Capacity 

to Internalize Knowledge.  
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Table 2.3: Inter-correlations and Psychometric Properties of  

Knowledge Management Dimensions (N=320) 

  ** = p < .01 
  Figures in parenthesis include coefficient of alpha. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
Dimensions 

 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
6 

 
7 

 
8 

 
9 
 
 

1. Knowledge Creation and 
Understanding 

(.77)         

2. Task Specific Knowledge 
Sharing and Application 

.65** (.81)        

3. Knowledge Internalization 
Culture 

.36** .40** 
 

(.76)       

4. Organizational Learning .49** .48** 
 

.65** (.78)      

5. Knowledge Accumulation .38** .45** 
 

.57** .49** (.73)     

6. Knowledge Utilization .54** .65** 
 

.38** .45** .41** (.73)    

7. Knowledge Accumulation 
(individual database 
utilization) 

.26** .26** 
 

.45** .42** .41** .19** (.72)   

8. Task Specific Knowledge 
Creation 

.38** .42** 
 

.67** .64** .47** .33** .39** (.62)  

9. Capability to Internalize 
Knowledge 

.55** .69** 
 

.46** .51** .68** .63** .33** .41** (.65) 

           
 
 

 
Mean 
 

 
5.90 

 
6.02 

 
5.03 

 
5.31 

 
4.78 

 
5.91 

 
5.42 

 
5.06 

 
5.74 

  
SD 
 

 
.72 

 
.72 

 
1.02 

 
1.05 

 
1.14 

 
.82 

 
1.04 

 
1.13 

 
.87 

  
No. of  Items 
 

 
06 

 
05 

 
06 

 
04 

 
04 

 
04 

 
03 

 
03 

 
03 
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Table 2.4: Inter-correlations and Psychometric Properties of 
Organizational Effectiveness Dimensions (N=320) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                           
                                       
                           ** = p <.01 
                           Figures in parenthesis include coefficient of alpha. 
                           Note: Cronbach's Alpha Reliability of Quantity and Quality were 
                           not computed as there was only one item in each dimension. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
Dimensions 

 

  
1 

 
2 

 
3 

1. Efficiency 
 

(.55)   

2. Flexibility 
 

.47** (.35)  

3. Adaptability .42** .53** 
 

(.55) 

 
 

 
Mean 
 

 
3.35 

 
3.54 

 
3.42 

  
SD 
 

 
.77 

 
.81 

 
.81 

  
No. of  Items 
 

 
02 

 
02 

 
 02 
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Table 2.5: Inter-correlations and Psychometric Properties of  

Downward Influence Strategies Dimensions (N=320) 
 
 

 
 ** = p < .01 
 Figures in parenthesis include coefficient of alpha. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
Dimensions 

 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
6 

 
7 

 
8 

 
 
 
 

1. Assertiveness 
 

(.71)         

2. Exchange of Benefits 
 

.40** (.74)        

3. Ingratiation .26** .40** 
 

(.73)       

4. Personalized 
Relationship 

.26** .57** 
 

.64** (.61)      

5. Rationality .35** .38** 
 

.64** .48** (.69)     

6. Sanctions (Negative) .31** .45** 
 

-.18** .04** -.11** (.74)    

7. Sanctions (Positive) .26** .55** 
 

.66** .61** .56** -.00** (.54)   

8. Showing Expertise .47** .48** 
 

.59** .56** .63** .04** .60** (.59)  

           
 
 

Mean 
 

4.03 2.61 4.08 3.23 4.43 2.21 3.56 4.00  
 

  SD 
 

1.06 1.18 1.09 1.32 1.06 1.07 1.02 1.16  
 

 No. of  Items 
 

06 05 06 03 05 05 04 04  
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Table 2.6: Inter-correlations and Psychometric Properties of  

Bases of Power Dimensions (N=320) 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

         ** = p < .01 
         Figures in parenthesis include coefficient of alpha. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
Dimensions 

 

 
     1 

 
   2 

 
  3 

 
 4 

 
5 

1. Coercive Power 
 

(.76)     

2. Expert Power  
 

-.44**  (.89)    

3. Legitimate  Power -.35** .67** 
 

(.68)   

4. Referent Power -.38** .79** 
 

.73** (.83)  

5. Reward Power  -.01** .39** 
 

.30** .38** (.76) 

       

 

 

 
Mean 
 

 
3.26 

 
5.14 

 
517 

 
4.98 

 
3.76 

  
SD 
 

 
1.37 

 
1.31 

 
1.00 

 
1.21 

 
1.29 

  
No. of  Items 
 

 
04 

 
04 

 
04 

 
   04 

 
   04 
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Table 2.7: Factor loadings obtained for Trust in Organization and 
 Supervisor Measure (N = 320) 

 
 

Item 
No. 

 
Items 

Factors** 

  
        1         2 

1 My level of confidence that my supervisor is technically 
competent at the critical elements of his or her job is. 

.74 

 

.29 

2 My level of confidence that my supervisor will make 
well thought out decisions about his or her job is. 

.81 .27 

3 My level of confidence that my supervisor will follow 
through on assignments is.  

79 .30 

4 My level of confidence that my supervisor has an 
acceptable level of understanding of his/her job is. 

.83 .27 

5 My level of confidence that my supervisor will be able 
to do his or her job in an acceptable manner is.  

.80 .27 

6 When my supervisor tells me something, my level of 
confidence that I can rely on what they tell me is. 

.72 .28 

7 My confidence in my supervisor to do the job without 
causing other problems is. 

.73 .36 

8 My level of confidence that my supervisor will think 
through what he or she is doing on job is. 

.76 .24 

9 My level of confidence that this organization will treat 
me fairly is. 

.31 .77 

10 The level of trust between supervisors and workers in 
this organization is.  

.29 .83 

11 The level of trust among the people I work with on a 
regular basis is. 

.24 

 

.84 

12 The degree to which we can depend on each other in 
this organization is. 

.29 

 

.68 

 
Eigen Values 6.94 1.29 

 
Percentage of Variance 7.84 10.76 

 
Cumulative Percentage of Variance 57.84 68.59 

                          
           **Factor 1= Trust in Supervisor, Factor 2= Trust in Organization.              
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Table 2.8: Inter-correlations and Psychometric Properties Trust in  

Organization and Supervisor Dimensions (N=320) 
                                                    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
Dimensions 

 

 
   1 

 
   2 

     
1. 

Trust in Supervisor 

 

(.93)  

        
2. 

Trust in Organization 

 

.64** (.85) 

    

 

 

 
Mean 
 

 
5.13 

 
4.97 

  
SD 
 

 
.99 

 
1.02 

  
No. of  Items 
 

 
 08 

 
 04 

 ** = p < .01 
Figures in parenthesis include coefficient of alpha. 
 

  

TH-1380_07614102



84 

 

 

Table 2.9: Factor loadings obtained for Trust in Peers Measure 
 (N = 320) 

 
 

Item 
No. 

 
Items 

Factors** 

  
1 2 

18 This person approaches his/her job with 
professionalism and dedication. 

.65 .38 

19 Given this person's track record, I see no reason to 
doubt his/her competence and preparation for the 
job.   

.82 .22 

20 I can rely on this person not to make my job more 
difficult by careless work. 

.71 .16 

21 Most people, even those who aren't close friends 
of this individual, trust and respect him/her as a 
coworker. 

.77 .21 

22 Other work associates of mine who must interact 
with this individual consider him/her to be 
trustworthy. 

.66 .40 

13 We have a sharing relationship. We can both freely 
share our ideas, feelings, and hopes. 

.29 .70 

14 I can talk freely to this individual about difficulties I 
am having at work and   know that she/he will want 
to listen 

.19 .70 

15 We would both feel a sense of loss if one of us was 
transferred and we could no longer work, together  

.13 75 

16 If I shared my problems with this person, I know (s) 
he would respond constructively and caringly 

.48 .68 

17 I would have to say that we have both made 
considerable emotional investments in our working 
relationship. 

.29 

 
.69 

 
Eigen Values 

4.94           1.06 

 
 

Percentage of Variance 
49.43           10.56 

 
 

Cumulative Percentage of Variance 
49.43          59.99 

 

**Factor 1= Competence and Reliability Based Trust, Factor 2= Trust Based on                                              
Emotional Bonding. 
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Table 2.10: Inter-correlations and Psychometric Properties of  

Trust in Peers Dimensions (N=320) 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
Dimensions 

 

 
   1 

 
     2 
 
 

1. Competence & Reliability-Based Trust  
 

(.87)  

2. Trust Based on Emotional-Bonding  .78** (.83) 
 

    
 
 

Mean 
 

5.22  5.10 

  
SD 
 

 
.97 

  
1.00 

  
No. of  Items 
 

  
  05 

    
  05 

 
*** = p < .01 
  Figures in parenthesis include coefficient of alpha. 
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Table 2.11: Factor loadings obtained for Organizational Culture Measures (N = 320) 

 
 
 

Item 
No. 

 
Items 

          Factors** 

  
1 2 3 4 5 6 

30 The satisfaction of the customers is: 
Measured systematically Vs. Hardly 
ever measured. 

.62 .41 .16 -.11 -.06 .24 

31 
Product promotions/actions by the 
competition are: Reported 
meticulously by everyone Vs. Barely 
reported.  

.71 .37 .06 -.18 .04 .04 

32 The consumers’ preferences are: 
Systematically investigated Vs. 
Usually not investigated 

.77 .15 .04 .00 .17 .21 

33 The company provides 
products/services that: Are adjusted 
to the various target-groups Vs. 
Scarcely take the needs of the 
various target-groups into 
consideration 

.69 .06 .04 -.11 .34 .12 

34 The future needs of the customers 
are: Discussed extensively with the 
various divisions Vs. Hardly ever 
discussed at all. 

.79 .05 .21 -.13 .21 -.15 

35 In talks with customers, people: Try 
to find out about the future needs of 
the customers’ Vs. Hardly ever try to 
find out about the future of the 
customers needs. . 

.80 .05 .18 -.07 .10 -.15 

7 Whenever an employee is ill, or 
when something has happened in 
his personal life: 
Managers/supervisors ask about 
their problems with interest Vs. 
Managers/supervisors ask only 
when she/he will be working again 

.12 .62 .27 .05 .19 -.02 

8 If there are personal conflicts 
between employees within a 
division: The managers/supervisors 
will attempt to solve these problems 
Vs. The managers/supervisors will 
do nothing about these problems 

.17 58 .00 -.12 .38 -.08 

9 If there are personal conflicts .18 .56 .35 -.20 .26 -.19 
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Item 
No. 

 
Items 

          Factors** 

  
1 2 3 4 5 6 

between employees within a 
division: The managers/supervisors 
will attempt to solve these problems 
Vs. The managers/supervisors will 
do nothing about these problems 

12 The managers/supervisors address 
the employees: To give them a 
compliment Vs. To point out their 
mistakes.  

.07 .71 .19 

 

-.17 

 

-.08 

 

.14 

 

13 The pressure of work Is being held 
acceptable on the initiative of the 
manager/supervisor Vs. Is not 
reduced by the manager/supervisor, 
if the employees think it's too high. 

.14 .67 .00 -.08 .15 .04 

17 The mistakes of a colleague are: 
Personally discussed with him/her 
Vs. Mainly discussed behind his/her 
back. 

.26 .41 .51 -.17 -.04 -.06 

1 When confronted with problems, the 
people of a division are: Rarely 
being helped by people of other 
divisions Vs. Regularly being helped 
by people of other divisions. 

-.28 -.14 -.10 .69 -.00 .10 

2 The tasks of employees that are 
absent are: Rarely taken over by 
colleagues Vs. Usually taken over 
by colleagues. 

-.17 -.27 -.37 .44 .26 -.11 

3 Are the services that are asked for 
by other divisions: Only carried out if 
the formal procedures have been 
followed Vs. Usually carried out 
without delay 

.02 -.09 -.26 .64 -.16 -.15 

4 On special projects, there is: A 
laborious cooperation between the 
various divisions Vs. A quick 
cooperation between the various 
divisions. 

-.17 -.13 .28 .70 -.15 .01 

5 The employees contribute their bit: 
By directly following the prescribed 
methods of the 
managers/supervisors Vs. By 
coming out with their own ideas to 
have the company function in a 
better way. 

.17 .12 -.51 .49 -.13 .10 
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Item 
No. 

 
Items 

          Factors** 

  
1 2 3 4 5 6 

6 With respect to people who do not 
feel too happy about their job, but 
who still perform well: New 
possibilities are being searched for 
them Vs. Little or nothing is done for 
them. 

.17 .18 .16 -.12 .65 .19 

14 Criticism of the employees is: 
Discussed with the 
managers/supervisors Vs. Usually 
brushed aside by the 
managers/supervisors.  

.26 .15 .10 -.07 .64 -.02 

10 With respect to birthdays, marriages 
and births, managers/supervisors: 
Show personal interest. Vs. Show 
little interest. 

.19 .29 .57 .00 .28 -.04 

16 

 

At my work: Are the employees 
being asked to pass constructive 
criticism on the 
managers/supervisors? Vs.  Does 
the management put the blame on 
the employees when they pass well 
founded criticism on something? 
Does the management put the 
blame on the employees when they 
pass well founded criticism on 
something? 

.29 .21 .63 .01 .15 .26 

11 In matters that directly involve them: 
employees usually have a say Vs. 
hardly ever have a say. 

.27 .27 .39 -.20 .37 -.09 

15 Employees express their criticism: 
Directly against the 
managers/supervisors. Vs. Just 
against their colleagues 

.06 .00 .02 -.01 .07 .89 

 Eigen Values 7.05          1.99 1.48          1.65 1.12  1.05 

 Percentage of Variance                                                        30.63         8.64           6.44           5.06            4.86           4.55 

 Cumulative Percentage of Variance                                   30.63         39.27         45.73         50.79          55.65         60.20 

      **Factor 1= Active/Passive Customer Orientation, Factor 2= Employee vs. Job Orientation, 
Factor 3= Synergetic Culture, Factor 4= Closed Culture, Factor 5= Open vs. Closed Culture, 
Factor 6= Open Culture. 
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Table 2.12: Inter-correlations and Psychometric Properties of 
Organizational Culture Dimensions (N=320) 

 
 
 
 
 

 

  
Dimensions 

 

 
1 

 
  2 

 
  3 

 
  4 

1. Active/Passive Customer Orientation  

 

  (.89)    

2. Employee vs. Job Orientation  

 

  .61** (.80)   

3. Synergetic Culture -.33** -.44** 

 

(.91)  

4. Closed Culture .46** .46** 

 

.28** (.47) 

      
 
 

 
Mean 
 

 
2.44 

 
2.59 

 
3.21 

 
2.86 

  
SD 
 

 
.84 

 
.79 

 
.77 

 
.90 

  
No. of  Items 
 

 
06 

 
07 

 
05 

 
   02 

 ** = p < .01 
Figures in parenthesis include coefficient of alpha. 
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 Chapter 3 

Results 

 

In the preceding chapter methodology of the present research work was reported, 

which included description of measures used in the study, the psychometric properties of 

factors and reliability results of factor analysis were also mentioned. This chapter reports 

on the results of the data analysis. This chapter comprises of two studies. Study 1A is 

quantitative in nature while Study 1B is a qualitative study, which is an augmentation of 

Study 1A. The focus of this chapter is to examine the relationship between various 

variables (independent variable: bases of power, downward influence strategy; dependent 

variables: Knowledge Management, organizational effectiveness; moderating variables: 

trust and organizational culture) in order to search for the relationship among identified 

variables thereby attempting to address the research questions. 

The main aim of this study is to investigate the relationship between various 

downward influence strategies, power bases and Knowledge Management. The other 

contextual variables specifically trust and organizational culture were also taken into 

account given that they also influence the above mentioned relationship either by direct 

effect or moderating effect. 

A model of interplay of various variables based on the review of literature has also 

been reported in chapter 1. Hence, in this chapter the relationship as indicated by the 

same model would be tested and established. Moreover, this study will also help to 

answer the research questions raised in the present research. 

For the convenience of the readers, the research questions are being reproduced 

here: 

1) Which bases of power has a positive effect on Knowledge Management in 

research oriented organizations? 

2) Which bases of power has a positive effect on organizational effectiveness? 

3) What are the different downward Influence Strategies that facilitate Knowledge 

Management? 
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4) What are the different downward Influence Strategies that facilitate 

organizational effectiveness? 

5) What is the impact of downward influence strategies practiced by top 

management on Knowledge Management? 

6) Does Trust moderate the relationship between leadership (bases of power and 

downward influence strategy) and Knowledge Management? 

7)  Does trust foster organizational effectiveness? 

8)  Does organizational cultures moderate the relationship between leadership 

(bases of power and downward influence strategy) Knowledge Management? 

9) Which kind of culture promotes Knowledge Management and is beneficial to the 

organization in terms of effectiveness?  

10) What is the impact of Knowledge Management processes on organizational 

effectiveness? 

The above mentioned research questions were based on SECI (socialization, 

externalization, combination and internalization) model by Nonaka and Takeuchi (1994). 

Nonaka sees Knowledge Management as a dynamic process where knowledge sharing 

and creation occurs through a spiral process. The model also believes that both scientific 

and social paradigms should be involved in the initial construction of knowledge. So 

organizations should ensure that when new piece of knowledge is created within the 

organization it can be via explicit means e.g. research, training or developing as well as 

indirect means such as socially in work related forums. The present research also intends 

to address the scientific and social side of Knowledge Management in knowledge 

intensive research and development  organizations, as there research and training are 

primary tools of knowledge creation.  

Moreover, the results of the present study will help to testify this theoretical 

approach of Knowledge Management, to identify whether it is explaining Knowledge 

Management in knowledge intensive organizations successfully or not.  

In order to answer the research questions raised in the present research, the data 

were analyzed using the following scheme: 

TH-1380_07614102



92 
 

1) Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) 

ANOVA was undertaken independently for the factors of study 1A to accomplish 

the objective of assessing the variations among the groups of the sample (e.g., between 

the organizations and bases of power), and also among the dimensions of various 

variables across different organizations. This analysis will aid in finding out the variation 

among the groups. If the main effect of the organizations on the scores of dimensions of 

different factors is significant, then this indicates that the organizations vary from one 

another on those dimensions. Hence, additional ground is made available for further 

investigation of the effect of the variables or the relationship among the different variables 

considered in the present research work. 

2) Correlation and Stepwise Multiple Regression 

Correlation was carried out to find the relationship amongst the variables taken 

into account in the present study.  Furthermore, the data of study 1A has been put to 

stepwise multiple regression analysis to identify the relative strength or impact of 

independent variables on the dependent variables. It also helps to find out more accurate 

information on the main predictors of the dependent variables.  

Results (Study 1A) 

ANOVA 

Leadership (Bases of Power)  

In order to find out whether the organizations vary from each other on all the 

dimensions of Bases of Power, an ANOVA with 11 organizations (Organizations: 11 

different organizations) X 5 dimensions of Bases of Power (Bases of Power: Coercive 

Power, Expert Power, Legitimate Power, Referent Power, Reward Power) design was 

carried out, while the later factor was a repeated measure because the scores on the 

different dimensions of Bases of Power are the observations of the same subject.  

ANOVA results given in Table 3.1 indicated that there was no significant main 

effect of organizations [F (10, 309) = .95, n.s.]. This implies that there are no significant 

differences amongst the organizations on the dimensions of Bases of Power. There was 

significant main effect of the dimensions of Bases of Power [F (4, 1236) = 104.94, p < 

.00]. This implies that the respondents were able to differentiate amongst the various 
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dimensions of Bases of Power. There was also significant interaction effect [F (40, 1236) 

= 2.11, p < .00].  

From the results of the ANOVA as described above it can be concluded that there 

were no significant differences amongst the organizations on the Bases of Power 

dimensions but the respondents were able to observe the differences amongst the 

dimensions of Bases of Power. 

Leadership (Downward Influence Strategy) 

In order to find out whether the organizations vary from each other on all the 

dimensions of Downward Influence Strategies, an ANOVA with 11 organizations 

(Organizations: 11 different organizations) X 8 dimensions of Downward Influence 

Strategies (Downward Influence Strategies: Assertiveness, Exchange of Benefits, 

Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, Sanctions (Negative), Sanctions 

(Positive) and Showing Expertise) design was carried out, while the later factor was a 

repeated measure because the scores on the different dimensions of leadership are the 

observations of the same subject. 

ANOVA results given in Table 3.2 indicated that there was no significant main 

effect of organizations [F (10, 309) = .18, n.s.]. This implies that there are no significant 

differences amongst the organizations on the dimensions of Downward Influence 

Strategies. However, there was significant main effect of the dimensions of Downward 

Influence Strategies [F (7, 2163) = 148.26, p < .00]. There was no significant interaction 

effect [F (70, 2163) = 1.22, n.s.] This implies that the respondents were able to 

differentiate in the various dimensions of Downward Influence Strategies. 

From the results of the ANOVA as described above it can be concluded that there 

were no significant differences amongst the organizations on the dimensions of 

Downward Influence Strategies but the respondents were able to clearly observe the 

differences amongst the 8 dimensions of Downward Influence Strategies. 

Knowledge Management 

In order to find out whether the organizations vary from each other on all the 

dimensions of Knowledge Management, an ANOVA with 11 organizations (Organizations: 

11 different organizations) X 9 dimensions of Knowledge Management (Knowledge 

Management: Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing 
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and Application, Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning, Knowledge 

Accumulation, Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database 

utilization), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge) 

design was carried out, while the later factor was a repeated measure because the scores 

on the different dimensions of Knowledge Management are the observations of the same 

subject.  

ANOVA results given in Table 3.3 indicated that there was no significant main 

effect of organizations [F (10, 309) = 1.72, n.s.]. This implies that there are no significant 

differences amongst the organizations on the dimensions of Knowledge Management. 

However, there was significant main effect of the dimensions of Knowledge Management 

[F (8, 2472) = 81.71, p < .00]. This implies that the respondents were able to differentiate 

amongst the various dimensions of Knowledge Management. There was also significant 

interaction effect [F (80, 2472) = 2.30, p < .00].  

From the results of the ANOVA as described above it can be concluded that there 

were no significant differences amongst the organizations on the Knowledge Management 

dimensions but the respondents were able to observe the differences amongst the 

dimensions of Knowledge Management. 

Trust in Organization and Supervisor (Nyhan & Marlowe, 1997) 

In order to find out whether the organizations vary from each other on all the 

dimensions of Trust (Nyhan & Marlowe, 1997), an ANOVA with 11 organizations 

(Organizations: 11 different organizations) X 2 dimensions of Trust (Nyhan & Marlowe, 

1997) (Trust: Trust in Supervisor and Trust in Organization) design was carried out, while 

the later factor was a repeated measure because the scores on the different dimensions 

of Trust (Nyhan & Marlowe, 1997) are the observations of the same subject.  

ANOVA results given in Table 3.4 indicated that there was no significant main 

effect of organizations [F (10, 309) = .95, n.s.]. This implies that there are no significant 

differences amongst the organizations on the dimensions of Trust (Nyhan & Marlowe, 

1997). However, there was significant main effect of the dimensions of Trust (Nyhan & 

Marlowe, 1997) [F (1, 309) = 11.83, p < .00]. This implies that the respondents were able 

to differentiate amongst the various dimensions of Trust (Nyhan & Marlowe, 1997). There 

was again no significant interaction effect [F (10, 309) = 1.55, n.s.].  
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From the results of the ANOVA as described above it can be concluded that there 

were no significant differences amongst the organizations on the Trust (Nyhan & Marlowe, 

1997) dimensions but the respondents were able to observe the differences amongst the 

dimensions of Trust (Nyhan & Marlowe, 1997). 

Trust in Peers (McAllister, 1995) 

In order to find out whether the organizations vary from each other on all the 

dimensions of Trust (McAllister, 1995), an ANOVA with 11 organizations (Organizations: 

11 different organizations) X 2 dimensions of Trust (McAllister, 1995) (Trust: Competence 

& Reliability Based Trust and Trust Based on Emotional Bonding) design was carried out, 

while the later factor was a repeated measure because the scores on the different 

dimensions of Trust (McAllister, 1995) are the observations of the same subject.  

ANOVA results given in Table 3.5 indicated that there was significant main effect 

of organizations [F (10, 309) = .2.15, p < .02]. This implies that there are significant 

differences amongst the organizations on the dimensions of Trust (McAllister, 1995). 

There was also significant main effect of the dimensions of Trust (McAllister, 1995) [F (1, 

309) = 8.83, p < .00]. This implies that the respondents were able to differentiate amongst 

the various dimensions of Trust (McAllister, 1995). There was significant interaction effect 

[F (10, 309) = 1.90, p < .04].  

From the results of the ANOVA as described above it can be concluded that there 

were significant differences amongst the organizations on the Trust (McAllister, 1995) 

dimensions and the respondents were able to observe the differences amongst the 

dimensions of Trust (McAllister, 1995). 

Organizational Culture 

In order to find out whether the organizations vary from each other on all the 

dimensions of Organizational Culture, an ANOVA with 11 organizations (Organizations: 

11 different organizations) X 4 dimensions of Organizational Culture (Organizational 

Culture: Active/Passive Customer Orientation, Employee vs. Job Orientation, Synergetic 

Culture and Closed Culture) design was carried out, while the later factor was a repeated 

measure because the scores on the different dimensions of Organizational Culture are the 

observations of the same subject.  
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ANOVA results given in Table 3.6 indicated that there was no significant main 

effect of organizations [F (10, 309) = .94, n.s.]. This implies that there are no significant 

differences amongst the organizations on the dimensions of Organizational Culture. There 

was significant main effect of the dimensions of Organizational Culture [F (3, 927) = 

38.75, p < .00]. This implies that the respondents were able to differentiate amongst the 

various dimensions of Organizational Culture. There was also significant interaction effect 

[F (30, 927) = 1.47, p < .05].  

From the results of the ANOVA as described above it can be concluded that there 

were no significant differences amongst the organizations on the Organizational Culture 

dimensions but the respondents were able to observe the differences amongst the 

dimensions of Organizational Culture. 

Organizational Effectiveness 

In order to find out whether the organizations vary from each other on all the 

dimensions of Organizational Effectiveness, an ANOVA with 11 organizations 

(Organizations: 11 different organizations) X 5 dimensions of Organizational Effectiveness 

(Organizational Effectiveness: Quantity, Quality, Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability) 

design was carried out, while the later factor was a repeated measure because the scores 

on the different dimensions of Organizational Effectiveness are the observations of the 

same subject.  

ANOVA results given in Table 3.7 indicated that there was significant main effect 

of organizations [F (10, 309) = 1.86, p < .05]. This implies that there are significant 

differences amongst the organizations on the dimensions of Organizational Effectiveness. 

There was also significant main effect of the dimensions of Organizational Effectiveness 

[F (4, 1236) = 24.85, p < .00]. This implies that the respondents were able to differentiate 

amongst the various dimensions of Organizational Effectiveness. However, there was no 

significant interaction effect [F (40, 1236) = 1.23, n.s.].  

From the results of the ANOVA as described above it can be concluded that there 

were significant differences amongst the organizations on the Organizational 

Effectiveness dimensions and the respondents were also able to observe the differences 

amongst the dimensions of Organizational Effectiveness. 
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Gender 

In order to find out whether there are gender differences in the present sample 

ANOVA was carried out, on the dimensions of various variables studied in the present 

research.  From the results of the ANOVA it can be concluded that there was significant 

main effect of gender in case of bases of power, trust (Nyhan & Marlowe, 1997; 

McAllister, 1995), Knowledge Management and organizational effectiveness but no 

significant effect in context of downward influence strategies and organizational culture. 

Since looking into gender differences was not the main purpose of the present 

investigation and also taking gender into account will require changing the research 

design completely which will distract the main focus of the study. Apart from that the 

mixed results obtained through ANOVA further instigated us to merge the data. Past 

researchers have also adopted the same strategy while their sample consisted of both 

male and female participants (Bock & kim, 2002; Stefanou, Sarmaniotis & Stafyla, 2003; 

Cummings, 2004). Hence it was decided to merge the data for the larger interest of the 

sample.                    

 For exploring the relationships amongst the various variables, correlation and 

stepwise multiple regression were carried out. These analyses were carried out to 

investigate direct effect and moderating effect of variables considered in the present 

study. These analyses are described below– 

Relationship between Bases of Power and Knowledge Management 

Direct relationship between Bases of Power and knowledge Management (N = 320) 

In order to study the direct relationship between bases of power and knowledge 

Management, correlations as well as stepwise multiple regression analyses were carried 

out. The stepwise multiple regression analysis was carried out considering factors of 

bases of power (5 factors: Coercive Power, Expert Power, Legitimate Power, Referent 

Power, Reward Power), as independent variables, while dependent variables were 9 

factors of knowledge Management [9 factors: Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, 

Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge Internalization Culture, 

Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge 

Accumulation (individual and database utilization), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and 

Capacity to Internalize Knowledge]. 
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Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.8, that Coercive Power had significant negative 

correlation with all the dimensions of Knowledge Management except for Knowledge 

Accumulation, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) and Task-

Specific Knowledge Sharing.  

Expert Power, Legitimate Power and Referent Power had significant positive 

correlation with all of the dimensions of Knowledge Management, such as, Knowledge 

Sharing and Understanding, Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, 

Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, 

Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization), 

Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. 

Reward Power had significant positive correlation with the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management, such as, Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational 

Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database 

utilization), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing except for Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding, Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge Utilization 

and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

For analyzing the relative effect of independent variables on dependent variables, 

stepwise multiple regression analysis was carried out. As evident from Table 3.9, that (1) 

Legitimate Power, Expert Power, Reward Power and Referent Power were significant 

predictors of all the 9 dimensions of Knowledge Management; (2) the maximum variance, 

that is, 19% was explained by Legitimate Power dimension of bases of power with respect 

to Knowledge Utilization and it also explained 10%, 2%, and 1% of the variance 

respectively of Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing 

and Application, Organizational Learning. (3) Expert Power explained 17%, 14%, 14%, 

12%, 7%, 12% and 13% of the variance respectively of Knowledge Internalization Culture, 

Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, Organizational Learning, Knowledge 

Accumulation, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization), Task-

Specific Knowledge Sharing, and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge; (4) Reward Power 

explained 2%, of the variance of Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Knowledge 

Utilization and Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing. It also explained 1% of variance in 
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Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application; (5) Referent Power explained 1% of 

variance in both Knowledge Utilization and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. 

In short, among the 5 dimensions of the independent variable, Expert Power 

emerged as the best predictor (β = .42, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the 

dependent variable, Knowledge Internalization Culture was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Bases of Power and Organizational Effectiveness 

Direct relationship between Bases of Power and Organizational Effectiveness (N = 320) 

In order to study the direct relationship between bases of power and 

Organizational effectiveness, correlations as well as stepwise multiple regression 

analyses were carried out. The stepwise multiple regression analysis was carried out 

considering factors of bases of power (5 factors: Coercive Power, Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power, Referent Power, Reward Power), as independent variables, while 

dependent variables were 5 factors of organizational effectiveness (5 factors: Quantity, 

Quality, Efficiency, Flexibility, Adaptability). 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.8, that Coercive Power had significant negative 

correlation with all the five dimensions of organizational effectiveness, which are Quantity, 

Quality, Efficiency, Flexibility, and Adaptability. 

Expert Power, Legitimate Power and Referent Power had significant positive 

correlation with all of the dimensions of organizational effectiveness, such as Quantity, 

Quality, Efficiency, Flexibility, and Adaptability. 

Reward Power had significant positive correlation with the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness, such as, Quantity and Flexibility except for Quality, Efficiency 

and Adaptability. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

For analyzing the relative effect of independent variables on dependent variables, 

stepwise multiple regression analysis was carried out. As evident from Table 3.10, that (1) 

Expert Power, Legitimate Power, Referent Power and Reward Power were significant 

predictors of all the 5 dimensions of organizational effectiveness; (2) the maximum 
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variance, that is, 19% was explained by Referent Power dimension of bases of power with 

respect to Adaptability and it also explained 12% and 1%, of the variance respectively of 

Flexibility and Efficiency. (3) Expert Power explained 15%, 14%, and 11% of the variance 

respectively of Quality, Efficiency and Quantity; (4) Reward Power explained 2%, of the 

variance in the Adaptability dimension of bases of power; (5) Legitimate Power explained 

1% of variance in Quality. 

In short, among the 5 dimensions of the independent variable, Referent Power emerged 

as the best predictor (β = .49, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the dependent 

variable, Adaptability was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Downward Influence Strategy and Knowledge Management 

Direct relationship between Downward Influence Strategies and Knowledge Management 

(N = 320) 

In order to study the direct relationship between downward influence strategies 

and Knowledge Management, correlations as well as stepwise multiple regression 

analyses were carried out. The stepwise multiple regression analysis was carried out 

considering factors of downward influence strategies (8 factors: Assertiveness, 

Exchange of Benefits, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, Sanctions 

(Negative), Sanctions (Positive) and Showing Expertise), as independent variables, while 

dependent variables were 9 factors of Knowledge Management [9 factors: Knowledge 

Sharing and Understanding, Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, 

Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, 

Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization), 

Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge]. 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.11, that Assertiveness had significant positive 

correlation with the dimensions of Knowledge Management, such as, Knowledge Sharing 

and Understanding, Organizational Learning and Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing 

except for Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge Internalization 

Culture, Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge Accumulation and Capacity to Internalize 

Knowledge. It was also negatively related with Knowledge Accumulation (individual and 

database utilization) dimension of Knowledge management although it was not significant. 
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Exchange of Benefits had significant positive correlation with the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management, such as, Knowledge Internalization Culture, Knowledge 

Accumulation and Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing except for Organizational Learning 

and Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization). It also had significant 

negative correlation with dimensions of Knowledge Management, such as, Knowledge 

Sharing and Understanding and Knowledge Utilization except for Capacity to Internalize 

Knowledge and Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application. 

Ingratiation, Rationality and Showing Expertise had significant positive correlation 

with all of the dimensions of Knowledge Management, such as, Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding, Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge 

Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge 

Utilization, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization), Task-Specific 

Knowledge Sharing and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. 

Personalized Relationship had significant positive correlation with Knowledge 

Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, Task-Specific 

Knowledge Sharing, and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge except for Knowledge Sharing 

and Understanding, Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and 

database utilization) and Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application. 

Sanctions (Negative) had significant negative correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management, such as, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task-Specific 

Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational 

Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge Utilization and Capacity to Internalize 

Knowledge except for Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) and 

Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing. 

Sanctions (Positive) had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management, which are, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task-

Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge Internalization Culture, 

Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge Accumulation (individual 

and database utilization), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing, Capacity to Internalize 

Knowledge except for Knowledge Utilization. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 
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For analyzing the relative effect of independent variables on dependent variables, 

stepwise multiple regression analysis was carried out. As evident from Table 3.12, that (1) 

Sanctions (Positive), Sanctions (Negative), Assertiveness, Ingratiation, Exchange of 

Benefits, Showing Expertise and Rationality were significant predictors of all the 9 

dimensions of Knowledge Management; (2) the maximum variance, that is, 14% was 

explained by Sanctions (Positive) dimension of downward influence strategies with 

respect to Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and it also explained 11% of the variance of 

Knowledge Internalization Culture; (3) Sanctions (Negative) explained 5%, 9%, 2%, 3%, 

1%, 11% and 6% of the variance respectively of Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, 

Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge Internalization Culture, 

Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge Utilization and Capacity to 

Internalize Knowledge; (4) Assertiveness explained 5%, of the variance in the both 

dimension of Knowledge Management namely, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding 

and Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application. It also explained 3% of variance in 

Organizational Learning; (5) Ingratiation explained 6%, 7%, 3%, and 9% of variance 

respectively of Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge Utilization 

and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge; (6) Exchange of Benefits explained 2% variance 

of both Knowledge Accumulation and Knowledge Utilization dimensions of Knowledge 

Management; (7) Rationality explained 3% of variance of Knowledge Accumulation 

(individual and database utilization); (8) Showing Expertise explained 1% of variance of 

Knowledge Utilization. 

In short, among the 8 dimensions of the independent variable, Sanctions (Positive) 

emerged as the best predictor (β = .37, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the 

dependent variable, Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Downward Influence Strategy and Organizational 

Effectiveness 

Direct relationship between Downward Influence Strategies and Organizational 

Effectiveness (N = 320) 

In order to study the direct relationship between downward influence strategies 

and Knowledge Management, correlations as well as stepwise multiple regression 

analyses were carried out. The stepwise multiple regression analysis was carried out 

considering factors of downward influence strategies (8 factors: Assertiveness, 

Exchange of Benefits, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, Sanctions 
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(Negative), Sanctions (Positive) and Showing Expertise), as independent variables, while 

dependent variables were 9 factors of organizational effectiveness (5 factors: Quantity, 

Quality, Efficiency, Flexibility, Adaptability). 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.11, that Assertiveness had no significant correlation 

with any of the dimensions of organizational effectiveness, such as, Quantity, Quality, 

Efficiency, Flexibility, and Adaptability.  

Exchange of Benefits had significant positive correlation with the Quantity 

dimensions of organizational effectiveness. It also had significant negative correlation with 

dimensions of organizational effectiveness, such as, Efficiency and Adaptability except for 

Quality and Flexibility. 

Ingratiation, Rationality and Sanctions (Positive) had significant positive correlation 

with all of the dimensions of organizational effectiveness, which are, Quantity, Quality, 

Efficiency, Flexibility, and Adaptability. 

Personalized Relationship had significant positive correlation with Quantity and 

Efficiency except for Quality, Flexibility and Adaptability. 

Sanctions (Negative) had significant negative correlation with all the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness, which are, Quantity, Quality, Efficiency, Flexibility, and 

Adaptability. 

Showing Expertise had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness, such as, Quantity, Quality, Efficiency, and Adaptability 

except for Flexibility. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

For analyzing the relative effect of independent variables on dependent variables, 

stepwise multiple regression analysis was carried out. As evident from Table 3.13, that (1) 

Sanctions (Positive), Sanctions (Negative), Personalized Relationship, Ingratiation, 

Exchange of Benefits, Showing Expertise and Rationality were significant predictors of all 

the 5 dimensions of organizational effectiveness; (2) the maximum variance, that is, 11% 

was explained by Sanctions (Positive) dimension of downward influence strategies with 

respect to Quantity dimension of organizational effectiveness; (3) Sanctions (Negative) 
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explained 10%, 9%, and 8%, of the variance respectively of Quality, Efficiency and 

Flexibility; (4) Personalized Relationship explained 1%, of the variance in the both 

dimension of organizational effectiveness namely Quantity and Quality; (5) Ingratiation 

explained 1%, 5%, 3%, and 4% of variance respectively of Quantity, Quality, Flexibility 

and Adaptability ; (6) Exchange of Benefits explained 6% variance of Adaptability 

dimension of organizational effectiveness; (7) Rationality explained 8% of variance of 

Adaptability dimension of organizational effectiveness; (8) Showing Expertise explained 

1% and 5% of variance respectively of Quantity and Efficiency dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness. 

In short, among the 8 dimensions of the independent variable, Sanctions 

(Negative) emerged as the best predictor (β = -.31, p < .00) and among the dimensions of 

the dependent variable, Efficiency was the best predicted factor. 

Moderating Relationship between Bases of Power and Knowledge Management 

Moderating effect of Organizational Culture on the relationship between Bases of Power 

and Knowledge Management 

In order to study the moderating effect of organizational culture on the relationship 

between bases of power and Knowledge management, the following method was 

adopted. Median was computed for each of the four dimensions of organizational culture – 

Active/Passive Customer Orientation, Employee vs. Job Orientation, Synergetic Culture, 

and Closed Culture. Then organizations whose median score was above the median 

score of a particular dimension of organizational culture were classified as “high” on that 

dimension of organizational culture, for example in the  case of Synergetic Culture, such 

organizations were categorized as “Organizations with high score on Synergetic Culture”. 

Similarly, organizations below the median score of a particular dimension were labeled as 

“low” on that dimension of organizational culture, for example, “Organizations with low 

score on Synergetic Culture”. Organizations which had exactly the same score as the 

median score of a particular dimension of organizational culture were dropped from the 

analyses. 

After categorization of the organizations on this basis, correlations as well as 

stepwise regression analyses were carried out. The stepwise regression analysis was 

carried out considering factors of bases of power [5 factors: Coercive Power, Expert 

Power, Legitimate Power, Referent Power, Reward Power), as independent variables, 
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while dependent variables were 9 factors of Knowledge Management [9 factors: 

Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and 

Application, Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning, Knowledge 

Accumulation, Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database 

utilization), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge]. 

 Relationship between Bases of Power and Knowledge Management in organizations with 

high score on Active/Passive Customer Orientation (N = 40) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.14, that Coercive Power had no significant 

correlation with any of the dimensions of Knowledge Management such as, Knowledge 

Sharing and Understanding, Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, 

Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, 

Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization), 

Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. 

Expert Power had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management, except for, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Knowledge 

Utilization, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization). 

Legitimate Power had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management, except for, Knowledge Utilization and Knowledge Accumulation 

(individual and database utilization). 

Referent Power also had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management, except for, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding and 

Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization). 

Reward Power had significant positive correlation only with Knowledge 

Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation and Task 

Specific Knowledge Sharing. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.15, that (1) Legitimate Power, Expert Power, Coercive 

Power, Reward Power and Referent Power were significant predictors of all the 9 

dimensions of Knowledge Management; (2) the maximum variance, that is, 47% was 
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explained by Legitimate Power dimension of bases of power with respect to 

Organizational Learning and it also explained 23%, 17%, 7% and 40% of the variance 

respectively of Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing 

and Application, Knowledge Internalization Culture, Task Specific Knowledge Sharing; (3) 

Expert Power explained 46%, 5%, 23% and 25% of the variance respectively of 

Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation and 

Capacity to Internalized Knowledge; (4) Reward Power explained 7%, of the variance of 

Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing; (5) Referent Power explained 13% of variance of 

Knowledge Utilization; (6) Coercive power explained 15%, 6%  and 5% of variance 

respectively of Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Knowledge Internalization Culture 

and Organizational Learning.  

In short, among the 5 dimensions of the independent variable, Legitimate Power 

emerged as the best predictor (β = .60, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the 

dependent variable, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Bases of Power and Knowledge Management in organizations with 

low score on Active/Passive Customer Orientation (N = 79) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.16, that Coercive Power had significant negative 

correlation with the dimensions of Knowledge Management such as, Knowledge 

Internalization Culture, Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge Utilization and Task Specific 

Knowledge Sharing and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. 

Expert Power and Referent Power had significant positive correlation with all the 

dimensions of Knowledge Management such as, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, 

Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge Internalization Culture, 

Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge 

Accumulation (individual and database utilization), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and 

Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. 

Legitimate Power had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management, except for, Knowledge Internalization Culture, Knowledge 

Accumulation (individual and database utilization) and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing. 

TH-1380_07614102



107 
 

Reward Power had significant positive correlation only with Knowledge 

Internalization Culture, Knowledge Accumulation and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

It is evident from Table 3.17, that (1) Legitimate Power, Expert Power and 

Referent Power were significant predictors of all the 9 dimensions of Knowledge 

Management; (2) the maximum variance, that is, 30% was explained by Referent Power 

dimension of bases of power with respect to Capacity to Internalize Knowledge and it also 

explained 24% and 10% of the variance respectively of Knowledge Utilization and Task-

Specific Knowledge Sharing; (3) Expert Power explained 16%, 12%, 22%, 14% and 21% 

of the variance respectively of Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Organizational 

Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database 

utilization), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing. It also explained 15%, of the variance of 

both Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application and Knowledge Internalization 

Culture; (4) Legitimate Power explained 5%, 10% of variance respectively of Knowledge 

Internalization Culture and Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing. 

In short, among the 5 dimensions of the independent variable, Expert Power 

emerged as the best predictor (β = .63, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the 

dependent variable, Knowledge Internalization Culture was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Bases of Power and Knowledge Management in organizations with 

high score on Employee vs. Job Orientation (N = 112) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.18, that Coercive Power had significant negative 

correlation with the dimensions of Knowledge Management such as, Knowledge Sharing 

and Understanding, Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, Organizational 

Learning, Knowledge Utilization and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. 

Expert Power had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management, except for, Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing. 

Legitimate Power had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management, except for, Knowledge Internalization Culture and Knowledge 

Accumulation (individual and database utilization). 
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Referent Power also had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management, except for, Knowledge Internalization Culture, Knowledge 

Accumulation and Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization). 

Reward Power had significant negative correlation only with Knowledge Sharing 

and Understanding. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.19, that (1) Legitimate Power, Expert Power and Reward 

Power were significant predictors of all the 9 dimensions of Knowledge Management; (2) 

the maximum variance, that is, 37% was explained by Legitimate Power dimension of 

bases of power with respect to Knowledge Utilization and it also explained 21%, 17%, 

24%, 10%, 6% and 13% of the variance respectively of Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding, Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, Organizational 

Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Capacity to 

Internalize Knowledge; (3) Expert Power explained 4%, and 7% of the variance 

respectively of Knowledge Internalization Culture and Knowledge Accumulation (individual 

and database utilization); (4) Reward Power explained 7% and 4% of the variance of 

Knowledge Sharing and Understanding and Knowledge Utilization.  

In short, among the 5 dimensions of the independent variable, Legitimate Power 

emerged as the best predictor (β = .63, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the 

dependent variable, Knowledge Utilization was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Bases of Power and Knowledge Management in organizations with 

low score on Employee vs. Job Orientation (N = 65) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.20, that Coercive Power had no significant 

correlation with any of the dimensions of Knowledge Management such as, Knowledge 

Sharing and Understanding, Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, 

Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, 

Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization), 

Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. 

Expert Power, Legitimate Power and Referent Power had significant positive 

correlation with all the dimensions of Knowledge Management which are, such as, 
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Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and 

Application, Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning, Knowledge 

Accumulation, Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database 

utilization), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. 

Reward Power had significant positive correlation with all the Knowledge 

Management dimensions except for Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.21, that (1) Referent power, Legitimate Power, Expert 

Power, were significant predictors of all the 9 dimensions of Knowledge Management; (2) 

the maximum variance, that is, 48% was explained by Referent Power dimension of bases 

of power with respect to Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application and 

Knowledge Utilization, it also explained 33%, 8%, 9% and 45% of the variance 

respectively of Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Knowledge Accumulation, Task 

Specific Knowledge Sharing and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge; (3) Expert Power 

explained 38%, 29% and 24% of the variance respectively of Knowledge Internalization 

Culture, Knowledge Accumulation and Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database 

utilization), and it explained 30%, of variance of both Organizational Learning and Task 

Specific Knowledge Sharing; (4) Legitimate Power explained 5%, of variance respectively 

of both Knowledge Accumulation and Knowledge Utilization. It also explained 7% of 

variance of Task Specific Knowledge Sharing.  

In short, among the 5 dimensions of the independent variable, Referent Power 

emerged as the best predictor (β = 1.03, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the 

dependent variable, Knowledge Utilization was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Bases of Power and Knowledge Management in organizations with 

high score on Closed Culture (N = 40) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.22, that both Coercive Power and Reward Power did 

not have significant correlation with any of the dimensions of Knowledge Management 

such as, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and 

Application, Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning, Knowledge 
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Accumulation, Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database 

utilization), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. 

Expert Power had significant positive correlation only with Knowledge 

Accumulation and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge dimensions of Knowledge 

Management. 

Legitimate Power had significant positive correlation only with Knowledge Sharing 

and Understanding, Organizational Learning, Knowledge Utilization and Capacity to 

Internalize Knowledge. 

Referent Power had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management, except for, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task-

Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge Internalization Culture and 

Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization). 

 Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

It is evident from Table 3.23, that (1) Legitimate Power, Expert Power, Reward 

Power and Referent Power were significant predictors of all the 9 dimensions of 

Knowledge Management; (2) the maximum variance, that is, 29% was explained by 

Legitimate Power dimension of bases of power with respect to Knowledge Utilization and 

it also explained 13%, 12%, and 18% of the variance respectively of Knowledge Sharing 

and Understanding, Organizational Learning and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge; (3) 

Expert Power explained 12%, of the variance of Knowledge Accumulation; (4) Reward 

Power explained 12% and 13%, of the variance respectively of Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding and Knowledge Utilization; (5) Referent Power explained 13% of variance 

of Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing.  

In short, among the 5 dimensions of the independent variable, Legitimate Power 

emerged as the best predictor (β = .63, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the 

dependent variable, Knowledge Utilization was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Bases of Power and Knowledge Management in organizations with 

low score on Closed Culture (N = 16) 

Correlation Results 
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It was observed from Table 3.24, that Coercive Power did not have significant 

correlation with any of the dimensions of Knowledge Management such as, Knowledge 

Sharing and Understanding, Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, 

Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, 

Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization), 

Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. 

Expert Power and Referent Power had significant positive correlation with all the 

dimensions of Knowledge Management, except for, Knowledge Accumulation (individual 

and database utilization). 

Legitimate Power had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management, except for, Knowledge Accumulation and Knowledge 

Accumulation (individual and database utilization). 

Reward Power had significant positive correlation only with Knowledge 

Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.25, that (1) Legitimate Power, Expert Power and Referent 

Power were significant predictors of all the 9 dimensions of Knowledge Management; (2) 

the maximum variance, that is, 84% was explained by Referent Power dimension of bases 

of power with respect to Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application and it also 

explained 47%, of the variance of Knowledge Utilization; (3) Expert Power explained 58%, 

32% and 65% of the variance respectively of Knowledge Internalization Culture, 

Knowledge Accumulation and Capacity to Internalized Knowledge; (4) Legitimate Power 

explained 52%, 57%, and 56% of variance respectively of Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding, Organizational Learning and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing. 

In brief, among the 5 dimensions of the independent variable, Referent Power 

emerged as the best predictor (β = .91, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the 

dependent variable, Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application was the best 

predicted factor. The second best predictor (β = .81, p < .00) was Expert Power and 

Capacity to Internalize Knowledge was the second best predicted factor among the 

dimensions of Knowledge Management. 
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Relationship between Bases of Power and Knowledge Management in organizations with 

high score on Synergetic Culture (N = 99) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.26, that Coercive Power did not have significant 

correlation with any of the dimensions of Knowledge Management such as, Knowledge 

Sharing and Understanding, Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, 

Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, 

Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization), 

Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. 

Expert Power, Legitimate Power, Referent Power and Reward Power had 

significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of Knowledge Management such as, 

Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and 

Application, Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning, Knowledge 

Accumulation, Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database 

utilization), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.27, that (1) Expert Power and Referent Power were 

significant predictors of all the 9 dimensions of Knowledge Management; (2) the maximum 

variance, that is, 37% was explained by Referent Power dimension of bases of power with 

respect to Capacity to Internalize Knowledge and it also explained 18%, 34%, 20%, and 

31% of the variance respectively of Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task-Specific 

Knowledge Sharing and Application, Organizational Learning and Knowledge Utilization; 

(3) Expert Power explained 29%, 25%, 15% and 24% of the variance respectively of 

Knowledge Internalization Culture, Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge Accumulation 

(individual and database utilization) and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing.  

In short, among the 5 dimensions of the independent variable, Referent Power 

emerged as the best predictor (β = .61, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the 

dependent variable, Capacity to Internalize Knowledge was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Bases of Power and Knowledge Management in organizations with 

low score on Synergetic Culture (N = 71) 

Correlation Results 
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It was observed from Table 3.28, that Coercive Power had significant negative 

correlation with all of the dimensions of Knowledge Management except for, 

Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge Accumulation (individual 

and database utilization), and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing. 

Expert Power had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management, except for, Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, 

Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) and Task Specific 

Knowledge Sharing. 

Legitimate Power also had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management, except for, Knowledge Internalization Culture, Knowledge 

Accumulation (individual and database utilization) and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing. 

Referent Power had significant positive correlation only with Organizational 

Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, and Knowledge Utilization. 

Reward Power did not have significant correlation with any of the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management such as, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task-Specific 

Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational 

Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge Accumulation 

(individual and database utilization), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Capacity to 

Internalize Knowledge. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As apparent from Table 3.29, that (1) Legitimate Power, Expert Power, Coercive 

Power, Reward Power and Referent Power were significant predictors of all the 9 

dimensions of Knowledge Management; (2) the maximum variance, that is, 35% was 

explained by Legitimate Power dimension of bases of power with respect to Knowledge 

Utilization and it also explained 22%, 7% and 33% of the variance respectively of 

Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and 

Application and Organizational Learning; (3) Expert Power explained 4%, 20%,  and 14% 

of the variance respectively of Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation and 

Capacity to Internalized Knowledge; (4) Reward Power explained 4%, of the variance of 

Knowledge Sharing and Understanding; (5) Referent Power explained 11% of variance of 

both Knowledge Sharing and Understanding and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and 
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Application; (6) Coercive power explained 7 % and 2% of variance respectively of 

Knowledge Internalization Culture and Organizational Learning.  

In brief, among the 5 dimensions of the independent variable, Legitimate Power 

emerged as the best predictor (β = .86, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the 

dependent variable, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding was the best predicted factor. 

Moderating Relationship between Bases of Power and Organizational Effectiveness 

Moderating effect of Organizational Culture on the relationship between Bases of Power 

and Organizational Effectiveness 

Relationship between Bases of Power and Organizational effectiveness in organizations 

with high score on Active/Passive Customer Orientation (N = 40) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.14, that Coercive Power had significant negative 

correlation only with Adaptability dimension of Organizational Effectiveness. 

Expert Power, Legitimate Power and Referent Power had significant positive 

correlation with all the dimensions of Organizational Effectiveness which are Quantity, 

Quality, Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability. 

Reward Power had significant positive correlation only with Quantity and Flexibility. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.30, that (1) Expert Power, Coercive Power, and Referent 

Power were significant predictors of all the 5 dimensions of Organizational Effectiveness; 

(2) the maximum variance, that is, 47% was explained by Expert Power dimension of 

bases of power with respect to Quality and it also explained 5%, 24% and 43%, of the 

variance respectively of Quantity, Efficiency and Flexibility; (3) Referent Power explained 

42% and 43%, of the variance respectively of Quantity and Adaptability dimensions of 

Organizational Effectiveness; (4) Coercive power explained 10% of variance of Quantity.  

In short, among the 5 dimensions of the independent variable, Expert Power 

emerged as the best predictor (β = .68, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the 

dependent variable, Quality was the best predicted factor. 
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Relationship between Bases of Power and Organizational effectiveness in organizations 

with low score on Active/Passive Customer Orientation (N = 79) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.16, that Coercive Power had significant negative 

correlation with all the dimensions of Organizational Effectiveness except for Quantity and 

Adaptability. 

Expert Power, Legitimate Power and Referent Power had significant positive 

correlation with all the dimensions of Organizational Effectiveness except for Quantity. 

Reward Power did not have significant correlation with any of the dimensions of 

Organizational Effectiveness such as, Quantity, Quality, Efficiency, Flexibility and 

Adaptability. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.31, that (1) Expert Power and Referent Power were 

significant predictors of all the 5 dimensions of Organizational Effectiveness; (2) the 

maximum variance, that is, 22% was explained by Expert Power dimension of bases of 

power with respect to Efficiency and it also explained 9% of the variance of Quality; (3) 

Referent Power explained 13% and 20%, of the variance respectively of Flexibility and 

Adaptability dimensions of Organizational Effectiveness.  

In brief, among the 5 dimensions of the independent variable, Expert Power 

emerged as the best predictor (β = .47, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the 

dependent variable, Efficiency was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Bases of Power and Organizational effectiveness in organizations 

with high score on Employee vs. Job Orientation (N = 112) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.18, that Coercive Power had significant negative 

correlation only with Quantity and Quality dimensions of Organizational Effectiveness. 

Expert Power and Referent Power had significant positive correlation with all the 

dimensions of Organizational Effectiveness except for Flexibility. 
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Legitimate Power has significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Organizational Effectiveness such as, Quantity, Quality, Efficiency, Flexibility and 

Adaptability. 

Reward Power had significant negative correlation only with Adaptability. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As apparent from Table 3.32, that (1) Expert Power, Legitimate Power, Referent 

Power and Reward Power were significant predictors of all the 5 dimensions of 

Organizational Effectiveness; (2) the maximum variance, that is, 25% was explained by 

Legitimate Power dimension of bases of power with respect to Quality, It also explained 

17% and 5% of the variance respectively of Efficiency and Flexibility; (3) Expert Power 

explained 18% of the variance of Quantity dimension of Organizational Effectiveness; (4) 

Referent Power explained 19% of the variance of Adaptability; (5) Reward Power 

explained 9% of the variance of Adaptability. 

In brief, among the 5 dimensions of the independent variable, Legitimate Power 

and Referent Power emerged as the best predictors (β = .50, p < .00, in both the cases) 

and among the dimensions of the dependent variable, Quality and Adaptability, 

respectively, were the best predicted variables. 

Relationship between Bases of Power and Organizational effectiveness in organizations 

with low score on Employee vs. Job Orientation (N = 65) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.20, that Coercive Power had significant negative 

correlation only with Efficiency dimension of Organizational Effectiveness. 

Expert Power had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Organizational Effectiveness which are Quantity, Quality, Efficiency, Flexibility and 

Adaptability. 

Legitimate Power has significant positive correlation only with Flexibility and 

Adaptability. 

Referent Power had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Organizational Effectiveness except for, Quantity. 
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Reward Power had significant positive correlation only with Flexibility dimension of 

Organizational Effectiveness. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.33, that (1) Expert Power, Coercive Power, and Referent 

Power were significant predictors of all the 5 dimensions of Organizational Effectiveness; 

(2) the maximum variance, that is, 25% was explained by Expert Power dimension of 

bases of power with respect to Flexibility and it also explained 7% of the variance of 

Quantity; (3) Referent Power explained 9%, 7%, and 18% of the variance respectively of 

Quality, Efficiency and Adaptability dimensions of Organizational Effectiveness; (4) 

Coercive power explained 11% of variance of Efficiency.  

In short, among the 5 dimensions of the independent variable, Expert Power 

emerged as the best predictor (β = .50, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the 

dependent variable, Flexibility was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Bases of Power and Organizational effectiveness in organizations 

with high score on Closed Culture (N = 40) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.22, that Coercive Power had significant negative 

correlation only with Quality and Flexibility dimension of Organizational Effectiveness. 

Expert Power, Legitimate Power and Referent Power had significant positive 

correlation with all the dimensions of Organizational Effectiveness except for, Quantity 

and Flexibility.  

Reward Power did not have significant correlation with any of the dimensions of 

Organizational Effectiveness such as, Quantity, Quality, Efficiency, Flexibility and 

Adaptability. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As apparent from Table 3.34, that (1) Expert Power, Legitimate Power,  Coercive 

Power, and Referent Power were significant predictors of all the 5 dimensions of 

Organizational Effectiveness; (2) the maximum variance, that is, 50% was explained by 

Referent Power dimension of bases of power with respect to Adaptability; (3) Expert 
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Power explained 37%, of the variance of Efficiency dimensions of Organizational 

Effectiveness; (4) Legitimate Power explained 43% of the variance of Quality; (5) Coercive 

power explained 16% of variance of Flexibility.  

In short, among the 5 dimensions of the independent variable, Referent Power 

emerged as the best predictor (β = .71, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the 

dependent variable, Adaptability was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Bases of Power and Organizational effectiveness in organizations 

with low score on Closed Culture (N = 16) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.24, that Coercive Power and Reward Power did not 

have significant correlation with any of the dimensions of Organizational Effectiveness 

such as, Quantity, Quality, Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability.  

Expert Power, Legitimate Power and Referent Power had significant positive 

correlation with all the dimensions of Organizational Effectiveness except for, Quantity 

and Flexibility.  

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.35, that (1) Expert Power, Legitimate Power, Coercive 

Power, and Referent Power were significant predictors of all the 5 dimensions of 

Organizational Effectiveness; (2) the maximum variance, that is, 64% was explained by 

Expert Power dimension of bases of power with respect to Quantity and it also explained 

55% of the variance of Flexibility; (3) Referent Power explained 45%, and 42% of the 

variance respectively of Efficiency and Adaptability dimensions of Organizational 

Effectiveness; (4) Legitimate Power explained 55% of the variance of Quality dimension of 

Organizational Effectiveness; (5) Coercive power explained 11% of variance of Quantity.  

In short, among the 5 dimensions of the independent variable, Expert Power 

emerged as the best predictor (β = .82, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the 

dependent variable, Quantity was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Bases of Power and Organizational effectiveness in organizations 

with high score on Synergetic Culture (N = 99) 
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Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.26, that Coercive Power had significant negative 

correlation with all dimension of Organizational Effectiveness except for Quantity. 

Expert Power and Referent Power had significant positive correlation with all the 

dimensions of Organizational Effectiveness such as, Quantity, Quality, Efficiency, 

Flexibility and Adaptability.  

Legitimate Power had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Organizational Effectiveness except for, Quantity. 

Reward Power had significant positive correlation only with Efficiency and 

Flexibility. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As apparent from Table 3.36, that (1) Coercive Power and Referent Power were 

significant predictors of all the 5 dimensions of Organizational Effectiveness; (2) the 

maximum variance, that is, 23% was explained by Referent Power dimension of bases of 

power with respect to both Quality and Adaptability, it also explained 10% of the variance 

of Quantity and 22% of the variance of both Efficiency and Flexibility; (3) Coercive power 

explained 3% of variance of Efficiency dimension of Organizational Effectiveness.  

In short, among the 5 dimensions of the independent variable, Referent Power 

emerged as the best predictor (β = .48, p < .00, in both the cases) and among the 

dimensions of the dependent variable, Quality and Adaptability were the best predicted 

factors. 

Relationship between Bases of Power and Organizational effectiveness in organizations 

with low score on Synergetic Culture (N = 71) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.28, that Coercive Power had significant negative 

correlation only with Quality dimension of Organizational Effectiveness. 

Expert Power had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Organizational Effectiveness such as, Quantity, Quality, Efficiency, Flexibility and 

Adaptability.  
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Legitimate Power had significant had significant positive correlation with all the 

dimensions of Organizational Effectiveness except for, Flexibility. 

Referent Power had significant had significant positive correlation with all the 

dimensions of Organizational Effectiveness except for, Quantity. 

Reward Power did not have significant correlation with any of the dimensions of 

Organizational Effectiveness such as, Quantity, Quality, Efficiency, Flexibility and 

Adaptability. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As apparent from Table 3.37, that (1) Expert Power, Reward Power and Referent 

Power were significant predictors of all the 5 dimensions of Organizational Effectiveness; 

(2) the maximum variance, that is, 40% was explained by Referent Power dimension of 

bases of power with respect to Adaptability; (3) Expert Power explained 10%, 32%, 24% 

and 11% of the variance respectively of Quantity, Quality, Efficiency and Flexibility 

dimensions of Organizational Effectiveness; (4) Reward Power explained 7% of the 

variance of Efficiency. 

In short, among the 5 dimensions of the independent variable, Referent Power 

emerged as the best predictor (β = .63, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the 

dependent variable, Adaptability was the best predicted factor. 

Moderating Relationship between Downward Influence Strategy and Knowledge 

Management 

Moderating effect of Organizational Culture on the relationship between Downward 

Influence Strategy and Knowledge Management 

The stepwise regression analysis was carried out considering factors of 

downward influence strategy [8 factors: Assertiveness, Exchange of Benefits, 

Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, Sanctions (Negative), Sanctions 

(Positive) and Showing Expertise, as independent variables, while dependent variables 

were 9 factors of Knowledge Management [9 factors: Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding, Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge 

Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge 

Utilization, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization), Task-Specific 

Knowledge Sharing and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge]. 
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Relationship between Downward Influence Strategy and Knowledge Management in 

organizations with high score on Active/Passive Customer Orientation (N = 40) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.38, that Assertiveness had significant positive 

correlation with the dimensions of Knowledge Management, such as, Knowledge Sharing 

and Understanding, Knowledge Internalization Culture and Organizational Learning 

except for Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge Accumulation, 

Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization), 

Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge.  

Exchange of Benefits had significant positive correlation with the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management, except for, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task 

Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application and Knowledge Accumulation (individual and 

database utilization).  

Showing Expertise and Assertiveness had significant positive correlation only with 

Knowledge Internalization Culture and Organizational Learning. 

Ingratiation had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management except for, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding and 

Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization).  

Personalized Relationship had significant positive correlation with all the 

dimensions of Knowledge management except for, Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding, Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge Utilization 

and Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization). 

Rationality had significant positive correlation only with Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding, Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning and Task 

Specific Knowledge Sharing. 

Sanctions (Negative) did not have significant correlation with any of the 

dimensions of Knowledge Management, such as, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, 

Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge Internalization Culture, 

Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge Utilization and Capacity to 

Internalize Knowledge except for Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database 

utilization) and Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing. 
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Sanctions (Positive) had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management, except for, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task 

Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge Utilization and Knowledge 

Accumulation (individual and database utilization). 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.39, that (1) Sanctions (Positive), Assertiveness, 

Ingratiation, Showing expertise and Exchange of Benefits were significant predictors of all 

the 9 dimensions of Knowledge Management; (2) the maximum variance, that is, 37% 

was explained by Ingratiation dimension of downward influence strategies with respect to 

Knowledge Internalization Culture and it also explained 12%, 29% and 16% of the 

variance respectively of Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, Organizational 

Learning and Knowledge Utilization; (3) Assertiveness explained 16% and 12% of the 

variance respectively of Knowledge Sharing and Understanding and Task Specific 

Knowledge Sharing; (4) Exchange of Benefits explained 19% and 14% variance 

respectively of Knowledge Accumulation and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge 

dimensions of Knowledge Management; (5) Showing Expertise explained 11% of variance 

of Task Specific Knowledge Sharing; (6) Sanctions (Positive) explained 30% of the 

variance of Task Specific Knowledge Sharing. 

In brief, among the 8 dimensions of the independent variable, Sanctions (Positive) 

emerged as the best predictor (β = .69, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the 

dependent variable, Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Downward Influence Strategy and Knowledge Management in 

organizations with low score on Active/Passive Customer Orientation (N = 79) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.40, that Exchange of Benefits did not have 

significant correlation with any of dimensions of Knowledge Management, such as, 

Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and 

Application, Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning, Knowledge 

Accumulation, Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database 

utilization), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing, Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. 
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Showing Expertise had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge management except for, Knowledge Accumulation. 

Assertiveness had significant positive correlation only with the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management, such as, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, and 

Organizational Learning. 

Ingratiation had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management such as, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task Specific 

Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational 

Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge Accumulation 

(individual and database utilization), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing, Capacity to 

Internalize Knowledge. 

Personalized Relationship had significant positive correlation only with Knowledge 

Accumulation, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization), Task 

Specific Knowledge Sharing, and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge.  

Rationality had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of Knowledge 

Management except for, Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning and 

Task Specific Knowledge Sharing. 

Sanctions (Negative) had significant negative correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management, except for, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Knowledge 

Accumulation and Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization). 

Sanctions (Positive) had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management, except for, Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, 

Knowledge Utilization and Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization). 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.41, that (1) Sanctions (Negative), Assertiveness, 

Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality and Exchange of Benefits were 

significant predictors of all the 9 dimensions of Knowledge Management; (2) the maximum 

variance, that is, 28% was explained by Ingratiation dimension of downward influence 

strategies with respect to Capacity to Internalize Knowledge and it also explained 15%, 

11% of variance respectively of Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application and 

Knowledge Internalization Culture. It also explained 18% of the variance of Knowledge 
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Sharing and Understanding, Organizational Learning and Knowledge Accumulation. It 

explained 19% of the variance of both Knowledge Utilization and Task-Specific 

Knowledge Sharing; (3) Assertiveness explained 5% and 4% of the variance respectively 

of Knowledge Sharing and Understanding and Knowledge Utilization; (4) Exchange of 

Benefits explained 5% of the variance of Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and 

Application; (5) Personalized Relationship explained 7% of variance of Knowledge 

Sharing and Understanding; (6) Rationality explained 17% of the variance of Knowledge 

Accumulation (individual and database utilization); (7) Sanctions (Negative) explained 5% 

of the variance of Knowledge Utilization. 

In brief, among the 8 dimensions of the independent variable, Ingratiation emerged 

as the best predictor (β = .59, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the dependent 

variable, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Downward Influence Strategy and Knowledge Management in 

organizations with high score on Employee vs. Job Orientation (N = 112) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.42, that Exchange of Benefits had significant 

negative correlation only with Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task Specific 

Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge Utilization, Capacity to Internalize 

Knowledge. 

Showing Expertise had significant positive correlation only with Task Specific 

Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational 

Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge Utilization and Task Specific Knowledge 

Sharing. 

Assertiveness had significant positive correlation only with the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management, such as, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, 

Organizational Learning and Knowledge Accumulation. 

Ingratiation had significant positive correlation only with Organizational Learning, 

Knowledge Utilization, and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. 

Personalized Relationship had significant positive correlation only with Task 

Specific Knowledge Sharing.  
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Rationality had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of Knowledge 

Management except for, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, and Capacity to 

Internalize Knowledge. 

Sanctions (Negative) had significant negative correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management, except for, Knowledge Internalization Culture and Task Specific 

Knowledge Sharing. 

Sanctions (Positive) had significant positive correlation only with Knowledge 

Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.43, that (1) Sanctions (Negative),Sanctions (Positive), 

Assertiveness, Ingratiation, Showing Expertise, Rationality and Exchange of Benefits were 

significant predictors of all the 9 dimensions of Knowledge Management; (2) the maximum 

variance, that is, 26% was explained by Sanctions (Negative) dimension of downward 

influence strategies with respect to Capacity to Internalize Knowledge and it also 

explained 19%, 21%, 6%, 9%, 4%, 20%, 5%, of variance respectively of Knowledge 

Sharing and Understanding, Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, 

Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, 

Knowledge Utilization and Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization); 

(3) Assertiveness explained 7%, 5%, 4% of the variance respectively of Knowledge 

Sharing and Understanding,  Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation. It also 

explained 3%, of variance in both Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application and 

Knowledge Utilization; (4) Exchange of Benefits explained 3%,  of the variance of 

Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, and 4% of variance of both Task-Specific 

Knowledge Sharing and Application and Knowledge Utilization; (5) Showing Expertise 

explained 4%, 6%, of variance respectively of Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, 

Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application; (6) Rationality explained 5%, 14%, 9%, 

6%,  of the variance respectively of Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational 

Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge Utilization; (7) Sanctions (Positive) 

explained 12%, 10%, of the variance respectively of Knowledge Internalization Culture 

and Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing; (8) Ingratiation explained 6%, of variance 

Knowledge Internalization Culture. 
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In brief, among the 8 dimensions of the independent variable, Sanctions (Positive) 

emerged as the best predictor (β = .65, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the 

dependent variable, Knowledge Internalization Culture was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Downward Influence Strategy and Knowledge Management in 

organizations with low score on Employee vs. Job Orientation (N = 65) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.44, that Exchange of Benefits had significant positive 

correlation only with Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Knowledge Internalization 

Culture, Knowledge Accumulation, Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Capacity to 

Internalize Knowledge. 

Showing Expertise, Ingratiation and Personalized Relationship had significant 

positive correlation with all the dimensions of Knowledge Management such as, 

Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and 

Application, Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning, Knowledge 

Accumulation, Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database 

utilization), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing, Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. 

Assertiveness had significant positive correlation only with the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management, such as, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, 

Organizational Learning.  

Rationality had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of Knowledge 

Management except for, Organizational Learning. 

Sanctions (Negative) had significant negative correlation only with Knowledge 

Utilization.  

Sanctions (Positive) had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge management except for, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database 

utilization). 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.45, that (1) Sanctions (Negative), Ingratiation, Rationality 

and Exchange of Benefits were significant predictors of all the 9 dimensions of Knowledge 
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Management; (2) the maximum variance, that is, 34% was explained by Ingratiation 

dimension of downward influence strategies with respect to both Task-Specific Knowledge 

Sharing and Application and Knowledge Utilization. It also explained 6%, 31%, 21%, 23%, 

25%, 33%, of variance respectively of Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Knowledge 

Internalization Culture,  Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, Task-Specific 

Knowledge Sharing and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge;(3) Exchange of Benefits 

explained 5%, 4% of the variance respectively of Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing, 

Capacity to Internalize Knowledge; (4) Rationality explained 20%, 17%, 4%, of the 

variance respectively of Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Knowledge Accumulation 

(individual and database utilization), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge; (5) Sanctions 

(Negative) explained 5% of the variance of Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. 

In brief, among the 8 dimensions of the independent variable, Ingratiation emerged 

as the best predictor (β = .58, p < .00, in both the cases) and among the dimensions of 

the dependent variable, both Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application and 

Knowledge Utilization were the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Downward Influence Strategy and Knowledge Management in 

organizations with high score on Closed Culture (N = 40) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.46, that Exchange of Benefits had significant 

negative correlation only with Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task Specific 

Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge Utilization. But it had significant positive 

correlation with Knowledge Internalization Culture. 

Showing Expertise had significant positive correlation only with Knowledge 

Sharing and Understanding. 

Assertiveness had significant positive correlation only with the Organizational 

Learning dimension of Knowledge Management. 

Ingratiation had significant positive correlation only with Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding, Organizational Learning, Knowledge Utilization, and Capacity to 

Internalize Knowledge. 

Personalized Relationship had significant positive correlation only with Task 

Specific Knowledge Sharing.  

TH-1380_07614102



128 
 

Rationality had significant positive correlation only with Organizational Learning 

and Knowledge Accumulation.  

Sanctions (Negative) had significant negative correlation only with Task-Specific 

Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge Utilization and Capacity to Internalize 

Knowledge. 

Sanctions (Positive) had significant positive correlation only with Knowledge 

Internalization Culture, and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.47, that (1) Sanctions (Negative),Sanctions (Positive), 

Assertiveness, Ingratiation, Showing Expertise, Rationality, Personalized Relationship and 

Exchange of Benefits were significant predictors of all the 9 dimensions of Knowledge 

Management; (2) the maximum variance, that is, 27% was explained by Sanctions 

(Positive) dimension of downward influence strategies with respect to Task-Specific 

Knowledge Sharing; (3) Assertiveness explained 11%, of the variance of Organizational 

Learning; (4) Exchange of Benefits explained 17%, 18%,13%, 21% of the variance 

respectively of Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing 

and Application, Knowledge Internalization Culture, and Knowledge Utilization; (5) 

Showing Expertise explained 16% of variance of Knowledge Sharing and Understanding; 

(6) Rationality explained 13% of the variance of Knowledge Accumulation; (7) Sanctions 

(Negative) explained 11% of the variance of Knowledge Internalization Culture; (8) 

Ingratiation explained 19%, 15%, 17% of variance respectively of Organizational Learning, 

Knowledge Utilization, Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. 

In brief, among the 8 dimensions of the independent variable, Exchange of 

Benefits emerged as the best predictor (β = .67, p < .00) and among the dimensions of 

the dependent variable, Knowledge Internalization Culture was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Downward Influence Strategy and Knowledge Management in 

organizations with low score on Closed Culture (N = 16) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.48, that Exchange of Benefits had significant positive 

correlation with all the dimensions of Knowledge management except for, Knowledge 

Sharing and Understanding. 
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Showing Expertise had significant positive correlation only with Knowledge 

Utilization and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing. 

Assertiveness had significant positive correlation only with the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management, such as, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, 

Organizational Learning and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing. 

Ingratiation had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge management except for, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Knowledge 

Accumulation and Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization). 

Personalized Relationship had significant positive correlation with all the 

dimensions of Knowledge management except for, Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding.  

Rationality had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of Knowledge 

Management except for, Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation and 

Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization). 

Sanctions (Negative) did not have significant correlation with any of the 

dimensions of Knowledge Management, such as, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, 

Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge Internalization Culture, 

Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge 

Accumulation (individual and database utilization), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing, 

Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. 

Sanctions (Positive) had significant positive correlation with most of the dimension 

of Knowledge Management except for, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database 

utilization). 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.49, that (1) Sanctions (Negative), Sanctions (Positive), 

Assertiveness, Personalized Relationship and Exchange of Benefits were significant 

predictors of all the 9 dimensions of Knowledge Management; (2) the maximum variance, 

that is, 62% was explained by Personalized Relationship dimension of downward 

influence strategies with respect to Knowledge Utilization and it also explained 55%, 36%, 

48%, 54% of variance respectively of Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational 

Learning, Knowledge Accumulation and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge; (3) 
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Assertiveness explained 47% of the variance of Knowledge Sharing and Understanding; 

(4) Exchange of Benefits explained 26%,  of the variance of Knowledge Accumulation 

(individual and database utilization); (5) Sanctions (Positive) explained 61%, 59%, of the 

variance respectively of Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application and Task-

Specific Knowledge Sharing; (8) Sanctions (Negative) explained 13%, of variance of 

Knowledge Utilization. 

In brief, among the 8 dimensions of the independent variable, Personalized 

Relationship emerged as the best predictor (β = .89, p < .00) and among the dimensions 

of the dependent variable, Knowledge Utilization was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Downward Influence Strategy and Knowledge Management in 

organizations with high score on Synergetic Culture (N = 99) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.50, that Exchange of Benefits had significant positive 

correlation with all the dimensions of Knowledge management except for, Task-Specific 

Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database 

utilization). 

Showing Expertise, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship and Rationality had 

significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of Knowledge Management, such 

as, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and 

Application, Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning, Knowledge 

Accumulation, Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database 

utilization), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing, Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. 

Assertiveness had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management, except for, Knowledge Internalization Culture and Knowledge 

Utilization.  

Sanctions (Negative) had significant negative correlation only with Task-Specific 

Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge Utilization and Capacity to Internalize 

Knowledge. 

Sanctions (Positive) had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management except for, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database 

utilization). 
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Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.51, that (1) Rationality, Sanctions (Negative), 

Assertiveness, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship and Exchange of Benefits were 

significant predictors of all the 9 dimensions of Knowledge Management; (2) the maximum 

variance, that is, 35% was explained by Ingratiation dimension of downward influence 

strategies with respect to both Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application and 

Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. It also explained 3%, 23%, 22%, 17% of variance 

respectively of Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Organizational Learning, 

Knowledge Utilization, Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing; (3) Assertiveness explained 3% 

of the variance of Knowledge Sharing and Understanding; (4) Exchange of Benefits 

explained 5%, of the variance of Knowledge Internalization Culture; (5) Rationality 

explained 22%, 24%, 6%, 4%, 5% of the variance respectively of Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding, Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge Utilization, Task-Specific 

Knowledge Sharing and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge, it also explained 21% of the 

variance of both Knowledge Internalization Culture and Knowledge Accumulation 

(individual and database utilization); (6) Sanctions (Negative) explained 3% of the 

variance of both Knowledge Internalization Culture and Capacity to Internalize 

Knowledge, it also explained 4%of variance of Knowledge Utilization; (7) Personalized 

Relationship explained 5%, 4% of the variance respectively of Knowledge Internalization 

Culture and Knowledge Accumulation. 

In brief, among the 8 dimensions of the independent variable, Ingratiation emerged 

as the best predictor (β = .59, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the dependent 

variable, Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Downward Influence Strategy and Knowledge Management in 

organizations with low score on Synergetic Culture (N = 71) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.52, that Exchange of Benefits had significant 

negative correlation with all the dimensions of Knowledge management except for, 

Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge Accumulation (individual 

and database utilization), and Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing.  

Showing Expertise had significant positive correlation only with Knowledge 

Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing. 
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Assertiveness had significant positive correlation only with the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management, such as, Organizational Learning and Task Specific Knowledge 

Sharing. 

Ingratiation had significant positive correlation only with the dimensions of 

Knowledge management such as, Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational 

Learning, Knowledge Utilization and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing. 

Personalized Relationship had significant positive correlation only with 

Organizational Learning and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing. 

Rationality had significant positive correlation only with Organizational Learning. 

Sanctions (Negative) had significant negative correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management, except for, Knowledge Internalization Culture, Knowledge 

Accumulation (individual and database utilization), and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing.  

Sanctions (Positive) had significant positive correlation only with Knowledge 

Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing.  

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.53, that (1) Ingratiation, Sanctions (Positive), Sanctions 

(Positive), Assertiveness, Showing Expertise, Rationality, and Exchange of Benefits were 

significant predictors of all the 9 dimensions of Knowledge Management; (2) the maximum 

variance, that is, 25% was explained by Exchange of Benefits dimension of downward 

influence strategies with respect to Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application and 

it also explained 17%, 4% of variance respectively of Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding and Knowledge Utilization; (3) Assertiveness explained 8% of the variance 

of Organizational Learning; (4) Ingratiation explained 7%, 17% of the variance 

respectively of Knowledge Sharing and Understanding  and Organizational Learning; (5) 

Showing expertise explained 5% of the variance of Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and 

Application; (6) Rationality explained 5% of the variance of Task-Specific Knowledge 

Sharing and Application. (7) Sanctions (Positive) explained 16%, 21%, of the variance 

respectively of Knowledge Internalization Culture and Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing; 

(8) Sanctions (Negative) explained 6%, 22% and 15% of variance respectively of 

Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge Utilization and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. 
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In brief, among the 8 dimensions of the independent variable, Exchange of 

Benefits emerged as the best predictor (β = -.58, p < .00) and among the dimensions of 

the dependent variable, Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application was the best 

predicted factor. 

Moderating Relationship between Downward Influence Strategy and Organizational 

Effectiveness 

Moderating effect of Organizational Culture on the relationship between Downward 

Influence Strategy and Organizational Effectiveness 

The stepwise multiple regression analysis was carried out considering factors of 

downward influence strategies (8 factors: Assertiveness, Exchange of Benefits, 

Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, Sanctions (Negative), Sanctions 

(Positive) and Showing Expertise), as independent variables, while dependent variables 

were 9 factors of organizational effectiveness (5 factors: Quantity, Quality, Efficiency, 

Flexibility, Adaptability). 

Relationship between Downward Influence Strategy and Organizational Effectiveness in 

organizations with high score on Active/Passive Customer Orientation (N = 40) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.38, that Exchange of Benefits had significant positive 

correlation with all the dimensions of organizational effectiveness except for, Efficiency 

and Adaptability. 

Showing Expertise had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness, such as, Quantity, Quality, Efficiency, and Adaptability 

except for Flexibility. 

Assertiveness and Rationality had significant positive correlation with all the 

dimensions of organizational effectiveness, except for, Efficiency and Flexibility.  

Ingratiation and Personalized Relationship had significant positive correlation with 

all of the dimensions of organizational effectiveness, which are, Quantity, Quality, 

Efficiency, Flexibility, and Adaptability. 

Sanctions (Negative) had significant negative correlation only with Adaptability. 
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Sanctions (Positive) had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness, which are, Quantity, Quality, Efficiency and Flexibility, except 

for Adaptability. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.54, that (1) Showing Expertise, Ingratiation, Personalized 

Relationship and Sanctions (Negative) were significant predictors of all the 5 dimensions 

of organizational effectiveness; (2) the maximum variance, that is, 45% was explained by 

Showing Expertise dimension of downward influence strategies with respect to Quantity 

dimension of organizational effectiveness; (3) Ingratiation explained 9%, 35%, 17%, and 

30% of variance respectively of Quantity, Quality, Flexibility and Adaptability; (4) 

Personalized Relationship explained 24% variance of Efficiency dimension of 

organizational effectiveness; (5) Sanctions (Negative) explained 10% of the variance of 

Adaptability. 

In brief, among the 8 dimensions of the independent variable, Ingratiation emerged 

as the best predictor (β = .59, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the dependent 

variable, Quality was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Downward Influence Strategy and Organizational Effectiveness in 

organizations with low score on Active/Passive Customer Orientation (N = 79) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.40, that Exchange of Benefits and Personalized 

Relationship did not have significant correlation with any of the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness such as, Quantity, Quality, Efficiency, Flexibility and 

Adaptability. 

Showing Expertise had significant positive correlation only with Quantity and 

Efficiency. 

Assertiveness had significant positive correlation only with Quantity. 

Ingratiation had significant positive correlation with all of the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness, which are, Quantity, Quality, Efficiency, Flexibility, and 

Adaptability. 
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Rationality had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of the 

organizational effectiveness except for, Quantity and Flexibility. 

Sanctions (Negative) had significant negative correlation with all the dimensions 

except for, Quantity and Quality. 

Sanctions (Positive) had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness, except for, Flexibility. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.55, that (1) Showing Expertise, Exchange of Benefits,  

Rationality and Sanctions (Negative) were significant predictors of all the 5 dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness; (2) the maximum variance, that is, 18% was explained by 

Rationality dimension of downward influence strategies with respect to Adaptability 

dimension of organizational effectiveness, it also explained 7% of the variance of Quality; 

(3) Showing Expertise explained 8%, 9% of variance respectively of Quantity and 

Efficiency; (4) Exchange of Benefits explained 10% variance of Flexibility dimension of 

organizational effectiveness; (5) Sanctions (Negative) explained 10%, 15% and 6% of the 

variance respectively of Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability. 

In brief, among the 8 dimensions of the independent variable, Sanctions 

(Negative) emerged as the best predictor (β = -.60, p < .00) and among the dimensions of 

the dependent variable, Flexibility was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Downward Influence Strategy and Organizational Effectiveness in 

organizations with high score on Employee vs. Job Orientation (N = 112) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.42, that Exchange of Benefits had significant 

negative correlation only with Quality and Efficiency. 

Showing Expertise had significant positive correlation only with Quantity and 

Efficiency. 

Assertiveness did not have significant correlation with any of the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness, such as, Quantity, Quality, Efficiency, Flexibility and 

Adaptability.  
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Ingratiation had significant positive correlation with all of the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness, except for, Efficiency, Flexibility. 

Personalized Relationship had significant positive correlation only with Quantity. 

Rationality had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness except for, Flexibility. 

Sanctions (Negative) had significant negative correlation with all the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness such as, Quantity, Quality, Efficiency, Flexibility and 

Adaptability. 

Sanctions (Positive) had significant positive correlation only with Quantity and 

Adaptability. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.56, that (1) Showing Expertise, Ingratiation, Personalized 

Relationship, Rationality, Exchange of Benefits, Sanctions (Positive) and Sanctions 

(Negative) were significant predictors of all the 5 dimensions of organizational 

effectiveness; (2) the maximum variance, that is, 18% was explained by Sanctions 

(Negative) dimension of downward influence strategies with respect to Quality dimension 

of organizational effectiveness, it also explained 7%, 10% 4% of the variance respectively 

of Quantity, Efficiency and Flexibility; (3) Showing Expertise explained 14% of the 

variance of Quantity; (4) Rationality explained 9%, 6% 11% of the variance respectively of 

Quality, Efficiency and Adaptability; (5) Ingratiation explained 3% of variance of Quality; 

(6) Exchange of Benefits explained 3%, 9% of the variance respectively of Efficiency and 

Adaptability; (7) Personalized Relationship explained 7% variance of Quality dimension of 

organizational effectiveness; (8) Sanctions (Positive) explained 3% of the variance of 

Adaptability.  

In brief, among the 8 dimensions of the independent variable, Rationality emerged 

as the best predictor (β = .40, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the dependent 

variable, Efficiency was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Downward Influence Strategy and Organizational Effectiveness in 

organizations with low score on Employee vs. Job Orientation (N = 65) 

Correlation Results 
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It was observed from Table 3.44, that Exchange of Benefits, Personalized 

Relationship and Showing Expertise had significant positive correlation only with Quantity. 

Assertiveness had significant positive correlation only with Quantity, Quality. 

Ingratiation had significant positive correlation with all of the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness, such as, Quantity, Quality, Efficiency, Flexibility and 

Adaptability. 

Rationality had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness except for, Efficiency and Flexibility. 

Sanctions (Negative) had significant negative correlation only with Flexibility.  

Sanctions (Positive) had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness except for, Flexibility and Adaptability. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.57, that (1) Showing Expertise, Ingratiation, Personalized 

Relationship, Exchange of Benefits, Sanctions (Positive) and Sanctions (Negative) were 

significant predictors of all the 5 dimensions of organizational effectiveness; (2) the 

maximum variance, that is, 17% was explained by Showing Expertise dimension of 

downward influence strategies with respect to Quantity dimension of organizational 

effectiveness; (3) Ingratiation explained 15%, 6% and 10% of variance respectively of 

Quality, Efficiency and Adaptability; (4) Exchange of Benefits explained 10%  of the 

variance of Flexibility; (5) Personalized Relationship explained 6% variance of Efficiency 

dimension of organizational effectiveness; (6) Sanctions (Positive) explained 8%  of the 

variance Efficiency; (7) Sanctions (Negative) Explained 13% of the variance of Flexibility.  

In brief, among the 8 dimensions of the independent variable, Sanctions 

(Negative) emerged as the best predictor (β = -.57, p < .00) and among the dimensions of 

the dependent variable, Flexibility was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Downward Influence Strategy and Organizational Effectiveness in 

organizations with high score on Closed Culture (N = 40) 

Correlation Results 
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It was observed from Table 3.46, that Exchange of Benefits had significant 

negative correlation only with Efficiency 

Showing Expertise had significant correlation only with Quantity and Efficiency. 

Assertiveness and Personalized Relationship did not have significant correlation 

with any of the dimensions of organizational effectiveness such as, Quantity, Quality 

Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability. 

Ingratiation and Rationality had significant positive correlation with all of the 

dimensions of organizational effectiveness, such as, Quantity, Quality, Efficiency, 

Flexibility and Adaptability. 

Sanctions (Negative) had significant negative correlation with all the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness except for, Quantity.  

Sanctions (Positive) had significant positive correlation only with Quantity. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.58, that (1) Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, 

Rationality, Exchange of Benefits and Sanctions (Positive) were significant predictors of 

all the 5 dimensions of organizational effectiveness; (2) the maximum variance, that is, 

46% was explained by Rationality dimension of downward influence strategies with 

respect to Adaptability dimension of organizational effectiveness, it also explained 23% of 

the variance of Efficiency; (3) Ingratiation explained 26% and 20% of variance respectively 

of Quality and Flexibility; (4) Exchange of Benefits explained 9% and 14%  of the variance 

respectively of Quality and Efficiency; (5) Personalized Relationship explained 7% 

variance of Efficiency dimension of organizational effectiveness; (6) Sanctions (Positive) 

explained 30%  of the variance of Quantity. 

In brief, among the 8 dimensions of the independent variable, Rationality emerged 

as the best predictor (β = .68, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the dependent 

variable, Adaptability was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Downward Influence Strategy and Organizational Effectiveness in 

organizations with low score on Closed Culture (N = 16) 

Correlation Results 
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It was observed from Table 3.48, that Exchange of Benefits, Showing Expertise 

and Assertiveness had significant positive correlation only with Quantity. 

Ingratiation had significant positive correlation with all of the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness, except for, Flexibility. 

Personalized Relationship and Sanctions (Positive) had significant positive 

correlation with all the dimensions of organizational effectiveness except for, Flexibility 

and Adaptability. 

Rationality had significant positive correlation only with Quality and Quantity. 

Sanctions (Negative) did not have significant correlation with any of the 

dimensions of organizational effectiveness such as, Quantity, Quality, Efficiency, 

Flexibility and Adaptability.  

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.59, that (1) Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship and 

Exchange of Benefits were significant predictors of all the 5 dimensions of organizational 

effectiveness; (2) the maximum variance, that is, 70% was explained by Personalized 

Relationship dimension of downward influence strategies with respect to Quantity 

dimension of organizational effectiveness, it also explained 43% of the variance of 

Efficiency; (3) Ingratiation explained 51% and 25% of variance respectively of Quality and 

Adaptability; (4) Exchange of Benefits explained 14%  of the variance of Efficiency. 

In brief, among the 8 dimensions of the independent variable, Personalized 

relationship emerged as the best predictor (β = 1.43, p < .00) and among the dimensions 

of the dependent variable, Efficiency was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Downward Influence Strategy and Organizational Effectiveness in 

organizations with high score on Synergetic Culture (N = 99) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.50, that Exchange of Benefits and Assertiveness had 

significant positive correlation only with Quantity. 
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Showing Expertise and Personalized Relationship had significant positive 

correlation with all the dimensions of organizational effectiveness except for, Flexibility 

and Adaptability. 

Ingratiation, Rationality and Sanctions (Positive) had significant positive correlation 

with all of the dimensions of organizational effectiveness, such as, Quantity, Quality, 

Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability. 

Sanctions (Negative) had significant negative correlation with all of the dimensions 

of organizational effectiveness except for, Quantity.  

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.60, that (1) Sanctions (Positive), Ingratiation, Sanctions 

(Negative), and Rationality were significant predictors of all the 5 dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness; (2) the maximum variance, that is, 22% was explained by 

Ingratiation dimension of downward influence strategies with respect to Quality dimension 

of organizational effectiveness, it also explained 9% of the variance of Flexibility; (3) 

Sanctions (Positive) explained 21% and 18% of variance respectively of Quantity and 

Efficiency; (4) Rationality explained 14%  of the variance of Adaptability; (5) Sanctions 

(Negative) explained 7% of the variance of both Efficiency and Adaptability, it also 

explained 18% of the variance of Flexibility. 

In brief, among the 8 dimensions of the independent variable, both Sanctions 

(Positive) and Ingratiation emerged as the best predictors (β = .46, p < .00, in both the 

cases) and among the dimensions of the dependent variable, Quantity and Quality were 

the best predicted factors. 

Relationship between Downward Influence Strategy and Organizational Effectiveness in 

organizations with low score on Synergetic Culture (N = 71) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.52, that Exchange of Benefits had significant positive 

correlation only with Efficiency and Flexibility. 

Showing Expertise had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness except for, Adaptability. 
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Assertiveness had significant positive correlation only with Quantity.  

Ingratiation had significant positive correlation with all of the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness, such as, Quantity, Quality, Efficiency, Flexibility and 

Adaptability. 

Personalized Relationship had significant positive correlation only with Flexibility. 

Rationality had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness except for, Flexibility. 

Sanctions (Negative) had significant negative correlation with all of the dimensions 

of organizational effectiveness except for, Quantity and Flexibility.  

Sanctions (Positive) had significant positive correlation only with Quantity and 

Flexibility.  

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As apparent from Table 3.61, that (1) Showing expertise, Assertiveness, Sanctions 

(Positive), Sanctions (Negative), Rationality and Exchange of Benefits were significant 

predictors of all the 5 dimensions of organizational effectiveness; (2) the maximum 

variance, that is, 27% was explained by Rationality dimension of downward influence 

strategies with respect to Adaptability dimension of organizational effectiveness, it also 

explained 9% of the variance of Quality; (3) Showing expertise explained  26% and 11% 

of the variance respectively of Quantity and Efficiency; (4) Assertiveness explained 5% of 

the variance of Quantity;  (5) Exchange of Benefits explained 13% and 14% of the 

variance respectively of Efficiency and Flexibility; (6) Sanctions (Positive) explained 4% of 

variance of Adaptability; (7) Sanctions (Negative) explained 23%, 7% and 6%  of the 

variance respectively of Quality, Flexibility and Adaptability. 

In brief, among the 8 dimensions of the independent variable, Rationality emerged 

as the best predictor (β = .58, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the dependent 

variable, Adaptability was the best predicted factor. 

Moderating Relationship between Bases of Power and Knowledge Management 

Moderating effect of Trust on the relationship between Bases of Power and Knowledge 

Management 
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In order to study the moderating effect of Trust on the relationship between bases 

of power and Knowledge management, the following method was adopted. Median was 

computed for each of the four dimensions of Trust – Trust in Organization, trust in 

Supervisor, Competence and Reliability Based Trust, and Trust Based on Emotional 

Bonding. Then organizations whose median score was above the median score of a 

particular dimension of Trust were classified as “high” on that dimension of Trust, for 

example in the  case of Trust in Organization, such organizations were categorized as 

“Organizations with high score on Trust in Organizations”. Similarly, organizations below 

the median score of a particular dimension were labeled as “low” on that dimension of 

Trust, for example, “Organizations with low score on Trust in Organization”. Organizations 

which had exactly the same score as the median score of a particular dimension of Trust 

were dropped from the analyses. 

After categorization of the organizations on this basis, correlations as well as 

stepwise regression analyses were carried out. The stepwise regression analysis was 

carried out considering factors of bases of power [5 factors: Coercive Power, Expert 

Power, Legitimate Power, Referent Power, Reward Power), as independent variables, 

while dependent variables were 9 factors of Knowledge Management [9 factors: 

Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and 

Application, Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning, Knowledge 

Accumulation, Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database 

utilization), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge]. 

 Relationship between Bases of Power and Knowledge Management in organizations with 

high score on Trust in Organization (N = 155) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.62, that Coercive Power had significant negative 

correlation only with the dimensions of Knowledge Management such as, Knowledge 

Internalization Culture and Knowledge Utilization. 

Expert Power had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management, such as, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task Specific 

Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational 

Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge Accumulation 
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(individual and database utilization), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing, Capacity to 

Internalize Knowledge.  

Legitimate Power had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management, except for, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, 

Organizational Learning and Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database 

utilization). 

Referent Power also had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management, except for, Organizational Learning. 

Reward Power had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge management except for, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding and 

Organizational Learning. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.63, that (1) Legitimate Power, Expert Power and Referent 

Power were significant predictors of all the 9 dimensions of Knowledge Management; (2) 

the maximum variance, that is, 26% was explained by Expert Power dimension of bases 

of power with respect to Knowledge Internalization Culture and it also explained 5%, 19%, 

7%, 13%, 11% and 19%  of the variance respectively of Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding, Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, Organizational 

Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database 

utilization), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing; (3) Legitimate Power explained 3% of the 

variance of Task Specific Knowledge Sharing; (4) Referent Power explained 18% and 

14% of the variance respectively of Knowledge Utilization and Capacity to Internalize 

Knowledge.  

In short, among the 5 dimensions of the independent variable, Expert Power 

emerged as the best predictor (β = .59, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the 

dependent variable, Task Specific Knowledge Sharing was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Bases of Power and Knowledge Management in organizations with 

low score on Trust in Organization (N = 71) 

Correlation Results 
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It was observed from Table 3.64, that Coercive Power had significant negative 

correlation only with the dimensions of Knowledge Management such as, Knowledge 

Sharing and Understanding, Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, 

Knowledge Internalization Culture, Knowledge Utilization and Capacity to Internalize 

Knowledge. 

Expert Power had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management, except for, Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, 

Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization), Task Specific Knowledge 

Sharing. 

Legitimate Power had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management, except for, Knowledge Internalization Culture, Knowledge 

Accumulation (individual and database utilization), and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing. 

Referent Power had significant positive correlation only with Organizational 

Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, and Knowledge Utilization.  

Reward Power did not have significant correlation with any of the dimensions of 

Knowledge management such as, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task Specific 

Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational 

Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge Accumulation 

(individual and database utilization), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing, Capacity to 

Internalize Knowledge. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As apparent from Table 3.65, that (1) Legitimate Power, Expert Power, Referent 

Power, Reward power and Coercive power were significant predictors of all the 9 

dimensions of Knowledge Management; (2) the maximum variance, that is, 35% was 

explained by Legitimate Power dimension of bases of power with respect to Knowledge 

Utilization and it also explained 22%, 7%, 33% and 13% of the variance respectively of 

Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and 

Application and Organizational Learning; (3) Expert Power explained 4%, 20% and 14%  

of the variance respectively of Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation and 

Capacity to Internalize Knowledge; (4) Referent Power explained 11%  of variance of both 

Knowledge Sharing and Understanding and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and 

Application; (5) Reward Power explained 4% of variance of Knowledge Sharing and 
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Understanding; (6) Coercive Power explained 7% and 5% of the variance respectively of 

Knowledge Internalization Culture and Organizational Learning. 

In short, among the 5 dimensions of the independent variable, Legitimate Power 

emerged as the best predictor (β = .86, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the 

dependent variable, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Bases of Power and Knowledge Management in organizations with 

high score on Trust in Supervisor (N = 234) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.66, that Coercive Power had significant negative 

correlation only with Knowledge Utilization. 

Expert Power, Legitimate power and Referent Power had significant positive 

correlation with all the dimensions of Knowledge Management, such as, Knowledge 

Sharing and Understanding, Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, 

Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, 

Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization), 

Task Specific Knowledge Sharing, Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. 

Reward Power has significant positive correlation only with Task Specific 

Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge Internalization Culture, Knowledge 

Accumulation, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization), Task 

Specific Knowledge Sharing. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.67, that (1) Expert Power,  Referent Power and Coercive 

power were significant predictors of all the 9 dimensions of Knowledge Management; (2) 

the maximum variance, that is, 21% was explained by Expert Power dimension of bases 

of power with respect to Knowledge Internalization Culture and it also explained 5%, 19%, 

8%, 11% and 17% of the variance respectively of Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, 

Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application and Organizational Learning, 

Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 

and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing; (3) Referent Power explained 15%  and 14%  of 

the variance respectively of Knowledge Utilization and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge; 

(4) Coercive Power explained 1% of the variance of Task Specific Knowledge Sharing. 
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In short, among the 5 dimensions of the independent variable, Expert Power 

emerged as the best predictor (β = .48, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the 

dependent variable, Task Specific Knowledge Sharing was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Bases of Power and Knowledge Management in organizations with 

low score on Trust in Supervisor (N = 58) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.68, that Coercive Power had significant negative 

correlation only with Knowledge Internalization Culture, Knowledge Utilization and 

Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. 

Expert Power had significant positive correlation only with Organizational Learning, 

Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge Utilization and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. 

Legitimate Power had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge management except for, Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, 

Knowledge Internalization Culture and Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database 

utilization). 

Referent Power had significant positive correlation only with Organizational 

Learning and Knowledge Utilization. 

Reward Power has significant positive correlation only with Knowledge 

Accumulation. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.69, that (1) Legitimate Power, Expert Power, Referent 

Power, Reward Power and Coercive power were significant predictors of all the 9 

dimensions of Knowledge Management; (2) the maximum variance, that is, 43% was 

explained by Legitimate Power dimension of bases of power with respect to 

Organizational Learning and it also explained 24%, 37% and 12%, of the variance 

respectively of Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Knowledge Utilization, Task 

Specific Knowledge Sharing; (3) Referent Power explained 17%  and 6%  of the variance 

respectively of Knowledge Sharing and Understanding and Knowledge Utilization; (4) 

Expert Power explained 20% and 10% of the variance respectively of Knowledge 

Accumulation and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge; (5) Reward Power explained 5% of 
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the variance of Knowledge Sharing and Understanding; (6) Coercive Power explained 9% 

and 5% of the variance respectively of Knowledge Internalization Culture and 

Organizational Learning. 

In short, among the 5 dimensions of the independent variable, Legitimate Power 

emerged as the best predictor (β = .96, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the 

dependent variable, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Bases of Power and Knowledge Management in organizations with 

high score on Competence and Reliability Based Trust (N = 84) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.70, that Coercive Power did not have significant 

correlation with any of the dimensions of Knowledge Management such as, Knowledge 

Sharing and Understanding, Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, 

Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, 

Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization), 

Task Specific Knowledge Sharing, Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. 

Expert Power, Legitimate Power and Referent Power had significant positive 

correlation with all the dimensions of Knowledge Management such as, Knowledge 

Sharing and Understanding, Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, 

Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, 

Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization), 

Task Specific Knowledge Sharing, Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. 

Reward Power has significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management except for, Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, 

Organizational Learning and Knowledge Utilization. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.71, that (1) Legitimate Power, Expert Power and Referent 

Power were significant predictors of all the 9 dimensions of Knowledge Management; (2) 

the maximum variance, that is, 39% was explained by Referent Power dimension of bases 

of power with respect to Capacity to Internalize Knowledge and it also explained 18%, 

31%, 15%, 32% of the variance respectively of Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, 

Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, Organizational Learning and 
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Knowledge Utilization. It also explained 11% of the variance of both Knowledge 

Accumulation and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing; (3) Expert Power explained 29%, 

24%, 16% and 26% of the variance respectively of Knowledge Internalization Culture, 

Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 

and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing; (4) Legitimate Power explained 4% of the variance 

of both Knowledge Accumulation and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing.  

In brief, among the 5 dimensions of the independent variable, Referent Power 

emerged as the best predictor (β = .62, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the 

dependent variable, Capacity to Internalize Knowledge was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Bases of Power and Knowledge Management in organizations with 

low score on Competence and Reliability Based Trust (N = 136) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.72, that Coercive Power had significant negative 

correlation with all the dimensions of Knowledge management except for, Knowledge 

Accumulation, Accumulation (individual and database utilization), and Task Specific 

Knowledge Sharing. 

Expert Power had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge management such as, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task Specific 

Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational 

Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge Accumulation 

(individual and database utilization), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing, Capacity to 

Internalize Knowledge. 

Legitimate Power and Referent Power had significant positive correlation with all 

the dimensions of Knowledge Management except for, Knowledge Accumulation 

(individual and database utilization). 

Reward Power has significant positive correlation only with Knowledge Sharing 

and Understanding. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.73, that (1) Legitimate Power, Expert Power, Referent 

Power and Reward Power were significant predictors of all the 9 dimensions of 
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Knowledge Management; (2) the maximum variance, that is, 27% was explained by 

Legitimate Power dimension of bases of power with respect to both Organizational 

Learning and Knowledge Utilization and it also explained 18%, 12% and 10% of the 

variance respectively of Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task Specific Knowledge 

Sharing and Application and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing; (3) Expert Power 

explained 9%, 10% and 8% of the variance respectively of Knowledge Internalization 

Culture, Knowledge Accumulation and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge.  It also 

explained 3%, of variance of both Organizational Learning and Knowledge Accumulation 

(individual and database utilization); (4) Referent Power explained 2%, of the variance of 

Knowledge Sharing and Understanding; (5) Reward Power explained 7%, 4% of variance 

respectively of Knowledge Sharing and Understanding and Knowledge Utilization. 

In brief, among the 5 dimensions of the independent variable, Legitimate Power 

emerged as the best predictor (β = .64, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the 

dependent variable, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Bases of Power and Knowledge Management in organizations with 

high score on Trust Based on Emotional Bonding (N = 168) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.74, that Coercive Power had significant negative 

correlation only with Knowledge Internalization Culture and Knowledge Utilization. 

Expert Power and Referent Power had significant positive correlation with all the 

dimensions of Knowledge management such as, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, 

Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge Internalization Culture, 

Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge 

Accumulation (individual and database utilization), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing, 

Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. 

Legitimate Power had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management except for, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, 

Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization), 

Task Specific Knowledge Sharing.  
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Reward Power has significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge management except for, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, 

Organizational Learning and Knowledge Utilization. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.75, that (1) Legitimate Power, Expert Power and Referent 

Power were significant predictors of all the 9 dimensions of Knowledge Management; (2) 

the maximum variance, that is, 24% was explained by Expert Power dimension of bases 

of power with respect to Knowledge Internalization Culture and it also explained 6%, 19%, 

7%, 13% and 11% of the variance respectively of Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, 

Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, Organizational Learning, Knowledge 

Accumulation and Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) and 18% 

of variance of both Knowledge Utilization, Task Specific Knowledge Sharing; (3) 

Legitimate Power explained 2%, and 4% of the variance respectively of Knowledge 

Internalization Culture and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing; (4) Referent Power 

explained 15%, of the variance of Capacity to Internalize Knowledge.  

In brief, among the 5 dimensions of the independent variable, Expert Power 

emerged as the best predictor (β = .63, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the 

dependent variable, Knowledge Internalization Culture was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Bases of Power and Knowledge Management in organizations with 

low score on Trust Based on Emotional Bonding (N = 86) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.76, that Coercive Power had significant negative 

correlation with all the dimensions of Knowledge management except for, Task Specific 

Knowledge Sharing and Application, Organizational Learning Knowledge Accumulation 

(individual and database utilization), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing.  

Expert Power had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge management except for, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database 

utilization), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing. 

Legitimate Power had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management except for, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database 

utilization). 
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Referent Power had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management except for, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task 

Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and 

database utilization). 

Reward Power did not have significant correlation with any of the Knowledge 

Management dimensions such as, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task Specific 

Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational 

Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge Accumulation 

(individual and database utilization), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing, Capacity to 

Internalize Knowledge. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As apparent from Table 3.77, that (1) Legitimate Power, Expert Power, Referent 

Power and Reward Power were significant predictors of all the 9 dimensions of 

Knowledge Management; (2) the maximum variance, that is, 38% was explained by 

Legitimate Power dimension of bases of power with respect to Organizational Learning 

and it also explained 25%, 11%, 36% and 13% of the variance respectively of Knowledge 

Sharing and Understanding, Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, 

Knowledge Utilization and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing; (3) Expert Power explained 

9%, 5%, 21% and 16% of the variance respectively of Knowledge Internalization Culture, 

Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation and Capacity to Internalize 

Knowledge; (4) Referent Power explained 9%, of the variance of Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding; (5) Reward Power explained 4%,  of variance of Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding. 

In brief, among the 5 dimensions of the independent variable, Legitimate Power 

emerged as the best predictor (β = .82, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the 

dependent variable, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Bases of Power and Organizational Effectiveness 

Moderating effect of Trust on the relationship between Bases of Power and Organizational 

Effectiveness 

The stepwise multiple regression analysis was carried out considering factors of 

bases of power (5 factors: Coercive Power, Expert Power, Legitimate Power, Referent 
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Power, Reward Power), as independent variables, while dependent variables were 5 

factors of organizational effectiveness (5 factors: Quantity, Quality, Efficiency, 

Flexibility, Adaptability). 

Relationship between Bases of Power and Organizational Effectiveness in organizations 

with high score on Trust in Organization (N = 155) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.62, that Coercive Power had significant negative 

correlation with all the five dimensions of organizational effectiveness, except for Quantity. 

Expert Power and Referent Power had significant positive correlation with all of the 

dimensions of organizational effectiveness, such as Quantity, Quality, Efficiency, 

Flexibility, and Adaptability. 

Legitimate Power had significant positive correlation only with Quantity. 

Reward Power had significant positive correlation only with Efficiency, Flexibility 

and Adaptability. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.78, that (1) Expert Power, Referent Power and Coercive 

Power were significant predictors of all the 5 dimensions of organizational effectiveness; 

(2) the maximum variance, that is, 19% was explained by Referent Power dimension of 

bases of power with respect to Flexibility and it also explained 15% of the variance of 

Adaptability; (3) Expert Power explained 6%, 10% and 16% of the variance respectively of 

Quantity, Quality and Efficiency; (4) Coercive Power explained 2% of variance of both 

Efficiency and Adaptability. 

In short, among the 5 dimensions of the independent variable, Referent Power emerged 

as the best predictor (β = .46, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the dependent 

variable, Adaptability was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Bases of Power and Organizational Effectiveness in organizations 

with low score on Trust in Organization (N = 71) 

Correlation Results 
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It was observed from Table 3.64, that Coercive Power had significant negative 

correlation only with Quality. 

Expert Power had significant positive correlation with all of the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness, such as Quantity, Quality, Efficiency, Flexibility, and 

Adaptability. 

Legitimate power had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness except for, Flexibility. 

Referent Power had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness except for, Quantity. 

Reward Power did not have significant correlation with any dimension of 

organizational effectiveness such as, Quantity, Quality, Efficiency, Flexibility, and 

Adaptability. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.79, that (1) Expert Power, Referent Power and Reward 

Power were significant predictors of all the 5 dimensions of organizational effectiveness; 

(2) the maximum variance, that is, 40% was explained by Referent Power dimension of 

bases of power with respect to Adaptability; (3) Expert Power explained 10%, 32%, 24% 

and 11% of the variance respectively of Quantity, Quality, Efficiency and Flexibility; (4) 

Reward Power explained 7% of variance of Efficiency. 

In short, among the 5 dimensions of the independent variable, Referent Power emerged 

as the best predictor (β = .63, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the dependent 

variable, Adaptability was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Bases of Power and Organizational Effectiveness in organizations 

with high score on Trust in Supervisor (N = 234) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.66, that Coercive Power had significant negative 

correlation with all the dimensions of organizational effectiveness such as, Quantity, 

Quality, Efficiency, Flexibility, and Adaptability. 
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Expert Power and Referent Power had significant positive correlation with all of the 

dimensions of organizational effectiveness, such as Quantity, Quality, Efficiency, 

Flexibility, and Adaptability. 

Legitimate power had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness except for, Quantity. 

Reward Power had significant positive correlation only with Quantity and Flexibility. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.80, that (1) Expert Power, Referent Power and Coercive 

Power were significant predictors of all the 5 dimensions of organizational effectiveness; 

(2) the maximum variance, that is, 13% was explained by Referent Power dimension of 

bases of power with respect to both Flexibility and Adaptability, it also explained 12% of 

the variance of Efficiency; (3) Expert Power explained 8% and 9% of the variance 

respectively of Quantity and Quality; (4) Coercive Power explained 2% of variance of 

Efficiency. 

In short, among the 5 dimensions of the independent variable, Referent Power emerged 

as the best predictor (β = .36, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the dependent 

variable, Adaptability was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Bases of Power and Organizational Effectiveness in organizations 

with low score on Trust in Supervisor (N = 58) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.68, that Coercive Power had significant negative 

correlation only with Quality. 

Expert Power had significant positive correlation with all of the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness, such as Quantity, Quality, Efficiency, Flexibility, and 

Adaptability. 

Legitimate power and Referent Power had significant positive correlation with all 

the dimensions of organizational effectiveness except for, Flexibility. 
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Reward Power did not have significant correlation with any dimension of 

organizational effectiveness such as, Quantity, Quality, Efficiency, Flexibility, and 

Adaptability.  

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.81, that (1) Expert Power, Referent Power, Legitimate 

Power and Reward Power were significant predictors of all the 5 dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness; (2) the maximum variance, that is, 51% was explained by 

Referent Power dimension of bases of power with respect to Adaptability; (3) Expert 

Power explained 19%, 35%, 28% and 13% of the variance respectively of Quantity, 

Quality, Efficiency and Flexibility; (4) Reward Power explained 7% of variance of 

Efficiency; (5) Legitimate Power explained 6% of the variance of Quality. 

In short, among the 5 dimensions of the independent variable, Referent Power emerged 

as the best predictor (β = .71, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the dependent 

variable, Adaptability was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Bases of Power and Organizational Effectiveness in organizations 

with high score on Competence and Reliability Based Trust (N = 84) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.70, that Coercive Power had significant negative 

correlation only with Efficiency. 

Expert Power, Legitimate Power and Referent Power had significant positive 

correlation with all of the dimensions of organizational effectiveness, except for, Quantity.  

Reward Power had significant positive correlation only with Flexibility.  

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.82, that (1) Expert Power, Referent Power, Coercive 

Power were significant predictors of all the 5 dimensions of organizational effectiveness; 

(2) the maximum variance, that is, 23% was explained by Referent Power dimension of 

bases of power with respect to Adaptability, it also explained 20% and 15% of the 

variance respectively of Flexibility and Quality; (3) Expert Power explained 20% of the 

variance of Efficiency; (4) Coercive Power explained 6% of variance of Efficiency. 
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In short, among the 5 dimensions of the independent variable, Referent Power emerged 

as the best predictor (β = .48, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the dependent 

variable, Adaptability was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Bases of Power and Organizational Effectiveness in organizations 

with low score on Competence and Reliability Based Trust (N = 136) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.72, that Coercive Power had significant negative 

correlation with all the dimensions of organizational effectiveness except for, Efficiency 

and Flexibility. 

Expert Power, Legitimate Power and Referent Power had significant positive 

correlation with all of the dimensions of organizational effectiveness, such as, Quantity, 

Quality, Efficiency, Flexibility, and Adaptability.  

Reward Power did not have significant correlation with any dimension of 

organizational effectiveness such as, Quantity, Quality, Efficiency, Flexibility, and 

Adaptability. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.83, that (1) Expert Power, Referent Power, Legitimate 

Power, Reward Power were significant predictors of all the 5 dimensions of organizational 

effectiveness; (2) the maximum variance, that is, 23% was explained by Referent Power 

dimension of bases of power with respect to Adaptability; (3) Expert Power explained 20% 

and 21% of the variance respectively of Quantity and Quality; (4) Legitimate Power 

explained 4% of the variance of both  Quality and Flexibility, it also explained 13% and 3% 

of variance respectively of Efficiency and Adaptability; (5) Reward Power explained 5% of 

variance of Adaptability. 

In brief, among the 5 dimensions of the independent variable, Expert Power emerged as 

the best predictor (β = .44, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the dependent variable, 

Quantity was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Bases of Power and Organizational Effectiveness in organizations 

with high score on Trust Based on Emotional Bonding (N = 168) 
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Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.74, that Coercive Power had significant negative 

correlation with all the dimensions of organizational effectiveness except for, Quantity. 

Expert Power and Referent Power had significant positive correlation with all of the 

dimensions of organizational effectiveness, such as, Quantity, Quality, Efficiency, 

Flexibility, and Adaptability.  

Legitimate Power had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness except for, Quantity. 

Reward Power had significant positive correlation with all dimension of 

organizational effectiveness except for, Quality. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As apparent from Table 3.84, that (1) Expert Power, Referent Power, Legitimate 

Power, Coercive Power were significant predictors of all the 5 dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness; (2) the maximum variance, that is, 17% was explained by 

Referent Power dimension of bases of power with respect to Flexibility, it also explained 

3% and 13% of the variance respectively of Efficiency and Adaptability; (3) Expert Power 

explained 4%, 9% and 14% of the variance respectively of Quantity, Quality and 

Efficiency; (4) Legitimate Power explained 3% and 2% of the variance respectively of 

Quantity and Efficiency; (5) Coercive Power explained 2% of variance of Efficiency. 

In brief, among the 5 dimensions of the independent variable, Referent Power emerged as 

the best predictor (β = .41, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the dependent variable, 

Flexibility was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Bases of Power and Organizational Effectiveness in organizations 

with low score on Trust Based on Emotional Bonding (N = 86) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.76, that Coercive Power had significant negative 

correlation only with Quality. 
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Expert Power, Legitimate Power and Referent Power had significant positive 

correlation with all of the dimensions of organizational effectiveness, such as, Quantity, 

Quality, Efficiency, Flexibility, and Adaptability.  

Reward Power had significant positive correlation only with Flexibility. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As apparent from Table 3.85, that (1) Expert Power, Referent Power, Legitimate 

Power, Reward Power were significant predictors of all the 5 dimensions of organizational 

effectiveness; (2) the maximum variance, that is, 36% was explained by Referent Power 

dimension of bases of power with respect to Adaptability; (3) Expert Power explained 

24%, 35%, 21% and 12% of the variance respectively of Quantity, Quality, Efficiency and 

Flexibility; (4) Legitimate Power explained 5% and 4% of the variance respectively of 

Quality and Adaptability; (5) Reward Power explained 4% of variance of Adaptability. 

In brief, among the 5 dimensions of the independent variable, Expert Power emerged as 

the best predictor (β = .49, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the dependent variable, 

Quantity was the best predicted factor. 

Moderating Relationship between Downward Influence Strategy and Knowledge 

Management 

Moderating effect of Trust on the relationship between Downward Influence Strategy and 

Knowledge Management 

The stepwise regression analysis was carried out considering factors of 

downward influence strategy [8 factors: Assertiveness, Exchange of Benefits, 

Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, Sanctions (Negative), Sanctions 

(Positive) and Showing Expertise, as independent variables, while dependent variables 

were 9 factors of Knowledge Management [9 factors: Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding, Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge 

Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge 

Utilization, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization), Task-Specific 

Knowledge Sharing and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge]. 

Relationship between Downward Influence Strategy and Knowledge Management in 

organizations with high score on Trust in Organization (N = 155) 
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Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.86, that Exchange of Benefits had significant positive 

correlation only with Knowledge Accumulation and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing. It 

also had significant negative correlation with Knowledge Utilization. 

Showing Expertise had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management except for, Organizational Learning and Knowledge Utilization. 

Assertiveness did not have significant correlation with any dimensions of 

Knowledge Management, such as, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Knowledge 

Internalization Culture and Organizational Learning except for Task-Specific Knowledge 

Sharing and Application, Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge 

Accumulation (individual and database utilization), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and 

Capacity to Internalize Knowledge.  

Ingratiation had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management such as, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Knowledge 

Internalization Culture and Organizational Learning except for Task-Specific Knowledge 

Sharing and Application, Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge 

Accumulation (individual and database utilization), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and 

Capacity to Internalize Knowledge.  

Personalized Relationship had significant positive correlation only with Task 

Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge Internalization Culture, 

Knowledge Accumulation and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing.   

Rationality had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of Knowledge 

Management except for, Organizational Learning. 

Sanctions (Negative) had significant negative correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management, except for, Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, 

Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) and Task-Specific 

Knowledge Sharing. 

Sanctions (Positive) had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management, except for, Organizational Learning, Knowledge Utilization and 

Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization). 
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Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.87, that (1) Sanctions (Positive), Ingratiation, Showing 

Expertise and Sanctions (Negative) were significant predictors of all the 9 dimensions of 

Knowledge Management; (2) the maximum variance, that is, 14% was explained by 

Sanctions (Positive) dimension of downward influence strategies with respect Task 

Specific Knowledge Sharing and it also explained 8%, of the variance of Knowledge 

Internalization Culture; (3) Ingratiation explained 8%, 3%, 9% and 10% of the variance 

respectively of Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, Organizational 

Learning, Knowledge Accumulation and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge; (4) Showing 

Expertise explained 8% of the variance of Knowledge Sharing and Understanding and 4% 

of variance of both Knowledge Utilization and Knowledge Accumulation (individual and 

database utilization); (5) Sanctions (Negative) explained 4% of the variance of both 

Knowledge Sharing and Understanding and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and 

Application and 3%, 8% of variance of Knowledge Internalization Culture, Knowledge 

Utilization. 

In brief, among the 8 dimensions of the independent variable, Sanctions (Positive) 

emerged as the best predictor (β = .37, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the 

dependent variable, Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Downward Influence Strategy and Knowledge Management in 

organizations with low score on Trust in Organization (N = 71) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.88, that Exchange of Benefits had significant 

negative correlation with all the dimensions of Knowledge management except for, 

Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge Accumulation (individual 

and database utilization), and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing. 

Showing Expertise had significant positive correlation only with Knowledge 

Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing. 

Assertiveness and Personalized Relationship had significant positive correlation 

only with Organizational Learning and   Task Specific Knowledge Sharing.  
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Ingratiation had significant positive correlation only with Knowledge Internalization 

Culture, Organizational Learning, Knowledge Utilization, and Task Specific Knowledge 

Sharing.  

Rationality had significant positive correlation only with Organizational Learning. 

Sanctions (Negative) had significant negative correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management, except for, Knowledge Internalization Culture, Knowledge 

Accumulation (individual and database utilization), and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing.  

Sanctions (Positive) had significant positive correlation only with Knowledge 

Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning, and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing.  

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.89, that (1) Rationality, Assertiveness, Sanctions 

(Negative), Ingratiation, Showing Expertise, Exchange of Benefits  and Sanctions 

(Positive) were significant predictors of all the 9 dimensions of Knowledge Management; 

(2) the maximum variance, that is, 25% was explained by Exchange of Benefits dimension 

of downward influence strategies with respect Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and 

Application and it also explained 17%, 4% of the variance respectively of Knowledge 

Sharing and Understanding and Knowledge Utilization; (3) Ingratiation explained 7%, 

17%, of the variance respectively of Knowledge Sharing and Understanding and 

Organizational Learning; (4) Showing Expertise explained 5% of the variance of Task 

Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application; (5) Assertiveness explained 8% of the 

variance of Organizational Learning; (6) Rationality explained 5% of the variance of Task 

Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application; (7) Sanctions (Positive) explained 16% and 

21% of the variance respectively of Knowledge Internalization Culture and Task Specific 

Knowledge Sharing; (8) Sanctions (Negative) explained 6% , 22% and 15% of the 

variance respectively of Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge Utilization and Capacity to 

Internalize Knowledge. 

In brief, among the 8 dimensions of the independent variable, Exchange of 

Benefits emerged as the best predictor (β = -.58, p < .00) and among the dimensions of 

the dependent variable, Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application was the best 

predicted factor. 
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Relationship between Downward Influence Strategy and Knowledge Management in 

organizations with high score on Trust in Supervisor (N = 234) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.90, that Exchange of Benefits had significant positive 

correlation only with Knowledge Internalization Culture, Knowledge Accumulation and 

Task Specific Knowledge Sharing. 

Showing Expertise had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management except for, Organizational Learning.  

Assertiveness had significant positive correlation only with Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding.  

Ingratiation had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management such as, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task Specific 

Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational 

Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge Accumulation 

(individual and database utilization) , Task Specific Knowledge Sharing, Capacity to 

Internalize Knowledge. 

Personalized Relationship had significant positive correlation with all the 

dimensions of Knowledge Management except for, Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding, Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and 

database utilization). 

Rationality had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of Knowledge 

Management except for, Organizational Learning. 

Sanctions (Negative) had significant negative correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management, except for, Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge Accumulation 

(individual and database utilization), and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing.  

Sanctions (Positive) had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management except for, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database 

utilization).  

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 
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As evident from Table 3.91, that (1) Rationality, Assertiveness, Sanctions 

(Negative), Ingratiation and Sanctions (Positive) were significant predictors of all the 9 

dimensions of Knowledge Management; (2) the maximum variance, that is, 12% was 

explained by Sanctions (Positive) dimension of downward influence strategies with 

respect Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and it also explained 7%  of the variance of 

Knowledge Internalization Culture; (3) Ingratiation explained 10% of variance of both Task 

Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge, it 

also explained  3% and 8%, of the variance respectively of Organizational Learning and 

Knowledge Accumulation; (4) Assertiveness explained 3% of the variance of Knowledge 

Sharing and Understanding; (5) Rationality explained 5%  of the variance of  both 

Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Knowledge Utilization, it also explained 3% of the 

variance of Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) ; (6) Sanctions 

(Negative) explained 3% , 2%, 6% of the variance respectively of Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding,  Knowledge Internalization Culture, Knowledge Utilization and 4%  of the 

variance of both Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application and Capacity to 

Internalize Knowledge. 

In brief, among the 8 dimensions of the independent variable, Sanctions (Positive) 

emerged as the best predictor (β = .34, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the 

dependent variable, Task Specific Knowledge Sharing was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Downward Influence Strategy and Knowledge Management in 

organizations with low score on Trust in Supervisor (N = 58) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.92, that Exchange of Benefits had significant 

negative correlation only with Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task Specific 

Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge Utilization, Capacity to Internalize 

Knowledge, and it also had significant positive correlation with Knowledge Internalization 

Culture. 

Showing Expertise had significant positive correlation only with Knowledge 

Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation and Task 

Specific Knowledge Sharing.  

Assertiveness, Rationality and Ingratiation had significant positive correlation only 

with Organizational Learning and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing.  
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Personalized Relationship had significant negative correlation with Task Specific 

Knowledge Sharing and Application, and significant positive correlation with Knowledge 

Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing.  

Sanctions (Negative) had significant negative correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management, except for, Knowledge Internalization Culture, Knowledge 

Accumulation, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization), and Task 

Specific Knowledge Sharing.  

Sanctions (Positive) had significant positive correlation only with Knowledge 

Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing.  

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.93, that (1) Exchange of Benefits, Showing Expertise, 

Personalized Relationship,  Assertiveness, Sanctions (Negative), Ingratiation and 

Sanctions (Positive) were significant predictors of all the 9 dimensions of Knowledge 

Management; (2) the maximum variance, that is, 30% was explained by Sanctions 

(Positive) dimension of downward influence strategies with respect Task Specific 

Knowledge Sharing and it also explained 26%  of the variance of Knowledge 

Internalization Culture; (3) Ingratiation explained 7% of variance of Organizational 

Learning; (4) Assertiveness explained 25% and 7% of the variance respectively of 

Organizational Learning and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing; (5) Exchange of Benefits 

explained 19%, 27% of the variance of  Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task 

Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application; (6) Showing expertise explained 8%, 7% of 

the variance of Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Knowledge Accumulation; (7) 

Personalized Relationship explained 7% of the variance of Knowledge Accumulation; (8) 

Sanctions (Negative) explained 20% and 11% of the variance respectively of Knowledge 

Utilization and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. 

In brief, among the 8 dimensions of the independent variable, Exchange of 

Benefits emerged as the best predictor (β = -.53, p < .00) and among the dimensions of 

the dependent variable, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding was the best predicted 

factor. 

Relationship between Downward Influence Strategy and Knowledge Management in 

organizations with high score on Competence and Reliability Based Trust (N = 84) 
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Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.94, that Exchange of Benefits had significant positive 

correlation with all the dimensions of Knowledge management except for, Knowledge 

Sharing and Understanding, Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, 

Organizational Learning, Knowledge Utilization. 

Showing Expertise had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management except for, Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application.  

Assertiveness had significant positive correlation only with Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding and Organizational Learning.  

Ingratiation and Personalized Relationship had significant positive correlation with 

all the dimensions of Knowledge Management such as, Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding, Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge 

Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge 

Utilization, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization), Task Specific 

Knowledge Sharing, Capacity to Internalize Knowledge.  

Rationality had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of Knowledge 

Management except for, Organizational Learning. 

Sanctions (Negative) had significant negative correlation only with Knowledge 

Utilization and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge.  

Sanctions (Positive) had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge management except for, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database 

utilization).  

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.95, that (1)  Assertiveness, Ingratiation and Rationality 

were significant predictors of all the 9 dimensions of Knowledge Management; (2) the 

maximum variance, that is, 36% was explained by Ingratiation dimension of downward 

influence strategies with respect Capacity to Internalize Knowledge and it also explained 

19%, 33%, 22%, 20%, 23%, 30% and 21%  of the variance respectively of Knowledge 

Sharing and Understanding, Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, 

Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, 
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Knowledge Utilization and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing; (3) Assertiveness explained 

7% of the variance of Knowledge Sharing and Understanding; (4) Rationality explained 

15% of the variance of Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization). 

In brief, among the 8 dimensions of the independent variable, Ingratiation emerged 

as the best predictor (β = .60, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the dependent 

variable, Capacity to Internalize Knowledge was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Downward Influence Strategy and Knowledge Management in 

organizations with low score on Competence and Reliability Based Trust (N = 136) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.96, that Exchange of Benefits had significant 

negative correlation only with Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task Specific 

Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge Utilization, Capacity to Internalize 

Knowledge.  

Showing Expertise had significant positive correlation only with Knowledge 

Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, and Task 

Specific Knowledge Sharing.  

Assertiveness had significant positive correlation only with Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding, Organizational Learning, Task Specific Knowledge Sharing. 

Ingratiation and Rationality had significant positive correlation with all the 

dimensions of Knowledge management except for, Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding, Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge 

Accumulation (individual and database utilization).  

Personalized Relationship had significant positive correlation only with 

Organizational Learning and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing. 

Sanctions (Negative) had significant negative correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge management except for, Knowledge Internalization Culture.  

Sanctions (Positive) had significant positive correlation only with Knowledge 

Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning, and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 
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As evident from Table 3.97, that (1)  Sanctions (Negative), Exchange of Benefits, 

Assertiveness, Ingratiation, Sanctions (Positive), Showing Expertise, Personalized 

Relationship and Rationality were significant predictors of all the 9 dimensions of 

Knowledge Management; (2) the maximum variance, that is, 18% was explained by 

Sanctions (Negative) dimension of downward influence strategies with respect Capacity to 

Internalize Knowledge and it also explained 13%, 17%, 8%, 5%, 16%   of the variance 

respectively of Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task Specific Knowledge Sharing 

and Application, Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge, 

Knowledge Utilization it also explained 3%, of the variance of both Knowledge 

Internalization Culture and Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization); 

(3) Assertiveness explained 5% of the variance of both Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding, Organizational Learning and 2%, 3%  of the variance respectively of 

Knowledge Utilization and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing; (4) Exchange of Benefits 

explained 6%, 3% of the variance respectively of Knowledge Sharing and Understanding 

and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing; (5) Sanctions (Positive) explained 13%, 12% of the 

variance Knowledge Internalization Culture and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing; (6) 

Ingratiation explained 3% of the variance of Knowledge Internalization Culture; (7) 

Showing Expertise explained 5%, 8% of the variance of Knowledge Internalization Culture 

and Knowledge Accumulation; (8) Personalized Relationship explained 3% of the variance 

of Knowledge Internalization Culture; (9) Rationality explained 13% of the variance of 

Organizational Learning. 

In brief, among the 8 dimensions of the independent variable, Sanctions (Positive) 

emerged as the best predictor (β = .52, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the 

dependent variable, Knowledge Internalization Culture was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Downward Influence Strategy and Knowledge Management in 

organizations with high score on Trust Based on Emotional Bonding (N = 168) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.98, that Exchange of Benefits had significant 

negative correlation only with Knowledge Utilization, and Task Specific Knowledge 

Sharing.  

Showing Expertise had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management except for, Organizational Learning.  
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Assertiveness did not have significant positive correlation with any dimension of 

Knowledge Management such as Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task Specific 

Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational 

Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge Accumulation 

(individual and database utilization), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing, Capacity to 

Internalize Knowledge. 

Ingratiation had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge management such as Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task Specific 

Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational 

Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge Accumulation 

(individual and database utilization), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing, Capacity to 

Internalize Knowledge.  

Personalized Relationship had significant positive correlation only with Task 

Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge Internalization Culture, 

Knowledge Accumulation, Task Specific Knowledge Sharing, Capacity to Internalize 

Knowledge.  

Rationality had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of Knowledge 

management except for, Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning. 

Sanctions (Negative) had significant negative correlation only with Knowledge 

Sharing and Understanding, Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, 

Knowledge Utilization, Capacity to Internalize Knowledge.  

Sanctions (Positive) had significant positive correlation only with Knowledge 

Sharing and Understanding, Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, 

Knowledge Internalization Culture, Task Specific Knowledge Sharing, Capacity to 

Internalize Knowledge. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.99, that (1)  Sanctions (Negative), Ingratiation, Sanctions 

(Positive), Showing Expertise were significant predictors of all the 9 dimensions of 

Knowledge Management; (2) the maximum variance, that is, 9% was explained by 

Ingratiation dimension of downward influence strategies with respect Knowledge 

Accumulation and it also explained 8%, 7%, 2%, 9%, 10%   of the variance respectively of 
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Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge Internalization Culture, 

Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation Capacity to Internalize Knowledge; (3) 

Sanctions (Positive) explained 12% of the variance of Task Specific Knowledge Sharing; 

(4) Showing Expertise explained 7%, 3%, 4% of the variance of Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding, Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database 

utilization); (5) Sanctions (Negative) explained 4% of the variance of both Knowledge 

Sharing and Understanding, Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application and 8%, 

2% of the variance respectively of Knowledge Utilization and Capacity to Internalize 

Knowledge. 

In brief, among the 8 dimensions of the independent variable, Sanctions (Positive) 

emerged as the best predictor (β = .35, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the 

dependent variable, Task Specific Knowledge Sharing was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Downward Influence Strategy and Knowledge Management in 

organizations with low score on Trust Based on Emotional Bonding (N = 86) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.100, that Exchange of Benefits had significant 

negative correlation only with Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task Specific 

Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge Internalization Culture and Knowledge 

Utilization.  

Showing Expertise had significant positive correlation only with Knowledge 

Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, Task Specific 

Knowledge Sharing, and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge.  

Assertiveness had significant positive correlation only with Knowledge 

Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning, and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing. 

Ingratiation had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge management except for, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task 

Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge 

Accumulation (individual and database utilization). 

Personalized Relationship and Sanctions (Positive) had significant positive 

correlation only with Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning and Task 

Specific Knowledge Sharing.  
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Rationality had significant positive correlation only with Knowledge Internalization 

Culture, Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, and Task Specific Knowledge 

Sharing. 

Sanctions (Negative) had significant negative correlation with all the dimensions of 

Knowledge management except for, Knowledge Internalization Culture, Knowledge 

Accumulation (individual and database utilization), and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing.  

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.101, that (1)  Exchange of Benefits, Rationality, 

Assertiveness, Sanctions (Negative), Personalized Relationship, Sanctions (Positive), 

Showing Expertise were significant predictors of all the 9 dimensions of Knowledge 

Management; (2) the maximum variance, that is, 26% was explained by Rationality 

dimension of downward influence strategies with respect Organizational Learning; (3) 

Sanctions (Positive) explained 25%  and 21% of the variance respectively of Knowledge 

Internalization Culture and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing; (4) Showing Expertise 

explained 12%, 6%, 4%, 9% of the variance respectively of Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding, Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, Organizational 

Learning, Knowledge Accumulation; (5) Sanctions (Negative) explained 17%, 20% , 15% 

of variance respectively of Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge 

Utilization, Capacity to Internalize Knowledge and it also explained 4% variance of both 

Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation; (6) Exchange of Benefits explained 

12%, 5%, of the variance of Knowledge Sharing and Understanding and Task Specific 

Knowledge Sharing and Application; (7) Assertiveness explained 6%, 7% of the variance 

respectively of Organizational Learning and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing; (8) 

Personalized Relationship explained 7% of variance of Knowledge Accumulation. 

In brief, among the 8 dimensions of the independent variable, Sanctions (Positive)  

and Showing Expertise emerged as the best predictors (β = .50, p < .00, in both the 

cases) and among the dimensions of the dependent variable, both Knowledge 

Internalization Culture and Knowledge Accumulation were the best predicted factors. 

Moderating Relationship between Downward Influence Strategy and Organizational 

Effectiveness 

Moderating effect of Trust on the relationship between Downward Influence Strategy and 

Organizational Effectiveness 
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The stepwise multiple regression analysis was carried out considering factors of 

downward influence strategies (8 factors: Assertiveness, Exchange of Benefits, 

Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, Sanctions (Negative), Sanctions 

(Positive) and Showing Expertise), as independent variables, while dependent variables 

were 9 factors of organizational effectiveness (5 factors: Quantity, Quality, Efficiency, 

Flexibility, Adaptability). 

Relationship between Downward Influence Strategy and Organizational Effectiveness in 

organizations with high score on Trust in Organization (N = 155) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.86, that Exchange of Benefits had significant 

negative correlation only with Efficiency, Flexibility. 

Showing Expertise had significant positive correlation only with Quantity.  

Assertiveness and Personalized Relationship did not have significant correlation 

with any dimension of organizational effectiveness, such as, Quantity, Quality, Efficiency, 

Flexibility, and Adaptability.  

Ingratiation had significant positive correlation with all of the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness, except for, Quality. 

Rationality had significant correlation with all the dimensions of organizational 

effectiveness except for, Quality, Efficiency. 

Sanctions (Negative) had significant negative correlation with all the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness except for, Quantity. 

Sanctions (Positive) had significant positive correlation only with Quantity and 

Adaptability. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.102, that (1) Sanctions (Positive), Ingratiation, Showing 

Expertise, Exchange of Benefits, Rationality and Sanctions (Negative) were significant 

predictors of all the 5 dimensions of organizational effectiveness; (2) the maximum 

variance, that is, 13% was explained by Sanctions (Negative) dimension of downward 

influence strategies with respect to both Flexibility and Efficiency dimension of 
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organizational effectiveness, it also explained 6% of the variance of both Quality and 

Adaptability; (3) Ingratiation explained 5%, of variance of Flexibility; (4) Showing expertise 

explained 2% of variance of Efficiency; (5) Sanctions (Positive) explained 7%, 2% of the 

variance respectively of Quantity and Adaptability; (6) Exchange of Benefits explained 5%, 

2% of variance of Flexibility and Adaptability; (7) Rationality explained 2% of the variance 

of Adaptability. 

In brief, among the 8 dimensions of the independent variable, Sanctions 

(Negative) emerged as the best predictor (β = -.37, p < .00) and among the dimensions of 

the dependent variable, Efficiency was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Downward Influence Strategy and Organizational Effectiveness in 

organizations with low score on Trust in Organization (N = 71) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.88, that Exchange of Benefits had significant 

negative correlation only with Efficiency, Flexibility. 

Showing Expertise had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness except for, Adaptability.  

Assertiveness had significant positive correlation only Quantity.  

Ingratiation had significant positive correlation with all of the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness, such as, Quantity, Quality, Efficiency , Flexibility, and 

Adaptability. 

Personalized Relationship had significant positive correlation only with Flexibility.  

Rationality had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness except for, Flexibility. 

Sanctions (Negative) had significant negative correlation with all the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness except for, Quantity and Flexibility. 

Sanctions (Positive) had significant positive correlation only with Quantity and 

Flexibility. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 
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As evident from Table 3.103, that (1) Sanctions (Positive), Rationality, Showing 

Expertise, Exchange of Benefits, Assertiveness and Sanctions (Negative) were significant 

predictors of all the 5 dimensions of organizational effectiveness; (2) the maximum 

variance, that is, 27% was explained by Rationality dimension of downward influence 

strategies with respect to Adaptability dimension of organizational effectiveness, it also 

explained 9% of the variance of Quality; (3) Assertiveness explained 5%, of variance of 

Quantity; (4) Showing expertise explained 26%, 11%  of variance respectively of Quantity 

and Efficiency; (5) Sanctions (Positive) explained 4%  of the variance of Adaptability; (6) 

Exchange of Benefits explained 13% of variance of both Efficiency and Flexibility; (7) 

Sanctions (Negative) explained 23%, 8%, 6%  of the variance respectively of Quality, 

Flexibility and Adaptability. 

In brief, among the 8 dimensions of the independent variable, Rationality emerged 

as the best predictor (β = .58, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the dependent 

variable, Adaptability was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Downward Influence Strategy and Organizational Effectiveness in 

organizations with high score on Trust in Supervisor (N = 234) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.90, that Exchange of Benefits had significant 

negative correlation only with Flexibility and Adaptability. 

Showing Expertise had significant positive correlation only with Quantity.  

Assertiveness and Personalized Relationship did not have significant correlation 

with any dimension of organizational effectiveness such as, Quantity, Quality, Efficiency, 

Flexibility, and Adaptability.  

Ingratiation had significant positive correlation with all of the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness, such as, Quantity, Quality, Efficiency , Flexibility, and 

Adaptability. 

Rationality had significant correlation with all the dimensions of organizational 

effectiveness except for, Flexibility. 

Sanctions (Negative) had significant negative correlation with all the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness except for, Quantity. 
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Sanctions (Positive) had significant positive correlation only with Quantity, Quality 

and Adaptability. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.104, that (1) Sanctions (Positive), Ingratiation, Showing 

Expertise, Exchange of Benefits, Rationality and Sanctions (Negative) were significant 

predictors of all the 5 dimensions of organizational effectiveness; (2) the maximum 

variance, that is, 10% was explained by Sanctions (Negative) dimension of downward 

influence strategies with respect to Flexibility dimension of organizational effectiveness, it 

also explained 9% of variance of Efficiency and  6%  of the variance of Quality; (3) 

Rationality explained 2%, of variance of Adaptability; (4) Showing expertise explained 2%  

of variance of Efficiency; (5) Sanctions (Positive) explained 9%, 3%   of the variance 

respectively of Quantity and Quality; (6) Exchange of Benefits explained 5% and 7% of 

variance respectively of Flexibility and Adaptability; (7) Ingratiation explained 3%, 5% of 

the variance respectively of Flexibility and Adaptability. 

In brief, among the 8 dimensions of the independent variable, Sanctions 

(Negative) emerged as the best predictor (β = -.32, p < .00) and among the dimensions of 

the dependent variable, Efficiency was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Downward Influence Strategy and Organizational Effectiveness in 

organizations with low score on Trust in Supervisor (N = 58) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.92, that Exchange of Benefits had significant 

negative correlation only with Flexibility. 

Showing Expertise, Ingratiation and Rationality had significant positive correlation 

with all the dimensions of organizational effectiveness such as, Quantity, Quality, 

Efficiency, Flexibility, and Adaptability. 

Assertiveness had significant positive correlation only with Quantity, and 

Adaptability.  

Personalized Relationship had significant positive correlation with all of the 

dimensions of organizational effectiveness, except for, Quantity, Flexibility and 

Adaptability. 
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Sanctions (Negative) had significant negative correlation with all the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness except for, Quantity and Flexibility. 

Sanctions (Positive) had significant positive correlation only with Quantity and 

Flexibility. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.105, that (1) Sanctions (Positive), Showing Expertise, 

Exchange of Benefits, Rationality and Sanctions (Negative) were significant predictors of 

all the 5 dimensions of organizational effectiveness; (2) the maximum variance, that is, 

42% was explained by Showing Expertise dimension of downward influence strategies 

with respect to Quantity dimension of organizational effectiveness, it also explained 17% 

of variance of Efficiency; (3) Rationality explained 13%, 38% of variance respectively of 

Quality and Adaptability; (4) Exchange of Benefits explained 12% and 6%  of variance 

respectively of Efficiency and Flexibility; (5) Sanctions (Positive) explained 20% of the 

variance of Flexibility; (6) Sanctions (Negative) explained 24% and 5% of variance 

respectively of Quality and Adaptability. 

In brief, among the 8 dimensions of the independent variable, Showing Expertise 

emerged as the best predictor (β = .65, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the 

dependent variable, Quantity was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Downward Influence Strategy and Organizational Effectiveness in 

organizations with high score on Competence and Reliability Based Trust (N = 84) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.94, that Exchange of Benefits, Showing Expertise 

and Assertiveness had significant positive correlation only with Quantity. 

Ingratiation and Rationality had significant positive correlation with all the 

dimensions of organizational effectiveness such as, Quantity, Quality, Efficiency, 

Flexibility, and Adaptability. 

Personalized Relationship had significant positive correlation only with Quantity 

and Quality. 
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Sanctions (Negative) had significant negative correlation with all the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness except for, Quantity and Quality. 

Sanctions (Positive) had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness except for, Adaptability. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.106, that (1) Sanctions (Positive), Sanctions (Negative) 

and Ingratiation were significant predictors of all the 5 dimensions of organizational 

effectiveness; (2) the maximum variance, that is, 17% was explained by Sanctions 

(Negative) dimension of downward influence strategies with respect to Flexibility 

dimension of organizational effectiveness, it also explained 7% and 5% of variance 

respectively of Efficiency and Adaptability; (3) Sanctions (Positive) explained 15%, 13% of 

the variance respectively of Quantity and Efficiency; (4) Ingratiation explained 16%, 9% 

and 13% of variance respectively of Quality, Flexibility and Adaptability. 

In brief, among the 8 dimensions of the independent variable, Ingratiation emerged 

as the best predictor (β = -.41, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the dependent 

variable, Quality was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Downward Influence Strategy and Organizational Effectiveness in 

organizations with low score on Competence and Reliability Based Trust (N = 136) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.96, that Exchange of Benefits did not have 

significant correlation with any dimension of organizational effectiveness such as, 

Quantity, Quality, Efficiency, Flexibility, and Adaptability.  

Showing Expertise has significant positive correlation with all the dimensions 

except for, Flexibility and Adaptability. 

Assertiveness and Personalized Relationship had significant positive correlation 

only with Quantity. 

Ingratiation and Rationality had significant positive correlation with all the 

dimensions of organizational effectiveness except for, Flexibility. 
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Sanctions (Negative) had significant negative correlation with all the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness except for, Quality. 

Sanctions (Positive) had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness except for, Efficiency. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.107, that (1) Showing Expertise, Sanctions (Positive), 

Sanctions (Negative), Rationality, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship and Exchange of 

Benefits were significant predictors of all the 5 dimensions of organizational effectiveness; 

(2) the maximum variance, that is, 19% was explained by Showing Expertise dimension of 

downward influence strategies with respect to Quantity, it also explained 9% of variance of 

Efficiency; (3) Sanctions (Positive) explained 4% of the variance of Flexibility; (4) 

Rationality explained 10%, and 15% of variance respectively of Quality and Adaptability; 

(5) Personalized Relationship explained 4% of variance of Quality; (6) Exchange of 

Benefits explained 7% of variance of both Efficiency and Adaptability; (7) Ingratiation 

explained 3% of variance of Adaptability; (8) Sanctions (Negative) explained 7%, 16%, 3% 

of variance respectively of Quantity, Quality and Flexibility. 

In brief, among the 8 dimensions of the independent variable, Showing Expertise 

emerged as the best predictor (β = .44, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the 

dependent variable, Efficiency was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Downward Influence Strategy and Organizational Effectiveness in 

organizations with high score on Trust Based on Emotional Bonding (N = 168) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.98, that Exchange of Benefits had significant 

negative correlation with all dimension of organizational effectiveness except for, Quantity, 

Quality. 

Showing Expertise, Assertiveness and Personalized Relationship did not have 

significant correlation with any dimensions of organizational effectiveness such as, 

Quantity, Quality, Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability. 

Ingratiation had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness except for, Quality and Efficiency. 
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Rationality had significant positive correlation only with Flexibility and Adaptability. 

Sanctions (Negative) had significant negative correlation with all the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness except for, Quantity. 

Sanctions (Positive) had significant positive correlation only with Quantity. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.108, that (1) Sanctions (Negative), Rationality, 

Ingratiation, and Exchange of Benefits were significant predictors of all the 5 dimensions 

of organizational effectiveness; (2) the maximum variance, that is, 12% was explained by 

Sanctions (Negative) dimension of downward influence strategies with respect to both 

Efficiency and Flexibility, it also explained 6%, 5% of variance respectively of Quality and 

Adaptability; (3) Rationality explained 4% of the variance of Adaptability; (4) Exchange of 

Benefits explained 4%, 2% of variance respectively of Flexibility and Adaptability; (5) 

Ingratiation explained 4% of variance of both Quantity, Flexibility and 3% of variance of 

Adaptability. 

In brief, among the 8 dimensions of the independent variable, Sanctions 

(Negative) emerged as the best predictor (β = -.35, p < .00, in both the cases) and among 

the dimensions of the dependent variable, both Efficiency and Flexibility were the best 

predicted factors. 

Relationship between Downward Influence Strategy and Organizational Effectiveness in 

organizations with low score on Trust Based on Emotional Bonding (N = 86) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.100, that Exchange of Benefits had significant 

positive correlation only with Flexibility. 

Showing Expertise, Ingratiation and Rationality had significant positive correlation 

with all the dimensions of organizational effectiveness such as, Quantity, Quality, 

Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability. 

Assertiveness had significant positive correlation only with Quantity and Efficiency. 

Personalized Relationship had significant positive correlation only with Quantity. 
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Sanctions (Negative) had significant negative correlation with all the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness such as, Quantity, Quality, Efficiency, Flexibility and 

Adaptability. 

Sanctions (Positive) had significant positive correlation with all the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness except for, Adaptability. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.109, that (1) Showing Expertise, Sanctions (Positive), 

Sanctions (Negative), Rationality, Ingratiation, and Exchange of Benefits were significant 

predictors of all the 5 dimensions of organizational effectiveness; (2) the maximum 

variance, that is, 35% was explained by Showing Expertise dimension of downward 

influence strategies with respect to Quantity, it also explained 17%  of variance of 

Efficiency; (3) Rationality explained 27% of the variance of Adaptability; (4) Exchange of 

Benefits explained 7%  of variance of Efficiency; (5) Ingratiation explained 20% of 

variance of Quality; (6) Sanctions (Positive) explained 14% of the variance of Flexibility; 

(7) Sanctions (Negative) explained 3%, 9% and 6% of variance respectively of Quantity, 

Quality and Adaptability. 

In brief, among the 8 dimensions of the independent variable, Showing Expertise 

emerged as the best predictor (β = .57, p < .00) and among the dimensions of the 

dependent variable, Quantity was the best predicted factor. 

Relationship between Knowledge Management and Organizational Effectiveness 

Direct relationship between Knowledge Management and Organizational Effectiveness (N 

= 320) 

Correlation Results 

It was observed from Table 3.110, that all the dimensions of organizational 

effectiveness i.e. Quantity, Quality, Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability, positively and 

significantly correlated to all the dimensions of Knowledge Management i.e. Knowledge 

Sharing and Understanding, Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, 

Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, 

Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization), 

Task Specific Knowledge Sharing, Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. 
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Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

As evident from Table 3.111, that (1) Capacity to Internalize, Task Specific Knowledge 

Sharing and Application, Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge Accumulation, Organizational 

Learning, Knowledge Internalization Culture were significant predictors of all the five 

dimensions of organizational effectiveness; (2) the maximum variance, that is, 17% was 

explained by Capacity to Internalize Knowledge dimension of Knowledge Management 

with respect to Flexibility, it also explained 15% and 1%  variance respectively of Quantity 

and Adaptability; (3) Knowledge Utilization explained 14%, 15% variance respectively of 

Quality, Efficiency and it explained 3% variance of both Flexibility and Adaptability; (4) 

Knowledge Accumulation explained 3% variance of Quality; (5) Organizational Learning 

explained 3%, 13% variance respectively of Efficiency and Adaptability; (6) Knowledge 

Internalization Culture explained 4% of the variance of Flexibility; (7) Task Specific 

Knowledge Sharing and Application explained 4%,1% variance respectively of Quantity 

and Quality. It also explained 2% variance of both Flexibility and Adaptability. 

In brief, among the 9 dimensions of the independent variable, Capacity to 

Internalize Knowledge emerged as the best predictor (β = .35, p < .00) and among the 

dimensions of the dependent variable, Flexibility was the best predicted factor. 
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Qualitative Study (Study 1B)  

Method 

 

In the previous section of this chapter (Chapter 3) results of quantitative study 

were reported, which aims to answer the research questions raised in chapter 1. This 

section of the chapter (chapter 3) will present the results and discussion of the qualitative 

study which was conducted to augment the findings of quantitative study. The qualitative 

study further makes an attempt to explore the impact of bases of power and downward 

influence strategy on Knowledge Management and organizational effectiveness. Role of 

contextual variables like organizational culture and trust on Knowledge Management were 

also investigative in this study. The main objective of this study was to know the views of 

senior scientists/consultants on different issues related to Knowledge Management and 

organizational effectiveness, based on the research questions raised in chapter 1. 

Participants 

The sample of this study comprised of 30 (Male = 25, Female = 5) individuals who 

belonged to upper echelon (senior scientists and senior consultants) falling in the age 

range of 27 yrs to 65 yrs (mean age = 51.43 yrs), of the 11 different 

institutes/organizations. They had an average total work experience of 19.13 years (SD = 

10.06) which ranged from 3 years to 38 years. The majority of the respondents had the 

power to make decisions (holding the positions like Director, Deputy Director and HODs). 

Several individuals were working under these senior scientists and consultants which 

ranged from a minimum of 03 to a maximum of 125 employees reporting directly and 

indirectly to them. The senior scientists as well as senior consultants were highly 

educated individuals, and after gaining experience at various places/positions as well as 

in various capacities they have achieved this current position. Almost all of them had high 

educational qualifications that ranged from engineering and management degrees from 

prestigious institutes of India like IITs and IIMs to PhD degrees from top ranking 

institutes/universities of India as well as abroad. They were primarily involved in research 

in various fields like sugarcane breeding, fish genetics, soil-agriculture, water resources, 

drug discovery-testing, herbs, remote sensing-GIS, toxicology etc. apart from that some of 

them were also holding administrative positions.  
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Procedures  

The qualitative study (Study 1B) was conducted to augment the results of 

quantitative study (Study 1A). The interview was carried out on the basis of interview 

schedule developed to find answers to the following questions raised in the present 

research (1) whether creation, sharing, accumulation, codification and utilization of 

knowledge and information taking place amongst the members of the organizations, (2) 

what are the mechanisms that facilitate Knowledge Management processes, (3) what are 

the methods organizational members adopt to gain knowledge, (4) whether these 

Knowledge Management processes have impact on the performance of the organizations 

in terms of effectiveness/profitability of the organizations, (5) what is the role of leadership 

(in terms of influence strategies and bases of power), organizational culture and trust in 

facilitating the Knowledge Management processes, and finally (6) whether the 

organizations, through these processes, are able to learn and then create knowledge 

base which would help the organizations to innovate and perform effectively in the future. 

This interview schedule comprised of 26 different items. The first two items were general 

in nature regarding the background information of the participants, for instance their 

qualifications, the number of individuals working under them, work experience, their 

position and responsibility in the organization, etc. which helped in developing rapport with 

the participants. The next five items, i.e., item number 3, 4, 5, 9 and 12 tried to explore 

whether knowledge management is present in these organizations in terms of, knowledge 

bases created in the organization which would contribute to innovation and creativity in 

future and also the different knowledge management mechanisms. The sixth item 

emphasized the assessment of the impact of knowledge management on the 

organizational performance, in terms of their profits. The 7 and 17 items were asked to 

examine the type of culture that enhanced the knowledge management practices in these 

organizations whilst the 8, 10, 11, 18, 19 items tried to probe into the influence strategies 

and items 20, 21 to explore power bases used by leaders. The next three items i.e. 22, 

32, 24 focused on exploring the role played by trust amongst employees which foster 

knowledge management. Technology infrastructure and research and development (R&D) 

activities were assessed through items 13, 14, 15, 16 and the 25 item aimed to assess the 

contribution of knowledge management, by exploring their foresight about where KM can 

advance their organization in future. And finally 26th item was of projective in nature to 

extract as much information as possible in context of Knowledge Management to make 
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proper assessment (if they are hiding something or if interviewer missed any questions in 

the interview schedule probably that will be disclosed). 

In order to conduct the interviews, former consent was obtained from the 

respondents via telephonic conversations as well as electronic mails. Thereafter an 

appointment was fixed depending on the availability and expediency of the respondents. 

The researcher visited them at the allotted time and conducted the interviews and 

recorded it with the help of a voice recorder. The standard time taken for every interview 

was approximately 25-30 minutes. Given that the interviews were conducted at various 

organizations across three cities (Delhi, Gurgaon and Lucknow), it took almost 3 months 

to conduct the 30 interviews. These interviews were carried out during February, 2012 to 

April, 2012.  

The investigator typed the transcripts of all the interviews in word processor after 

compiling and organizing all the 30 interviews, to carry out further data analysis. 

Data Analysis 

All the 30 interviews (audio clips) were converted into transcripts and entered in qualitative 

data analysis software, known as Weft QDA (version 1.0.1.0), which is a software tool for 

the analysis of textual data for example interview transcripts, documents and field notes 

(Fenton, 2006). This software is freely available under public domain license. All the 

transcripts were first converted into PDF files and then imported to Weft QDA as a single 

“project”, i.e., all the transcripts were saved as a single file together with the textual 

explanation of the responses of the participants and interpretations related to the 

questions. These transcripts were then coded by categorizing into various “categories”, 

which were mainly analytic themes described in the transcripts. Many sub-categories were 

also identified under each category. In certain cases, efforts were also made to explore 

deeper into the themes and sub themes, to understand their significance and implications. 

The investigator recorded different passages that belonged to a particular theme by 

“marking” those segments of the transcripts, which could be retrieved, afterwards, for 

comparison and review. These coded texts were compared with each other to see the 

similarities and differences among them across different organizations. This process 

helped the researcher in identifying the similar and different characteristics within a 

category. Furthermore, the identified themes and categories were also evaluated and 

contrasted to bring out the interconnected themes and so that they could be amalgamated 

under a “more descriptive overarching theme” (Lucas & Kline, 2008). Apart from this, 
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frequency distributions were computed for the frequently occurring themes and sub-

themes. Appropriate verbatim quotes were also included to emphasize the importance of 

themes or the points, wherever required. 

Results and Discussion 

It was scrutinized from the analysis that, numerous themes appeared which 

basically aided to answer the questions raised in the interview. The first category was 

concerning sharing of information and transfer of expertise amongst the organizational 

members. An effort was made to explore whether the respondents think that knowledge 

can be shared and expertise can be transferred or not on the first hand before trying to 

see if it is actually taking place at organizational level, and it was found that 26 

participants out of 30 felt that knowledge sharing and transfer of skills or expertise was 

possible but remaining 4 participants did not have the same opinion rather they opined 

that it is non-transferable, according to them only general information can be transferred 

or at the most “they can take up some duties in case of emergency but they can‟t take the 

expertise”. Further inquiring was carried out on this theme and it yielded some sub-

themes related to whether information sharing actually occurred in their organizations or 

not and it was found that 25 participants out of 30 replied that this practice of sharing of 

information and transfer of skills and expertise are prevalent in their organization and they 

are content with it and also aware of its importance as a senior consultant stated that, “We 

try to transfer it in our organization because it is the key to success”, though they would 

still like to encourage such sharing more. Whereas the remaining 5 participants did not 

respond very optimistically, as this practice exists in their respective organizations but 

they are unpleased with the quantity and rate at which it is taking place currently and they 

crave for more of it. They indicated towards the structural changes to be made in the 

organization for that purpose, which is very implicit in the point highlighted by a very 

senior scientist that, “we exchange in informal ways among the colleagues but there is no 

organized structure where this information can be passed on automatically”. It was also 

reported that this kind of transfer is difficult because there is lack of competent individuals 

as pointed out by a scientist, “we have to transfer it to somebody competent in that field.” 

This theme principally tried to investigate whether information exchange and 

expertise transfer is taking place freely in the organization and also to verify if knowledge 

management is taking place in form of socialization (transfer of expertise i.e. tacit 
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knowledge), as identified in Nonakas‟ model of knowledge creation (1994). The results 

obtained reveal that, in most of the organizations, such processes are taking place.  

 Further effort was made to go deeper in context of knowledge and expertise 

sharing and identify that at what level it was taking place and it was found that, 15 

respondents stated that information sharing and transfer of expertise occurred at both 

individual and group/team levels  but emphasis was mainly on sharing among members of 

the groups/teams, focusing more on collaborative and interdisciplinary kind of work which 

is supported by the statement of an eminent scientist of a reputed research institute, “one 

person can develop some solution in own particular field but institute caters to several 

fields so it should always be a multidisciplinary effort and that's where it is required that 

the efforts of one person should be translated or passed on to other person in a way that it 

generates a collaborative research effort”. While other 15 participants state that it is more 

prevalent at individual level. This implied that knowledge sharing was taking place at both 

the levels but probably more knowledge was generated in the former case and such 

organizations were moving towards Knowledge Management (KM) while the later were 

managing individual knowledge only and still need to strive towards Knowledge 

Management. Hence, every person contributes in his/her own capability and develops a 

synergistic cooperation amongst organizational members that ultimately aids the 

organization to surmount diverse obstacles and perform efficiently. 

The next question was concerning the mechanisms, which facilitated the process 

of knowledge sharing among the organizational members. The aim was mainly to explore 

the presence of various knowledge sharing methods in the organization. The responses of 

the interviewees displayed prototype of formal and informal mechanisms. The formal 

mechanisms mainly used are conferences, lecture series, seminars, workshops and 

special training programmes like induction training which is given to the employees at the 

time of joining the organization so as to make the new members acquainted with the 

operations of the organization, refresher courses which are given to renew the knowledge 

of the members, whenever required and also when considered essential by the 

administration to update the skills and expertise of the employees. Another important 

feature of the formal mechanisms is meetings of various kinds, such as planned or 

periodic meetings which were a regular element and held on specific days on weekly or 

monthly basis whilst unscheduled meetings are arranged when problems come up which 

need immediate notice of the organizational chiefs, divisional meetings held at the 

divisional level only and were meant to address divisional problems and issues 
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particularly, unlike the institute level meetings which were more global in nature. Brain-

storming meetings as well as project-monitoring meetings were also a prominent feature 

of many organizations, which tried to assess progress made in a particular area. Beside 

these, publications in form of research articles, brochures, bulletins, journals, manuals, 

and instruction books also help communicate and share knowledge through formal 

manner. Intranet portals and internet have also been used as mechanisms for such 

purposes, but some modifications are preferred in this context like, creating local portals 

or websites where research specific information can be shared, which has been also 

emphasized by an eminent scientist that, “only thing that I feel is that institute of this 

magnitude must have a portal in our website where if I am making a search on internet on 

a particular topic and I want to know the state of the art or I want to know my competitors 

in that area I can find it and secondly that information is mostly confined to me I would like 

that whatever I download as scientist many of the things might not be of direct utility to me 

can be of direct utility to one of my colleagues there has to be a mechanism, that type of 

forum can be established where whatever I have searched if it is of use to anybody else 

can use it without wasting time on searching it again”, which will definitely save time, 

energy and money of the organization. The informal mechanisms that the interviewees 

identified include methods like discussions (which was done formally also in few cases) 

across hierarchy and regular interaction among members in a team where they interact 

and share information about personal and professional matters like technological up-

gradations which are taking place within the organization in various departments or even 

outside the organizations; approaching personally is also a frequent informal mechanism, 

as reported by a senior consultant of a reputed consultancy, through which they get 

maximum information on a related field in minimum time. And finally and interestingly 

collaboration and multidisciplinary approach was given due importance in most of the 

organizations/institutes, which gave them more information from a different perspective 

and thus leading to a better insight into the problem, as a senior scientist states that, 

“collaborative research effort always gives rise to multidisciplinary approach and 

multidisciplinary approach in today's world is most important because that's how you can 

strike a problem in a collective way”. It was also reported by participants that vast 

knowledge is very important and necessary for the survival as the same scientist pointed 

out that, “vo hindi me kehte hai na koopmandhook ke reh gaye. You live in your own well 

you don't know what is happening in the river and you don't know what is happening in the 

ocean and knowledge is a vast ocean.” So the dip in the ocean is imperative for 

successful Knowledge Management. 
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 The aforementioned results disclose the existence of both the formal and informal 

methods that foster knowledge management and it was also apparent that these 

mechanisms are used equally by the members at different levels in the organizations but 

some mechanisms were used more by the top management, like meetings, notices, etc. 

to share information and knowledge with their subordinates. The formal mechanisms used 

by the subordinates are discussions, meetings, etc. to discuss their troubles with the top 

administration, whereas informal mechanisms are used mostly during information  

exchange amongst members of the same echelon though there were some exceptions 

also and it was mainly prevalent in private sector organizations, where “things are done in 

a very non-hierarchical way” in words of a senior consultant, and in few R&D 

organizations, which were centrally driven unlike their state driven counterparts. This may 

be due to the fact that in most of the R&D organizations chain of command still prevails 

and things move in very bureaucratic style.  These organizations still make the rules and 

procedures and pass it down to each individual, as pointed by a scientist/administrator of 

a reputed research institute that, “we make sure that every employee reads and signs the 

circulars sent to them” but it is important to mention here that they have internet facility but 

they use circulars also “ in order to avoid any omission, as there are people who will give 

such excuse that they have not got any e-mail”, as pointed out by the same 

scientist/administrator. So mind-set also has a role to play there. However it is changing 

gradually and efforts are made in this direction in most of the organizations. 

 The next question was an extension of the previous question but it served a 

different purpose, which was to explore the knowledge acquisition mechanisms adopted 

by organizational members for their task. It was found that similar mechanisms stated by 

the respondents as formal and informal mechanisms were identified again, such as, 

conferences, meetings, trainings, journals, instruction books, 

collaboration/multidisciplinary ventures, bulletins, etc. with two new additions which are 

consulting library/books and taking customer feedback. It was found that 21 out of 30 

participants reported meetings and discussions as the main source of acquiring the 

knowledge related to their work. However, prominence has been also given to the usage 

of intranet and internet in disseminating as well as acquiring knowledge/information. It was 

also used to maintain communication with the members through e-mails, newsgroups and 

portals as a scientist mentioned that, “actually information is stored in the form of RPF i.e. 

research project file and it is on the website and it is shared by everyone and to 

everybody. We have e-sharing also and the organization has made a portal in which all 
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information is at one place and anyone can use it so we refer to it only”. They felt that 

internet browsing and interaction goes hand in hand. Apart from that Consulting library 

(Hard copy) was also mentioned by respondents as a means of gaining task relevant 

knowledge and most of the organizations were equipped with good library infrastructure.  

Documentation (externalization i.e. tacit to explicit knowledge, Nonaka, 1994) and 

retrieval of information is also considered as one of the most important knowledge 

management mechanisms since it assists the maintenance of knowledge repository, 

which can be utilized by the present and the future members. It was observed that the 

majority of the interviewees are conscious about the significance of documentation and 

several ways were espoused for maintaining it, for instance guidebooks, brochures, 

databases, notices, pamphlets, yearly reports, etc. Nevertheless, few respondents 

confessed that these practices were out of whack in their organization and they were quite 

doubtful about its status as stated by a senior scientist that, “frankly I am little doubtful that 

weather knowledge is being transferred or documented when people leave or not”. So 

they wanted that more emphasis should be given to this “documentation” part also 

probably because they are aware that proper documentation and systematic record 

keeping will benefit the present as well as future employees and reduce their workload, if 

they want to reuse that information. It was also observed that only documentation is not 

sufficient but transferring and utilizing that information is also required for the further 

creation of new knowledge. 

A marginal number of organizations went a little ahead in their process of acquiring 

and disseminating knowledge by collaborating with people from other disciplines 

(multidisciplinary approach) as mentioned by a scientist, “we do collaborative work and we 

feel that collaborative works are more useful and they generally deliver better results than 

individual departments. Yes through collaboration we get better expertise better solutions 

to the problems”. They also tried to gather information from other people who worked on 

the same problem from other organizations or departments. If situations required they also 

took feedback from their customers so that they can deliver their best.  

 The sixth item of the interview schedule was planned to find out whether 

knowledge management processes had any impact on the organizational performance, 

leading to enhanced performance and profits. It could be assumed from the responses of 

28 respondents that, it certainly resulted in superior performance and therefore into the 

effectiveness of the organizations, which is apparent from the ascent in their financial 
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gains, increased yields, Patents, Copyrights, and royalty to the organization, etc. 

Respondents also opined that it has helped the organization to survive and continue to 

succeed in the business even in the volatile situations. Moreover, certain knowledge 

management mechanisms were introduced by few organizations according to the 

respondents, but they were not very confident about its outcome in terms of productivity. 

On the other hand few interviewees affirmed that, they are conscious about the positive 

results of these processes but these processes were not up to the mark currently in their 

organization. In contrast some respondents reported that adopting these KM processes 

resulted into parsimonious use of knowledge in other words they did not have to generate 

the same information again and again, if once stored and it could be used „n‟ number of 

times whenever required, therefore this saved their time, energy and most importantly 

money, as stated by a scientist of a reputed lab “we already have that information and we 

need not generate it time and again so sometimes it helps in getting profit from this 

because user department are ready to pay for it and information is already available with 

us we need not prepare anything”. In the same context another scientist mentioned that, “I 

always believe that any scientific organization can reduce its expenditure if the employee 

or scientific man power is aware of what their colleague is doing, as most of the times we 

are not very clear or educated on that issue that the person sitting in the room next to me 

what precise experiment he is doing and many times it becomes a problem of duplication 

of our efforts, energy and money”. Similar thinking prevails in consultancies also as 

reported by a senior consultant that, “lot of the times I have seen in the project that we 

have heavily used what was already there take insights and draw useful insights from 

those information's. It always helps to know that similar problem has been solved 

somewhere else in the world and then you can always get a sense that how to go about 

it”. So unless information/knowledge is stored this kind of transfer is difficult, which can 

help the organization a long way. They also felt that it fostered growth and innovation by 

helping them develop new technologies and products. It was reported that previous 

databases were very much helpful in understanding new information by placing it in right 

context and developing something new on that ground. Most important indication of 

profitability is gain in terms of money and it has been reported by many participants that 

their organization gets good royalty for the patents generated by them, which was 

possible to a large extent by the effective management of knowledge/information, as 

opined by a senior scientist that, “we generate different information in different areas as 

there are many disciplines in this institute some are being patented for which the institute 

gets royalty and the information that is un-patentable is published so that it comes in the 

TH-1380_07614102



190 
 

public domain. In this way we are storing and utilizing the information here”. In another 

organization it provided “ECF (extra cash fund)” as reported by a scientist for the 

technologies that were sold to the industrial partners. So it is clearly evident that in these 

organizations knowledge/information was utilized to the fullest by converting it into 

patents, technology or even publications which benefited the organization. 

 The next question focused on the practices, beliefs and norms prevailing in the 

organization that facilitated the transfer of information and knowledge sharing in their 

respective organizations. It was instituted from the responses of the participants that 

certain general practices, beliefs and norms existed in all these organizations, which 

influenced the process of knowledge sharing as well as transfer of expertise amongst the 

employees. A lot of emphasis was given to the knowledge sharing environment which was 

imperative according to them and that included following practices and norms, (1) friendly 

transparent and free environment where workforce across hierarchy are welcomed to 

discuss their personal and professional problems with their colleagues or with their 

superiors, in this way all of them contribute according to their capabilities and find the best 

solution for the problem. Flexibility is also an evident feature of such organizations, where 

the employees felt comfortable to give their novel ideas and opinions without being 

embarrassed about it, which fostered enhanced and efficient performance. Therefore 

imposition is undesirable and does not lead to generation of innovative ideas which affects 

the organization in the long run. Moreover, freedom to think, speak and act is most 

desired and also promotes generation of novel ideas. An eminent scientist of an 

organization states on the same line that, “This (knowledge sharing) is something which 

can't be forced I strongly believe that it can't be forced it has to be voluntary and one has 

to have a feel about the pleasure of sharing if I can‟t enjoy the pleasure of sharing I will 

never appreciate it”. (2) frequent interaction among all the employees was also considered 

vital and leaders should be equally participative and encourage such ventures, so that 

there is no communication gap and everybody is well aware of the each others work and 

important issues because, if they are well informed that will help them in taking the right 

decision for the benefit of the organization. And this kind of sharing through interactions 

on a regular basis will gradually turn into a habit of sharing. It is clearly evident that 

leaders play a vital role in inculcating a free and open organizational culture which allows 

free flow and sharing of information. Similar observation was also noted by Schein (1992) 

who found that leaders have a significant influence in creating and maintaining 

organizational culture. (3) the incentives in form of encouragement and reward like 
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monetary rewards, appreciations, felicitating in public functions, etc. are also given by the 

top administration to the well performing organizational members who also contribute to 

the operations of the organization as a whole, this also encourages them to maintain their 

sharing behavior and also inspires those who are not very sharing; (4) interdisciplinary 

communication also receives attention of the respondents. This brings them in contact 

with individuals of different disciplines who can be sometimes more helpful than the 

individual from their own field. Looking at the problem from a different perspective gives 

new insights and directions to the problem solving; they can sometimes “give very good 

ideas” as mentioned by a senior scientist. Promoting this kind of sharing will result into 

innovative culture; (5) another essential feature of the culture prevailing in the 

organizations is the trust and faith amongst the employees and between the employees 

and the administration. According to the top consultants and scientists, trust is difficult to 

build due to the ego issues of individuals, their different past conditions and diverse 

personalities. However, trust can be implanted by preserving the transparency in the 

functions that organizational members perform at various levels and impartiality from the 

side of management in terms of equal opportunities and resources, it helps to inculcate a 

sense of ownership and belongingness amongst the members and this leads to feeling of 

security in them, so each member shares whatever information they have and contributes 

in their own potential way to the attainment of organizational goals; (6) altruistic behavior 

in terms of the willingness of the employees to help one another also played very 

significant role in facilitating the process of knowledge sharing and expertise transfer; and 

(7) it was also found that consistent updating of skills and knowledge through seminars, 

workshops, trainings, conferences and lectures was also given great emphasis because 

this practice helped them remain in business and survive turbulences by being up-to-date, 

as they can‟t bear being obsolete if they want success. 

 The next question explored the role of the leaders and it was found from the 

answers given by the participants that very critical role was played by the leaders in 

fostering the knowledge management in the organization. The interviewees opined that 

leaders perform their tasks by espousing different leadership styles and strategies and the 

primarily used styles and strategies included, (1) personalized relationship strategies 

which comes very close to “Individualized Consideration” dimension of transformational 

leadership style such as, leaders who are relationship oriented, likeable, degree to which 

the leader attends to each follower's need, inspiring the subordinates to work for the 

growth of the organization, building trust with the organizational members which fosters 

TH-1380_07614102



192 
 

knowledge sharing,  leading by setting examples, genuinely concerned for the benefit of 

the employees by making sure that members get their promotions on time, sending them 

for trainings and providing other benefits etc. They create a friendly and free atmosphere 

where the employees can comfortably discuss their ideas or problems with the leader 

without any fear of disapproval, creating such platforms where people from different 

disciplines can come together and discuss and acquire knowledge from each other. 

Impartial leaders were more appreciated and desired as mentioned by a senior scientist 

that, “he should have a vision to look towards all other disciplines that are existing in the 

institute in such a way that each and every discipline and each and every scientist working 

in that particular discipline is equally supported equally funded and equal opportunities are 

provided to all of them so that they get the uniform pattern of growth in the institute”. The 

leader also has a fine understanding of the state of mind of the people and takes 

appropriate measures to deal with their individual requirements, is very considerate-listens 

(considerate leadership style) to the problems of his employees including the non-

technical staff also and tries to solve them. A scientist also stated that, “If you manage 

people then I think sharing of information can be improved because human part is there, 

they have to realize that and that can help. So leaders should keep in mind constraint and 

demands of employees”, and such leaders were also accessible to all the employees, 

even those at the grass root level which also prevented communication-gap. Leaders 

participated in the functions and activities carried out by the employees themselves too, in 

terms of leadership styles it can be called participative style, as opined by a scientist, that 

“try to make people happy so if people are happy they will do better”; (2) use of sanctions 

was another influence strategy used by leaders as reported by the respondents which 

draws upon organizational rewards and punishments. It includes both informal exchange 

such as promoting interpersonal attraction by praising the superior (Kipnis & Vanderveer, 

1971; Mechanic, 1962) and formal exchange, such as rewarding (Porter, Allen, & Angle, 

1981). Leaders rewarded on the achievements of the employees in different ways and for 

that most importantly he played the role of a facilitator, as mentioned by a scientist that, 

“the most required role is a facilitators role and if leader of the institute is facilitating 

everybody with what infrastructure facility or scientific facility they need and facilitates with 

financial requirements etc will lead to better results and satisfaction in employees”. On the 

other hand, in the opinion of the interviewees, these leaders adopted transactional 

leadership style, mentoring (mentor) the performance of their employees from time to time 

and also keeping a track of output (output oriented), when required by giving emphasis on 

setting the necessary deadlines and rewarding the employees who finished the job on 
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time and also by taking coercive measures and disciplinary actions against those involved 

in malpractice in the organization, although they are dealt with tenacity and cautiously. It 

was also observed that leaders were visionary, they were able to determine direction and 

motivate others to follow it, could foresee the future and had long-term plans which was 

also evident from the statement of one of the scientist of a prestigious research lab that, 

“the leader himself must have a goal if a leader doesn't have a goal he himself fails and 

he makes the system fail this is why the leader who is selected must think for long period 

not for the short period”. Therefore, it is an amalgamation of different influence strategies 

which were used by the leaders to facilitate the process of knowledge management in the 

organization.  

 The next question that is to say, whether the organizations being studied were 

learning something new (acquiring new knowledge) and creating knowledge base that 

would lead to innovation and creativity in future. This question was particularly used as a 

probe to confirm the reliability of the answers to the previous questions with respect to 

knowledge management, that attempted to investigate whether knowledge management 

subsists in the particular organizations or not. It was found that 27 interviewees out of 30 

replied positively whereas only three of them mentioned that, despite the fact that their 

organizations are progressing in that direction, still they need to “upgrade their 

organization a little in this context as compared to their other counterparts”. A large 

number of respondents reported that their organization is maintaining knowledge bases in 

form of databases, repositories and annual reports, publications, booklets etc., which are 

shared with other members and used for future reference also. They are aware that 

storing information/knowledge helps, which is clearly evident in the opinion of a senior 

scientist that, “gradually whatever we are doing it will strengthen or provide a stepping 

stone for further improvement”, moreover, on that ground they provided consultancy to 

other organizations/industries, they have separate departments that look after issues 

related to storing knowledge. Internet facility is also mentioned by a marginal number of 

respondents that helps in storing knowledge on their institute websites which is 

informative (has details of all the employees, their work, their expertise etc.) and 

accessible to everybody. It was also observed that knowledge/information is also 

converted into technologies and sold to the user departments, which indicates that 

definitely innovation is taking place in these organizations and further these technologies 

can be used as a database for developing something new. Interestingly it was also 

reported by respondents that knowledge bases are maintained by developing human 
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resources for example training large number of research scholars produced every year 

who join good organizations after the completion of their research, so they grow at one 

institute and take that knowledge/information at another institute in this way they share the 

knowledge. Emphasis on HRM (human resource management) is explicable especially in 

research institutes that survive on research and innovation, because for high quality 

research and innovation only technology is not sufficient rather more important is the 

quality of researcher, which primarily depends on his knowledge, expertise, skills etc. and 

how well he/she utilizes them.  

 In the next question an effort was made to find out how leaders influence and get 

the work done from their subordinates. It was found that 24 out of 30 participants reported 

that they mostly use direct influence strategy to get the work done from their subordinates, 

however they do so by providing their subordinates assistance and rationale that why that 

task is important and how is it going to benefit them and the organization in other words 

they are using rationale persuasion to influence their employees, as stated by an eminent 

scientist of a research laboratory that, “I ask them directly but I never try to impose I try to 

take them in confidence that whatever work is being assigned to them is required by the 

organization or it is very important for the projects under which they are working and it will 

definitely help them to grow in the organization”, whereas 2 out of the left ones (6) 

preferred indirect influence tactics and 3 ascribed their choice of influence strategies to 

the job and situational demands, it can be inferred that in terms of leadership styles 

probably they use situation based leadership style. and the last one thought that work is a 

mutual responsibility so no need to influence anybody which is clearly visible in his 

statement that, “it is never like ordering your younger colleagues not even requesting it's 

just responsibility sharing that well you have to do this I have to do this well ok fine you 

prepare the samples till then I will prepare the literature required to study the samples this 

is how it goes”, this opinion was also shared by a consultant who although preferred direct 

influence style but also felt that both the individuals/teams should take the responsibility 

and then influence is not needed if that happens.  

 It was explored in the eleventh question that weather leaders change their style of 

dealing with (the way they influence) their subordinates depending on the kind of task they 

are assigned and it was found that majority of the respondents reported that they do 

change their style of dealing with their subordinates and the different influence styles 

largely followed by them were: (1) leaders used “task dependent style”, focus was on the 

complexity or simplicity of the task. It was observed that leaders provided as much 
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knowledge/information as possible, guidance and freedom especially when the task was 

complex rather when it was simple. They were aware that imposing the work on the 

subordinates will not result in quality output, so discussions and knowledge sharing were 

used as mediums to complete the task. It can be inferred that leaders are using display of 

expertise as an influence tactics to get the work done from their subordinates; (2) time 

dependent or “deadline followers” focused more on time frame within which the task has 

to be completed. They preferred to stick to the deadlines and in the process they were 

more directive and demanding in nature to accomplish the task on time. It is apparent that 

in terms of influence tactics they are using assertiveness strategy to influence their 

subordinates; (3) it was also reported by the participants that by being easy-

going/friendly/polite they could influence their subordinates by giving them freedom and 

importance, employees were free to share their ideas without any hesitation and fear and 

in this way they were able to take more work from them, moreover they were successful in 

their endeavors and always got the support of their subordinates. The explanation for the 

support could be that they “felt respected, accepted and taken care off” and to do so 

leaders were productively using ingratiation as an influence tactic; (4) a marginal number 

of respondents also mentioned that sometimes being strict/assertive/authoritative is also 

essential to get the work done on time but they also made it clear that it was not a 

frequent style and was mainly used with the uncooperative employees, to bring them back 

on the tract. It is obvious that leaders are using a mix of both assertiveness and threat as 

an influence tactic. (5) on the contrary some leaders preferred to be 

concerned/participative in their style of dealing with their subordinates. Their focus was on 

the growth of their subordinates, they also participated equally in the task assigned to 

them and they made genuine effort to understand their problems also as stated by 

scientist that, “I think the best work can be taken from any individual by understanding 

them and their problems properly and not by just harsh treatment”. Thus the leaders also 

used the personalized relationship as an influence strategy to get the work done from their 

subordinates. 

 The purpose of the next question was to explore that how respondents keep 

themselves updated on issues related to their own work. It has been observed that most 

of the interviewees stated similar steps, which are used to facilitate the process of 

knowledge sharing, experience and expertise transfer. Training programmes, conferences 

and workshops are some of the most important steps that the respondents have identified, 

because these basically, in their opinion, help the organizational members to get the 
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exposure to the “latest trends” in their respective areas as well as other disciplines and to 

upgrade their knowledge by meeting experts in their areas. It is also a means to “import 

knowledge” from the external sources and also “export knowledge” they have. Moreover, 

sometimes employees are sent to foreign organization, for short durations for trainings or 

workshops, and it gives them the opportunity to benchmark their performance as 

compared to the foreign organizations. During these short visits, the employees also get 

the chance to learn about the practices prevalent in other foreign organizations. Such 

exercises have contributed in gaining more information and knowledge and consequently 

better performance of the members. It was also observed, from the answers of the 

respondents that, maintaining an open atmosphere, where people could either vent out 

their grievances and problems or share their ideas and views comfortably, is also an 

important step to foster an atmosphere of exchange of information and knowledge. Apart 

from workshops and conferences internet browsing was a frequent mechanism to keep 

them updated with the current literature, as reported by the participants. Different 

databases like Google, PubMed and Science Direct etc. were some of the common 

choices used in this process. A very interesting fact was revealed by the Interviewees 

about how they keep themselves updated and that was, “regularly visiting library, reading 

books, articles, newspapers, journals and magazines”, basically hardcopies because they 

felt it was more comfortable, as you can take it anywhere, read while lying on bed too, 

less eye straining etc. it was stated by a senior scientist that, “I like to read books, hard 

copy is much more important to me than soft copy”. This was quite paradoxical to the 

prevalent model of knowledge management, which is more technology driven according to 

its doers but soft copies have not totally replaced hard copies till now. It is quite visible 

here that technology is not the governing factor rather other things are equally or more 

important for successful Knowledge Management. Discussions and consulting experts in 

their areas as well as from other fields have also been mentioned by the interviewees as 

an important tool to keep them aware of the state-of-the-art in their fields. It was also very 

strongly supported by a senior scientist/BAMS doctor in his statement in Sanskrit that, 

“satyata adhayanam vad partantra awalokanam tad vidya acharya sewa budhi medha 

karogada (one can sharpen and enlighten ourselves by continuous study of books and 

constant discussion to study other people”).  

  The objective of the next question was to examine the information technologies 

used by the interviewed organizations/institutes for business.  Information technology is 

also one of the important enablers of Knowledge Management so it was necessary to look 
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into its usage in the interviewed organizations/institutes. It was found that 25 out of 30 

respondents reported that one of the most frequently used information technology was 

computers and internet, which also included different electronic databases, E-mails and 

knowledge sharing portals. These technologies were being used to transfer 

knowledge/information, to keep oneself updated and also for communication. Interestingly 

it was observed that apart from computers and internet, there were few institutes that still 

used bulletins, booklets and notice boards as a source of disseminating and acquiring 

knowledge (information technology), as in words of an interviewed scientist that, “we have 

notice board of course its old but its always prevalent and its most useful because 

sometimes intranet may not work but that will always work.” A marginal number of 

institutes also emphasized on the usage of consortiums provided to them by their 

supreme organization, which was used to gather scientific activity related information. One 

particular institute/organization reported the use of GIS (geographical information system) 

technology and remote sensing data for creating spatial databases. Respondents also 

gave due importance to video-conferencing, mobile technology and TV broadcasting, as 

mediums of communication and imparting knowledge. Participants fascinatingly revealed 

that they were highly dependent on library they visited it frequently to keep themselves 

efficient, so that they remain in business. They considered that “a good library was 

imperative foundation of any booming institute/organization”. This point itself makes it 

clear that no matter how much we have advanced or evolved but some of the basic things 

are still prevalent, which might look old-fashioned or obsolete in today‟s world. 

 The purpose of the fourteenth question was to explore the number of patents 

owned by the interviewed organizations/institutes. The reason why we have used this item 

is based on the Bontis (1996) idea of patent citation as one of the ways to know about the 

research and development activities in any organization, which also an important indicator 

of knowledge management. It involves calculation of a technology factor based on the 

patents developed by a firm. Intellectual capital and its performance is measured based 

on the impact of research and development efforts on a series of indices, such as a 

number of patents and cost of patents to sales turnover. It was observed that 10 out of 30 

participants reported that their organizations have achieved a good number of patents (1-

30) in the last one year and these organizations were actually involved in high quality 

research and were constantly producing something (medicine, technology, chemical, high 

quality food products etc.). Some of these organizations did not precisely have patents 

rather they developed technologies and sold them because by nature they could not be 
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patented. There were also few participants (05) who mentioned that that their 

organizations have applied for patents (1-5) in the last one year but have yet not received 

it. 15 out of 30 respondents reported that their institute/organization did not have any 

patent because the nature of their work was not such that could generate patents rather 

they generated databases or information as a product. As far as maintaining cost of the 

patents is concerned it was stated by the participants that maintaining the patents were 

not very high and in some organizations it was free from government system, but mostly 

Indian patents were filled and not American as maintaining them is a costly affair. 

 The next question was an extension of the previous question and an effort was 

made to know how well the patents achieved by the institutes/organizations are exploited, 

if any and it was found that to a large extent the patents were exploited by all most all the 

organizations. Some of the patents/technologies were sold to and utilized by farmers and 

they only got the royalty of it. In one organization a technology was praised by the 

president of India, this technology was used to do plot level monitoring of the things using 

the satellite data and it is now used by others also in the country. Some respondents also 

reported that their organization sold the patents converted into products for commercial 

use to industries and user departments. Patents were also sold to drug companies and 

pharmaceutical industry, so the organizations were benefited to a great extent in monetary 

terms. In some cases patents were not exploited that much as it should have been, as 

reported by a respondent that, “it is tough job because in India some time technology is 

very good and immediately sold out but some time people get lower ranking and offer less 

price than actual cost, so cost calculation is also a problematic issue. If one technology is 

developed and transferred to some company so whether he is taking it to market or not is 

always uncertain and what is happening sometimes company use to take technology and 

dump it into their basket so other people cannot take that technology. That malpractice is 

also there”. On the similar line another respondent also mentioned that they have patents 

but “conversion rate of patents into business is not very high”. Apart from this a few 

organizations/institutes maintain confidentiality about patent information and did not 

disclosed to outside members and for some organizations it was not a relevant question 

as they were not into patents because the nature of their work was not of the type that 

could generate patents. 

 The next question was also an addition to the previous two questions and the 

purpose of this question was to explore whether the interviewed organizations have any 

copyrights or not. This item was included to discern the information about the degree of 
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innovation that is taking place in these institutes/organizations and it was observed that 12 

out of 30 participants reported that their organization/institute has copyrights, which were 

in form of publications (journals, books, articles etc) and technology. While another 12 

respondents out of 30 mentioned that their institute /organization did not have any 

copyrights and the remaining 6 participants out of 30 reported that either this question was 

irrelevant for their organization or it was confidential information and could not be revealed 

to outsiders. 

  The seventeenth question served the purpose of exploring how conducive was the 

culture of their organization/institute for knowledge sharing. It was found from the 

responses of the interviewees, that in most of the organizations the culture was quite 

favorable to knowledge sharing. it was reported that their environment was very open and 

encouraged sharing of information among organizational members, further probing was 

done to understand it properly that what was meant by “open and sharing kind of 

environment” and three different sub-categories came out of it which are (1) knowledge 

sharing was encourage by the environment of their institutes/organizations. Employees 

were free to take help from anybody and share information with anybody in the 

organization, they could freely discuss their personal as well as professional problems to 

the organizational members and the staff felt comfortable to come out with their own ideas 

and views which contributed to better and effective functioning (2) in group-sharing was 

more prevalent in several organizations as compared to sharing with all most everybody. 

Information was not disclosed to the members outside the group so it was hidden partially. 

And it was desired by the respondents that information/knowledge should be shared 

among all to make the environment more conducive. (3) on the other hand meetings and 

discussions took place frequently in some organizations as a medium to share information 

with everybody but these meetings and discussions were mostly related to professional 

matters. It was also observed that small but not negligible number of organizations did not 

have very conducive environment for knowledge sharing and information was intentionally 

hidden from most of the organizational members as also mentioned by a senior scientist 

that, “in the domain of science we need to be sharing more and more but unfortunately 

that sort of culture that doesn't exist here. Whatever data base one generates and a 

master over the database doesn‟t want others to look into it or to share it with others” but 

sometimes the information was also hidden unintentionally from others as stated by 

another scientist that, “certain information is restricted by nature so it can't be easily 

shared unless we have approval from the government”. Further improvement was desired 
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on this issue by the participants representing these organizations. Though some 

organizations were already making efforts in this direction and have achieved better 

results also. 

The next question focused on the influence style preferred by the leader to get the 

work done by his/her subordinates and it was found that the interviewees were of the 

opinion that leaders adopted various influence styles to get their orders executed. On the 

one hand leaders adopted their influence style on the basis of situational demands. 

Depending of the demands of situation they switched among different influence strategies 

like rational persuasion, Ingratiation and assertiveness. While on the other hand some 

leaders gave importance to demands of task/work in determining their influence style and 

preferred to be assertive and rational than other influence tactics, it was also evident from 

the statement of a scientist, “I think that depends on the nature of the job, if the job is of 

urgent nature then direct dealing is required”. A small number of respondents also stated 

that leaders favored mutual responsibility rather one influencing another to do anything. 

According to these leaders group-effort is more helpful as it reduced the workload and 

also gives better output because one can have different perspectives on the problem and 

achieve better solution and in such scenarios nobody can order anybody rather everybody 

shares equal responsibility of the work and tries to complete it successfully (these were 

the people who mostly worked in teams). Another chunk of leaders chose to be humble 

and polite (ingratiation) in dealing with their subordinates and were very friendly with their 

staff and they felt that being humble is the best way because “if we start branding a cane 

you just cannot take out the best potential from your employees” as evident in the 

statement of a senior scientist, “I think speaking softly is best because  way and only then 

you can get something done because by asking authoritatively there is focus on result 

only not on the observation and in science observation is more important than the 

outcome. Suppose outcome may be negative but the observation may give us some new 

insight this way we learn new things”. A large number of leaders adopted rational 

persuasion as an influence strategy to get the work done from their workforce. They 

influenced their targets by informing them about the benefits, importance, and reason 

behind the task. Apart from them some leaders approach was more assertive in their style 

of dealing with their subordinates, as opined by a senior consultant that, “I don't request 

them though I am humble and polite in whatever I do. I believe in stating the things directly 

without any "Ghumaofication" and flattery”. They directly asked for whatever was needed 

to complete the job on time. 
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 The next question was an extension of the previous question and it served the 

intention to further explore whether leaders influence their subordinates by offering them 

some benefit in lieu of some favor or not. It was brought into light by the interviewees that 

26 out of 30 participants did not influenced their subordinate by exchange or offering to 

make personal sacrifices in other words they did not used “exchange of benefits” as an 

influence tactics to get the work done from their workforce. According to these leaders 

they mostly did favors to their employees but never asked those to reciprocate, they did it 

selflessly without any expectation of having something in return. Although some leaders 

felt that reminding them of the favors done to them is not required they themselves know 

and reciprocate because they know that they have been helped or favored by their leader 

in some way, this implies that somewhere in their hearts they have this desire to be 

favored back in exchange of their past favors to their employees, as apparent by the 

statement of a scientist that, “usually I do not expect anything. They themselves might 

come and do something then my gates are open”. The remaining 04 participants out of 30 

were in support of sometimes reminding their employees about the favors done to them 

by their leaders and asking a favor back in exchange. 

 In the next question it was intended to explore the role of power possessed by the 

leaders in terms of reward or punishment and how often they exercise this power with 

their staff. It was examined that all the 30 respondents reported that they exercised their 

power to reward their workforce in different ways which includes (1) providing them 

opportunities to attend seminars, conferences and workshops, which updates their 

knowledge and helps them perform better: (2) offering increments, promotions and 

recommendations for other opportunities like post doc. in academic fields or for a senior 

position in the same institute/organization: (3) publication of the work was another reward 

that was given to the employees by their leaders especially in R&D organizations and it is 

also considered the best reward in R&D organizations: (4) leaders also do personal 

favors, as rewards for their employees. If employee wants to visit his hometown then 

arranging things for him unofficially is one example: (5) leaders appreciate and praise their 

subordinates to reward and motivate them. According to the leaders appreciation 

increases employees‟ confidence and motivates them to continue such type of work. 

Therefore it is clearly visible that all the leaders preferred to use reward power as 

compared to power to punish, which is also supported by the opinion of a senior scientist 

who revealed that, “I have also been the vigilance officer of the institute and whenever I 

saw some fault somewhere which was about to happen or was happening I just tell that 
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person just mend your ways because this won't be good for yourself and for the institution 

so it's better to check initially than to allow a person to commit a mistake and then punish 

him”. But still a small number (13) of respondents declared that they also used power to 

punish (coercive power) along with the rewarding power. They also use different 

mechanisms to punish like: (1) withdrawing the incentives or stopping the favors: (2) 

Avoiding the target to make him/her feel neglected, not talking to the target and scolding 

in extreme cases: (3) giving negative feedback on the appraisal reports although this is 

put into effect in the worst case. 

 The twenty first question was an extension of the previous question, as it also 

focused on the power used by the leaders, and their opinion about what motivates their 

subordinates to work according to them. It was found that 11 out of 30 respondents 

believed that their subordinates work according to them due to the expertise and 

knowledge they have in their area. They also mentioned that their subordinates were fully 

aware of the fact that their leader is competent in his/her field and so whatever he/she 

was saying would lead to positive results. Apart from them 03 out of 30 respondents 

reported that it was admiration or some kind of liking that was working in their case that 

made their subordinates follow their orders. A senior scientist/HOD also supported this 

opinion and mentioned that, “I think they admire me as a leader because my subordinates 

have got more expertise as compared to me because they are practically involved in the 

project work and regularly attending conferences, visiting other department but I am doing 

the management work only. So I think they listen to me because they admire me as a 

leader and I have heard it from other sources also”. It was also scrutinized that 16 out of 

30 participant felt that it was both expertise and admiration that was playing the role to 

influence their subordinates to work according to them. It can be implied that admiration 

follows expertise or in other words people have admiration for the expertise or skill of the 

leader. 

 The next question explored the role of trust in terms of inter-personal relationship. 

It was found that 19 out of 30 interviewees reported that they trust people easily and they 

trust that person until he/she is not proven guilty. Although some of them were deceived 

but still they continue to trust easily and they believed that beginning should not be with 

distrust because that will lead to nowhere. According to a senior scientist “trust generates 

trust so I have to trust somebody at first and I think nobody has deceived me so it is better 

to trust if someone has come under my supervision for 5 years so I have to trust him and 

only then I can get anything from him”. Another senior consultant also comments on the 

TH-1380_07614102



203 
 

same issue that, “usually I trust till proven guilty and personally I trust people easily 

because all working with me are coming from lustrous backgrounds everybody is either 

from IIT or IIM so I would not doubt them unless I have a very solid reason to doubt”. It 

was also observed that 11 out of 30 participants did not trust easily rather the person has 

to gain their trust gradually. It was stated by a scientist that, “trust comes by time unless 

and until you work for a certain period of time with that person you don't trust him”. 

Another scientist went extreme in his statement that, “we don‟t trust anyone”. 

  The next question was an expansion of the previous question and it explores 

whether leaders share the crucial information to everybody or to a particular trusted group 

only. It was ascertained that 22 out of 30 participants reported that they do not share the 

information with everybody rather they share it with only those on whom they have full 

confidence will not use that information to harm them or in the extreme case they will not 

disclose it to anybody. So this means that when it comes to sharing of information trust 

plays an important role in determining with whom to share or not to share therefore if more 

trust is inculcated among employees probably more sharing can take place. On the other 

hand 08 out of 30 participants mentioned that they share the information with almost 

everybody belonging to their institute/organization as opined by a scientist that, “No I don't 

have any reservation on that issue I can share that information with anybody unless he is 

not a competitor of my institute”. 

 The next question focused again on the trust in terms of how critical or judgmental 

leaders are of the information/idea brought to them by their subordinates and it was 

witnessed that 18 out of 30 participants reported that they are very critical and judgmental 

about the information brought to them by their subordinates and they evaluate whether the 

information provided to them is correct or not and then believe it. Whereas 12 out of 30 

participants mentioned that they are not very critical about the information brought to them 

by their subordinates rather they trust and believe that whatever he/she is saying is 

correct. If the idea proposed by the subordinate is not “appealing” according to a scientist 

he tries to see the “justification” behind that idea rather rejecting it. Another scientist also 

stated that, “I start with trust that whatever results he has brought are true and with our 

experience we evaluate it also, so there is no point in being critical about information he 

has brought”.  

 The next question attempted to explore that where the interviewees see their 

organization/institute in the coming 5 years in context of knowledge management. It was 
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noticed that some of the respondents were not very satisfied with the development so far 

in context of knowledge management and they were also unhappy about the kind of 

organizational culture that was prevailing in their organizations as evident in the statement 

of a senior scientist that, “work culture in the youngsters of today is not really conducive to 

the development of science. even today at this point of age I intent taking up new task, I 

don't need to take up new task but I cant stop myself from taking up new task whereas the 

youngsters in our own set up I am talking about majority of them they don't intent they are 

just molded into sarkari setup and a scientist getting molded up into sarkari setup is bad 

for an organization”. Another senior scientist opined that knowledge management 

professional are required in their institute but it was stated that, “unfortunately we don't 

have openings for these type of professionals and with time I think main governing body 

will have to move into this direction where we have professionals for KM” probably 

because hard core R&D scientist has a different approach that a management 

professional. It was also mentioned by respondents that government support is very 

imperative for the growth of any organization/institute. This according to a scientist/HOD 

was missing in their institute. Skill and expertise development was also emphasized by 

interviewees for the growth of individual as well as organization. Therefore modification 

was desired by some of the respondents whereas according to a respondent his institute 

was static and he revealed that, “I don't see much growth in this generation of sharing of 

information or knowledge. It will remain at the place where it is in my institute this is my 

opinion. Nothing very new is being generated here”. The dissatisfaction is clearly visible in 

his statement. Apart from them another cluster of respondents mentioned that they were 

quite satisfied with the development in context of Knowledge Management in their 

organizations. According to them their organization was consistently evolving and growing 

and so will be more equipped in terms of technology, knowledge in the coming 5 years. A 

senior consultant supported the same opinion and stated that, “I think we are doing fairly 

well and we will continue on that trajectory. We recently have opened another office in 

India so now we will have 3 offices in India and KM is going to become more and more 

important in Indian context”. It was also reported by the participants that their institute will 

publish their papers in good impact factor journals and generate more knowledge in the 

future. Leaders were also given due credit for the growth and development that took place 

in their organizations. Participants moreover stated that their organization has produced 

quality information/knowledge and good human resource who will further lead the 

advancement of science and society at large. 

TH-1380_07614102



205 
 

  The last question, that is, if the respondents would like to provide any other 

relevant information in context of Knowledge Management, this question was used as a 

projective item on which respondents could project their feeling whether negative or 

positive related to their organization in relation to Knowledge Management and this 

purpose was very well served as participant came out with different opinions and 

suggestions like: (1) inter-institute Knowledge Management initiatives should be taken as 

stated by a senior scientist that, “ I should be fully aware of what my colleague in a 

different institute is doing taking money from the same source either I should avoid 

duplicating that or I should join hands with him and make it faster to achieve. So I also 

have a strong feeling that Knowledge Management between institutes is also required 

right now we are totally ignorant on that issue”: (2) Cooperation among Management / Top 

Boss / Administration / Government and employees was also demanded by few 

respondents because many a times organizational activities are delayed or withheld by 

administration due to which work suffers and both money and time are also wasted: (3) 

participants also reported that their organization was fair to them and worked in an open 

and transparent way. Leaders were also very supportive and knowledge sharing which 

motivated the workforce also to share more knowledge. Contrary to this some participants 

desired equality and mentioned that they were not satisfied with their organization/institute 

because they were not treated impartially. It was stated by the interviewees that individual 

should be treated on the basis of his/her merit and no personal favors and nothing of that 

sort should be done to oblige somebody, which is also evident in the statement of a senior 

scientist that, “I would say that the persons at the helm of the affairs should see each 

individual in an institution grows equally with opportunities and equal facilities”: (4) Apart 

from this few respondents also reported that they would like the employees to be more 

responsibility taking. The senior employees have grown up with so rich legacy of age they 

must participate and share their knowledge with other so that this knowledge if further 

transferred and utilized. Besides that it was emphasized to be pro-active in delivering the 

goods and employees should also take self-initiatives rather than waiting for the authority 

to say to do a particular thing: (5) a good number of respondents highlighted that 

organization/institute should also be concerned about the happiness and satisfaction of 

each and every employees may it be a peon or a manager/scientist  as mentioned by a 

scientist that, “my job is to make my all employees happy so if people are happy they work 

hard”. The authority should care for their problems and should be constantly in touch with 

all the staff and especially lower staff as pointed by a senior scientist that, “I think very 

thorough meetings should be there amongst the top management people and the low staff 
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people. The lower staff I think is very important for working of an organization because we 

all depend on research students and technical staff specially the technical staff should be 

very efficient which is in our country in a very poor condition. This should be specially 

looked upon and there should be very clear accountability of lower staff for their 

organizations they should be made more accountable for their task and which is 

unfortunately not happening in most of the organizations”: (6) furthermore respondents 

also desired for freedom of speech and no communication-gap between staff and 

authority. Everybody should be free to approach the authority and have the right to 

articulate what they feel and authority should also listen to him/her, though some 

respondents stated that there is no communication-gap in their organization and they 

share information as well as give feedback to their colleagues/boss: (7) respondents also 

mentioned that there should be more opportunities to share information/knowledge, so 

such platforms should be created by the organization where people can come up and 

transfer their knowledge/information and also acquire from others. Another respondent 

opined that one must work for the nation, before doing anything wrong it should always be 

in his mind that is this good or bad for my country, country is most important. 

Conclusions 

The aim of this study was to have in-depth understanding of the notion of 

knowledge management and the various methods involved in carrying out this process. 

Attempts were also made to explore the role of various contextual variables such as 

leadership (in terms of Influence Strategies and Bases of Power), organizational culture 

and trust. A variety of themes emerged after the content analysis of the answers to the 

various questions asked throughout the interviews. The common summary that is drawn 

from these themes, which is important for Knowledge Management is as follows– 

1) Knowledge Management and its methods/processes: It was found that various themes 

appeared from the responses of the interviewees to the questions (3-5, 9, 12), for 

example sharing of information and expertise transfer among the organizational members, 

creation of knowledge bases, acquiring task relevant knowledge, sharing at individual and 

organizational levels and formal and informal mechanisms used to enable Knowledge 

Management processes, could be combined under an overarching theme of “existence of 

Knowledge Management and its methods or processes”. This indicated that knowledge 

management is going on in these organizations and various formal (planned) and informal 

(unstructured) mechanisms were implemented to facilitate these processes. The formal 
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mechanisms consisted of symposiums, trainings, conferences, workshops, seminars, 

lectures, collaborative problem solving, meetings, instruction books, newsletters, bulletins 

and journals. Emphasis was also laid on information technology based mechanisms such 

as the use of intranet and internet, video and teleconferencing, newsgroups, e-mail, web-

based discussions, and knowledge sharing boards for disseminating and accumulating 

information to and from the organizational members and also as a source of maintaining 

interactions with them. While informal mechanisms comprised of discussions over a cup 

of tea/coffee, interaction among members in a team, “prominence on multidisciplinary 

approach”, and such informal processes also provides a rich medium for communication, 

as it is concerned with the use of people as a mechanism for sharing knowledge (Argote, 

1999). Prior research has highlighted the need to understand the mechanisms that 

enhance the stocks and flows of knowledge (Demarest, 1997; Nonaka, 1994; Nonaka and 

Konno, 1998; Chou and He, 2004). This study contributes to research by providing a more 

nuanced classification of knowledge management mechanisms. It was observed that free 

flow and exchange of information and knowledge was taking place in most of the 

organization in form of socialization (transfer of expertise i.e. tacit knowledge), as 

identified in Nonakas‟ model of knowledge creation (1994). It could therefore, be 

concluded that knowledge Management is multi-faceted process which is performed in a 

varied manner in the organization, it consists of diverse processes executed by different 

units in the organization in different ways. Such observations were also reported by other 

researchers that, commonly used mechanisms for Knowledge Management are 

brainstorming and collaborative problem solving (Berends et al., 2006), team work (Al-

Alawi et al., 2007), Storytelling (Fong & Chu, 2006), training (Al-Alawi et al., 2007), 

informal chatting (Al-Alawi et al., 2007; Fong & Chu, 2006), meetings, project briefing and 

reviewing sessions (Fong & Chu, 2006), and information technology based mechanisms 

such as teleconferencing, newsgroups, e-mail, Wikis, web-based discussions, and 

knowledge sharing boards (Fong & Chu, 2006; Jones & Borgman, 2007).  

2) Knowledge Management and organizational knowledge repository: It was also 

observed that an important feature of Knowledge Management, namely, documentation 

and recovery of information is given appropriate emphasis in the majority of the 

organizations. These processes help the organization to maintain the inventory of 

knowledge which is utilized by the present organizational members and also by the future 

members. Furthermore, most of the participants replied in positive in answers to the ninth 

question, that their organizations are learning new things and generating knowledge stock 
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further they also confirmed that the majority of these organizations are conscious of the 

significance of Knowledge Management in creating a knowledge body, which will facilitate 

and enhance their core competency, help in sustaining in the business and grow to be 

more competitive (DeGues, 1998). This repository of organizational knowledge is also 

known as “organizational memory” (Huber, 1991) which is an important concept in context 

of organizational learning and Knowledge Management. It is also professed to be 

important for supervisors or leaders (Yates, 1990) because it prevents the loss of 

knowledge in form of technical expertise when organizational members quit the 

organization. 

3) Knowledge Management and collaborative/multidisciplinary approach: A lot of 

emphasis was also given to acquiring and disseminating knowledge by collaborating with 

people from other disciplines (multidisciplinary approach). Probably being in the research 

and development organization a greater need was felt for acquiring several different 

perspectives on a single problem to tackle it in a better way and also to generate 

innovative ideas which are essential for R&D organizations. If situations required, 

feedback from the customers was also taken so that best results could be delivered. 

Previous studies have also mentioned the importance of collaborative problem solving 

(Berends et al., 2006; Huang & Newell, 2003). Wickramasinghe and Widyaratne (2012) 

also found positive relationship between collective problem solving and knowledge 

sharing in their study. They further opined that work-group communication mechanisms 

(such as bookmarking and brainstorming and collective problem solving) facilitate project 

team members to keep each other informed on the progress of the sub-problems the team 

is working on as well as to share questions, suggestions and instructions required in 

completing tasks of the project (Berends et al., 2006). 

4) Knowledge Management and its relationship with contextual factors: The results of this 

investigation showed that leadership, encompassing both bases of power and downward 

influence strategy, surfaced as an important factor which influenced the sharing of 

knowledge, expertise and learning that took place in the organizations, which further 

enhanced the organizational effectiveness. It was found that leaders who are relationship 

oriented, likeable, who attend to follower's need, encourage and motivate the them to 

work for the growth of the organization, build trust and relationship with the organizational 

members were more appreciated, which also fostered knowledge sharing according to the 

respondents. It was also highlighted that leaders should be impartial and he should play 

the role of a “facilitator”. Expert Power, Referent Power and Reward Power were also 
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perceived positively to foster Knowledge Management and effectiveness. Past researches 

have also shown these powers positively related to Knowledge Management (Jayasingam 

et al., 2010; Politis, 2005; Lunenburg, 2012; Choi et al., 2008; Wolfe & Loraas, 2008). 

Another important aspect of leader was to have a “vision” to facilitate Knowledge 

Management as evident from the statement of one of the scientist of a prestigious 

research lab that, “the leader himself must have a goal if a leader doesn't have a goal he 

himself fails and he makes the system fail this is why the leader which is selected must 

think for long period not for the short period”. Furthermore, Ingratiation, Rational 

Persuasion Personalized Relationship and Assertiveness strategies were reported as first 

choice strategies, whereas Exchange of Benefits strategy was cited as strategy of last 

resort. Therefore, it is an amalgamation of different bases of powers and downward 

influence strategies which were used by the leaders to facilitate the process of Knowledge 

Management and effectiveness in the organization.  

It was also noticed from the responses of the participants that organizational 

culture prevalent in their organizations consisted of various characteristics namely 

responsibility, trust, openness, transparency, encouragement, participative, cooperation, 

frequent interactions, interdisciplinary communication, accessibility of the leaders, etc. 

which are comparable to the components of learning culture (Lucas & Kline, 2008). 

According to Lipshitz et al. (2002) learning culture is a set of shared values that 

constitutes the organizational culture favorable to productive learning. Such culture has 

also been recognized as vital for facilitating Knowledge Management by numerous 

research scholars who found that successful Knowledge Management necessitate a 

climate or culture that facilitates innovation, learning, openness and trust (Kankanhalli, 

Tan, & Wei, 2005; Škerlavaj et al., 2010; Wang & Noe, 2010). It is clearly evident that 

leaders play a vital role in inculcating cooperative and open organizational culture which 

allows free flow and sharing of information. Similar observation was also noted by Schein 

(1992) who found that leaders have a significant influence in creating and maintaining 

organizational culture. 

The role of trust was also investigated in this study. It was observed that trust was 

considered very important factor for knowledge sharing. It was reported by most of the 

respondents that they trust other organizational members easily, as evident from a senior 

scientists statement that “trust generates trust so I have to trust somebody at first and I 

think nobody has deceived me so it is better to trust if someone has come under my 

supervision for 5 years so I have to trust him and only then I can get anything from him”. 
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Although participants trusted easily but, they did not share the information with everybody 

rather they shared it only with those on whom they had full confidence that they will not 

use the information to harm them or in the extreme case they will not disclose it to 

anybody. So this means that when it comes to sharing of information trust plays an 

important role in determining with whom to share or with whom not to share. Therefore, if 

more trust is inculcated among employees probably more knowledge sharing can take 

place. Similar finding have been reported in previous researches by other scholars 

(Abrams, Cross, Lesser, and Levin, 2003; Lin, 2007; Wickramasinghe & Widyaratne, 

2012) also.  

The aforementioned findings further augmented the significant roles of the leader, 

organizational culture and trust in facilitating Knowledge Management and organizational 

effectiveness. It substantiated the findings of quantitative study (Study 1A), stated in the 

previous segment of this chapter. 

5) Knowledge Management and Organizational Effectiveness: One of the most important 

findings of this study was the impact of Knowledge Management on the performance of 

the organization in terms of organizational effectiveness. It was found that most of the 

respondents attribute the better performance and profitability of the organization to 

Knowledge Management which was evident from rise in their financial gains, increased 

turnover, Patents, Copyrights, publications, and royalty to the organization, etc. 

Knowledge Management is context-specific, because context determines who participates 

and how they participate in the knowledge Management process (Nonaka et al., 2000). 

Knowledge Management could serve as one of the intervening mechanisms through 

which organizational context influences organizational effectiveness. Earlier studies have 

also reported similar findings (Bontis et al., 2002; Ellinger et al., 2003). The respondents 

are also of the opinion that Knowledge Management helps the organization to sustain and 

function successfully. This is in line with the observation of various scholars who have 

stated the Knowledge is a critical organizational resource that provides a sustainable 

competitive advantage in a competitive and dynamic economy (Davenport & Prusak, 

1998; Foss & Pedersen, 2002). 

On the basis of above mentioned observations and conclusions, it is apparent that 

Knowledge Management is undoubtedly one of the fundamental resources through which 

employees can contribute in the direction of knowledge application, innovation, and 

ultimately lead to the competitive advantage of the organization (Jackson, Chuang, 
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Harden, Jiang, & Joseph, 2006). In terms of leadership it is clearly the interaction of both 

bases of power and downward influence strategy that works constructively in a culture 

characterized by faith, openness, responsibility, transparency, etc. in fostering KM. It also 

played essential role in the organizational performance in terms of effectiveness. The 

qualitative study has presented additional support for the results of Study 1A, carried out 

on the same line of the inquiry in this research. In addition, this study has provided the 

standpoint of the top echelons on the concept of Knowledge Management. 

Although this qualitative study validates the findings of Study 1A and provides 

some helpful insights concerning the Knowledge Management processes, there are some 

limitations of this study as well. One of them is the employing individual interview data to 

understand organizational level phenomena. Another limitation is generalization of 

findings from very small number of cases (Gold et al., 2001), as they might over-report or 

underreport certain phenomena. However, the latter problem is resolved to a large extent 

as this study has principally tried to authenticate the findings of the quantitative study and 

both the studies were carried out keeping in mind the same theoretical line and they 

addressed similar unanswered research questions which resulted from the in-depth 

review of literature on Knowledge Management. An answer to the problem of 

generalization is introduced as “case-to-case translation” (Firestone, 1993) and its basic 

ideology is that the findings of Study A can be directly applied to Study B if the two cases 

have ample similarity amongst them in terms of the significant characteristics. Next 

limitation is that other contextual factors, particularly knowledge management strategy and 

organizational structure that also affect Knowledge Management have not been 

investigated in this study. This also has been pointed out in earlier researches (Kim & Lee, 

2006) that showed knowledge sharing can be facilitated by having a less centralized 

organizational structure. In another study it was found that creating a work environment 

that encourages interaction among employees such as through the use of open 

workspace (Jones, 2005) facilitates knowledge sharing. Hence, this study provides further 

direction for researchers in the field of Knowledge Management to investigate the function 

of knowledge management strategy as well as organizational structure and their impact 

on Knowledge Management across organization. In addition, by, examining the factors 

that influence the Knowledge Management mechanisms adopted by different 

organizations, the study provides guidance to scientists and consultants about the suitable 

portfolio of Knowledge Management mechanisms that should be adopted to facilitate 
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TABLE 3.1: ANOVA SUMMARY A X B (Repeated) 

 

Design: (Organizations: 11 Organizations X 5 Dimensions of Bases of Power: Coercive Power, 

Expert Power, Legitimate Power, Referent Power, and Reward Power) 

Dependent Measure: Scores on Dimensions of Bases of Power 

 

 

Source                                                    SS               df               MS                 F               Significance 

 

TOTAL                         2315.48   1599 

 

Between-Subjects                             169.38          319                 

 

 

 

A (Organizations)                            5.07               10                 .51                 .95    .48 

 

Error (Between)                              164.31           309                .53  

 

Within-Subjects                              2146.1        1280 

 

B (Dimensions of Bases of Power) 517.68            4   129.42            104.94                .00 

 

AB                                                   104.14           40                   2.60                  2.11                  .00 

 

Error (Within)                               1524.28         1236              1.23 
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TABLE 3.2: ANOVA SUMMARY A X B (Repeated) 

Design: (Organizations: 11 Organizations X 8 Dimensions of Downward Influence Strategies: 

Assertiveness, Exchange of Benefits, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, 

Sanctions (Negative), Sanctions (Positive) and Showing Expertise) 

Dependent Measure: Scores on Dimensions of Dimensions of Downward Influence Strategies 

 

 

Source                                                    SS               df               MS                 F               Significance 

 

TOTAL                         2701.04   2559 

 

Between-Subjects                             190.96          319                 

 

 

 

A (Organizations)                            1.14               10                 .11             .18   .99 

 

Error (Between)                              189.82           309                .61  

 

Within-Subjects                              2510.08        2240 

 

B (Dimensions of Downward  

Influence Strategies)                      792.58            7   113.23             148.26  .00 

 

AB                                                   65.64             70                   .94                   1.23                  .09 

 

Error (Within)                               1651.86         2163              .76 
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TABLE 3.3: ANOVA SUMMARY A X B (Repeated) 

Design: (Organizations: 11 Organizations X 9 Dimensions of Knowledge Management: 

Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, 

Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, 

Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 

Dependent Measure: Scores on Dimensions of Knowledge Management 

 

 

Source                                                    SS               df               MS                 F               Significance 

 

TOTAL                         1749.61   2879 

 

Between-Subjects                             152.66          319                 

 

 

 

A (Organizations)                            8.05               10                 .80                 1.72    .07 

 

Error (Between)                              144.61           309                .47  

 

Within-Subjects                              1596.95        2560 

 

B (Dimensions of  

Knowledge Management)             315.42           8                   39.43                  81.71                .00 

 

AB                                                   88.81             80                   1.11                   2.30                  .00 

 

Error (Within)                               1192.72         2472               .48 
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TABLE 3.4: ANOVA SUMMARY A X B (Repeated) 

Design: (Organizations: 11 Organizations X 2 Dimensions of Trust in Organizations and 

Supervisor (Nyhan & Marlowe, 1997) 

Dependent Measure: Scores on Dimensions of Trust (Nyhan & Marlowe, 1997) 

 

 

Source                                                    SS               df               MS                 F               Significance 

 

TOTAL                         389.31   639 

 

Between-Subjects                             268.55          319                 

 

 

 

A (Organizations)                            8.03               10                 .80                 .95    .48 

 

Error (Between)                              260.52           309                .84  

 

Within-Subjects                              120.76          320 

 

B (Dimensions of Trust)                 4.25               1                   4.25                  11.83                .00 

 

AB                                                   5.56               10                   .55                    1.55                  .12 

 

Error (Within)                               110.95           309                  .36 
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TABLE 3.5: ANOVA SUMMARY A X B (Repeated) 

Design: (Organizations: 11 Organizations X 2 Dimensions of Trust in Peers (McAllister, 1995) 

Dependent Measure: Scores on Dimensions of Trust (McAllister, 1995). 

 

 

Source                                                    SS               df               MS                 F               Significance 

 

TOTAL                         344.7   639 

 

Between-Subjects                             279.88           319                 

 

 

 

A (Organizations)                            18.27             10                 1.83                 2.16    .02 

 

Error (Between)                              261.61           309                .84  

 

Within-Subjects                              64.82             320 

 

B (Dimensions of  

Trust)                                              1.70                1                    1.70                  8.83                  .00 

 

AB                                                   3.66               10                   .37                     1.90                  .04 

 

Error (Within)                               59.46             309                .19 
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TABLE 3.6: ANOVA SUMMARY A X B (Repeated) 

Design: (Organizations: 11 Organizations X 9 Dimensions of Organizational Culture: 

Active/Passive Customer Orientation, Employee vs. Job Orientation, Synergetic Culture and 

Closed Culture) 

Dependent Measure: Scores on Dimensions of Organizational Culture 

 

 

Source                                                    SS               df               MS                 F               Significance 

 

TOTAL                         731.96   1279 

 

Between-Subjects                             70.67            319                 

 

 

 

A (Organizations)                            2.08               10                 .21                 .94    .49 

 

Error (Between)                              68.59             309                .22  

 

Within-Subjects                              661.29           960 

 

B (Dimensions of  

Organizational Culture)               70.70              3                   23.57                  38.75                .00 

 

AB                                                   26.78             30                   .89                     1.47                  .05 

 

Error (Within)                               563.81           927                 .61 
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TABLE 3.7: ANOVA SUMMARY A X B (Repeated) 

Design: (Organizations: 11 Organizations X 5 Dimensions of Organizational Effectiveness: 

Quantity, Quality, Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability) 

Dependent Measure: Scores on Dimensions of Organizational Effectiveness 

 

 

Source                                                    SS               df               MS                 F               Significance 

 

TOTAL                         573.35   1599 

 

Between-Subjects                             102.77          319                 

 

 

 

A (Organizations)                            5.83               10                 .58                 1.86    .05 

 

Error (Between)                              96.94             309                .31 

 

Within-Subjects                              470.58          1280 

 

B (Dimensions of  

Organizational Effectiveness)       33.78             4                    8.44                   24.85                .00 

 

AB                                                   16.74             40                   .42                     1.23                  .15 

 

Error (Within)                               420.06           1236               .34 
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Table 3.8: Correlation among Bases of Power, Knowledge Management and 
Organizational Effectiveness (N = 320) 

 

Bases of 
Power 

Knowledge Management# Organizational Effectiveness 

KSU TSKSA KIC OL KA KU KAIDU TSKS CIK Quantity Quality Efficiency Flexibility Adaptability 

Coercive 
Power 

-.12* -.15** -
.15** 

-.12* -.09 -.21** -.05 -.07 -.14* -.14* -.20** -.21** -.19** -.22** 

Expert 
Power 

.25** .38** .42** .38** .35** .37** .27** .35** .36** .33** .39** .37** .33* .32** 

Legitimate 
Power 

.32** .35** .25** .33** .24** .44** .14* .24** .31** .19** .34** .27** .26** .31** 

Referent 
Power 

.22** .32** .31** .34** .28** .39** .19** .29** .35** .28** .36** .37** .35** .43** 

Reward 
Power 

-.02 .06 .24** .12* .19** .04 .17** .25** .09 .15** .09 .09 .16** .03 

# Knowledge Management - Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 
Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), Knowledge Utilization (KU, Knowledge Accumulation (individual 
and database utilization) (KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK). 

** = p < .01; * = p < .05 
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Table 3.9: Multiple Regression Analysis 

 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Bases of Power (5): Coercive Power, Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power, Referent Power, and Reward Power 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Knowledge Management (9): Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding (KSU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 

Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), 

Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 

(KAIDU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK). 

(N=320) 

 

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .32 .10 37.09 

df(1, 318) 

.00 

 

.32 .00 Legitimate Power 

2. .34 .12 21.44 

df(2, 317) 

.00 

 

.36 

   -.13 

.00 

    .02 

Legitimate Power,  

Reward Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA)  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .38 .14 53.18 

df(1, 318) 

.00 

 

.38 .00 Expert Power 

2. .40 .16 30.35 

df(2, 317) 

.00 

 

.26 

   .18 

.00 

    .01 

Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power  

3. .41 .17 21.74 

df(3, 316) 

.00 

 

.29 

  .18 

 -.11 

.00 

    .00 

    .04 

Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power, 

Reward Power 

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Internalization Culture (KIC) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .42 .17 66.87 .00 .42 .00 Expert Power 
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df(1, 318)  

        

Dependent Variable: Organizational Learning (OL) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .38 .14 52.27 

df(1, 318) 

.00 

 

.38 .00 Expert Power 

2. .39 .15 27.01 

df(2, 317) 

.00 

 

.28 

   .14 

.00 

    .03 

Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (KA) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .35 .12 44.80 

df(1, 318) 

.00 

 

.35 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Utilization (KU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .44 .19 74.47 

df(1, 318) 

.00 

 

.44 .00 Legitimate Power 

2. .45 .20 40.24 

df(2, 317) 

.00 

 

.33 

   .16 

.00 

    .02 

Legitimate Power,  

Referent Power 

3. .47 .22 29.31 

df(3, 316) 

.00 

 

.32 

   .21 

  -.13 

.00 

    .00 

    .01 

Legitimate Power, 

Referent Power, 

Reward Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) (KAIDU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .27 .07 25.80 .00 .27 .00 Expert Power 
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df(1, 318)  

        

Dependent Variable: Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .35 .12 45.18 

df(1, 318) 

.00 

 

.35 .00 Expert Power 

2. .37 .14 25.46 

df(2, 317) 

.00 

 

.30 

   .13 

.00 

    .02 

Expert Power,  

Reward Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .36 .13 48.80 

df(1, 318) 

.00 

 

.36 .00 Expert  Power 

2. .38 .14 26.62 

df(2, 317) 

.00 

 

.23 

  .17 

.00 

    .04 

Expert  Power,  

Referent  Power 
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Table 3.10: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Bases of Power (5): Coercive Power, Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power, Referent Power, and Reward Power 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Organizational Effectiveness (5): Quantity, Quality, 

Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability  

(N=320) 

 

Dependent Variable: Quantity 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .33 .11 39.25 

df(1, 318) 

.00 

 

.33 .00 Expert  Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Quality  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .39 .15 56.49 

df(1, 318) 

.00 

 

.39 .00 Expert Power 

2. .40 .16 31.05 

df(2, 317) 

.00 

 

.29 

    .15 

.00 

      .02 

Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power  

        

Dependent Variable: Efficiency 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .37 .14 51.49 

df(1, 318) 

.00 

 

.37 .00 Expert Power 

2. .39 .15 28.87 

df(2, 317) 

.00 .22 

    .19 

.01 

     .02 

Expert Power, 

Referent Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Flexibility 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 
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1. .35 .12 43.70 

df(1, 318) 

.00 

 

.35 .00 Referent Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Adaptability 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .43 .19 73.61 

df(1, 318) 

.00 

 

.43 .00 Referent Power 

2. .46 .21 41.93 

df(2, 317) 

.00 .49 

   -.16 

.00 

    .00 

Referent Power, 

Reward Power 
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Table 3.11: Correlation among Downward Influence Strategy, Knowledge Management and  
Organizational Effectiveness (N = 320) 

 

Downward 
Influence 
Strategies 

Knowledge Management# Organizational Effectiveness 

KSU TSKSA KIC OL KA KU KAIDU TSKS CIK Quantity Quality Efficiency Flexibility Adaptability 

Assertivenes
s 

.16* .07 .07 .18** .09 .01 -.01 .17** .02 .08 .01 -.02 -.08 .01 

Exchange of 
Benefits 

-.11* -.08 .18** .04 .14* -.14* .00 .17** -.02 .11* -.05 -.11* -.09 -.12* 

Ingratiation 
.21** .25** .26** .25** .26** .25** .13* .29** .31** .31** .27** .20** .23** .28** 

Personalized 
Relationship 

.04 .10 .22** .18** .18** .07 .06 .26** .12* .16** .03 .11* .05 .09 

Rationality 
.21** .19** .23** .21** .24** .22** .16** .26** .21** .27** .23** .19** .16** .28** 

Sanctions 
(Negative) 

-.22** -.31** -.15** -.20** -.17** -.33** -.11 -.09 -.28** -.12* -.32** -.30** -.29** -.27** 

Sanctions 
(Positive) 

.13* .17** .33** .23** .19** .10 .11* .37** .15** .32** .18** .14* .16** .16** 

Showing 
Expertise 

.19** .19** .27** .20** .21** .17** .15** .25** .15** .29** .17** .19** .06 .13* 

# Knowledge Management - Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge Internalization 
Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 
(KAIDU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK). 

  ** = p < .01; * = p < .05 
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Table 3.12: Multiple Regression Analysis 

 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Downward Influence Strategies (8): Assertiveness, 

Exchange of Benefits, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, Sanctions (Negative), 

Sanctions (Positive) and Showing Expertise 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Knowledge Management (9): Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding (KSU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 

Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), 

Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 

(KAIDU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK). 

(N=320) 

 

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .22 .05 15.63 

df(1, 318) 

.00 

 

-.22 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 

2. .32 .10 18.49 

df(2, 317) 

.00 

 

-.29 

     .25 

.00 

      .00 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Assertiveness 

        

Dependent Variable: Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA)  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .31 .09 32.98 

df(1, 318) 

.00 

 

-.31 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 

2. .37 .14 25.47 

df(2, 317) 

.00 

 

-.31 

     .21 

.00 

       .00 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Assertiveness 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Internalization Culture (KIC) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .33 .11 38.26 

df(1, 318) 

.00 

 

.33 .00 Sanctions (Positive) 

2. .36 .13 23.42 .00 .33 .00 Sanctions (Positive) , 
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df(2, 317)  -.15    .00 Sanctions (Negative) 

        

Dependent Variable: Organizational Learning (OL) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .25 .06 21.80 

df(1, 318) 

.00 

 

.25 .00 Ingratiation 

2. .30 .09 15.54 

df(2, 317) 

.00 

 

.22 

 -.16 

.00 

       .00 

Ingratiation, 

Sanctions (Negative) 

3. .35 .12 14.89 

df(3, 316) 

.00 .15 

  -.24 

 .21 

.00 

.00 

.00 

Ingratiation, 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Assertiveness 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (KA) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .26 .07 23.76 

df(1, 318) 

.00 

 

.26 .00 Ingratiation 

  

2. .29 .08 14.71 

df(2, 317) 

.00 
.24 

-.13 

.00 

  .02 

Ingratiation, 

Sanctions (Negative) 

3. .32 .10 12.20 

df(3, 316) 

.00 
.15 

-.22 

.18 

.02 

.00 

.01 

Ingratiation, 

Sanctions (Negative) 

Exchange of Benefits 

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Utilization (KU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .33 .11 38.46 

df(1, 318) 

.00 

 

-.33 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 

2. .38 .14 26.69 

df(2, 317) 

.00 

 

-.29 
 

.19 

.00 
 

.00 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Ingratiation 
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3. .39 .16 19.77 

df(3, 316) 

.00 

 

-.21 

.27 

-.16 

.00 

.00 

.02 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Ingratiation, 

Exchange of Benefits 

4. .42 .17 16.44 

df(4, 315) 

.00 
-.21 

.19 

-.20 

.16 

  .00 

.00 

.00 

.01 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Ingratiation, 

Exchange of Benefits, 

Showing Expertise 
 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) (KAIDU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .16 .03 8.95 

df(1, 318) 

.00 

 

.16 .00 Rationality 

        

Dependent Variable: Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .37 .14 50.01 

df(1, 318) 

.00 

 

.37 .00 Sanctions (Positive) 

Dependent Variable: Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .31 .09 33.31 

df(1, 318) 

.00 

 

.31 .00 Ingratiation 

2. .39 .15 27.79 

df(2, 317) 

.00 

 

.26 

-.24 

.00 

.00 

Ingratiation,  

Sanctions (Negative) 
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Table 3.13: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Downward Influence Strategies (8): Assertiveness, 

Exchange of Benefits, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, Sanctions (Negative), 

Sanctions (Positive) and Showing Expertise 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Organizational Effectiveness (5): Quantity, Quality, 

Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability  

(N=320) 

 

Dependent Variable: Quantity 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .32 .11 37.59 

df(1, 318) 

.00 

 

.32 .00 Sanctions (Positive) 

2. .35 .12 21.59 

df(2, 317) 

.00 

 

.22 

.16 

.00 

.02 

Sanctions (Positive), 

Ingratiation 

3. .36 .13 15.92 

df(3, 316) 

.00 .27 

.22 

-.15 

.00 

.00 

.04 

Sanctions (Positive), 

Ingratiation, 

Personalized Relationship 

4. 38 .14 13.13 

df(4, 315) 

.00 .22 

.18 

-.18 

.15 

.00 

.01 

.01 

.04 

Sanctions (Positive), 

Ingratiation, 

Personalized Relationship, 

Showing Expertise 

        

Dependent Variable: Quality  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .32 .10 35.19 

df(1, 318) 

.00 

 

-.32 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 

2. .38 .15 27.02 

df(2, 317) 

.00 

 

-.28 

.22 

.00 

.00 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Ingratiation 

3. .41 .16 20.75 .00 -.25 .00 Sanctions (Negative), 
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df(3, 316) 
.34 

-.18 

.00 

.00 

Ingratiation, 

Personalized Relationship 

        

Dependent Variable: Efficiency 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .30 .09 32.38 

df(1, 318) 

.00 

 

-.30 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 

2. .36 .13 24.19 

df(2, 317) 

.00 -.31 

.20 

.00 

.00 

Sanctions (Negative) , 

Showing Expertise 

        

Dependent Variable: Flexibility 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .29 .08 28.81 

df(1, 318) 

.00 

 

-.29 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 

2. .34 .11 20.64 

df(2, 317) 

.00 

 

-.25 

.18 

.00 

.00 

Sanctions (Negative) 

Ingratiation 

        

Dependent Variable: Adaptability 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .28 .08 28.02 

df(1, 318) 

.00 

 

.28 .00 Rationality 

  

2. .39 .14 26.36 

df(2, 317) 

.00 .39 

-.27 

.00 

  .00 

Rationality, 

Exchange of Benefits 

3. .42 .18 22.66 

df(3, 316) 

.00 .24 

-.31 

.25 

.00 

.00 

.00 

Rationality, 

Exchange of Benefits 

Ingratiation 
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Table 3.14: Correlation among Bases of Power, Knowledge Management and Organizational Effectiveness for organizations 
with high score on Active/Passive Customer Orientation (N = 40) 

 

Bases of 
Power 

Knowledge Management# Organizational Effectiveness 

KSU TSKSA KIC OL KA KU KAID
U 

TSKS CIK Quantit
y 

Qualit
y 

Efficienc
y 

Flexibilit
y 

Adaptabilit
y 

Coercive 
Power 

.23 .06 -.02 .03 -.08 .06 .18 -.08 -.03 .12 -.17 -.21 -.10 -.32* 

Expert 
Power 

.18 .31* .68** .58** .48** .29 .08 .43** .50** .61** .68** .49** .65** .47** 

Legitimate 
Power 

.48** .41** .64** .69** .31* .27 .21 .63** .34* .57** .51** .32* .40* .63** 

Referent 
Power 

.29 .40* .67** .62** .38* .36* .14 .44** .42** .65** .62** .48** .48** .66** 

Reward 
Power 

.17 .13 .36* .39* .39* .12 .15 .44** .26 .33* .22 .14 .35* .05 

# Knowledge Management - Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 
Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), Knowledge Utilization (KU, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and 
database utilization) (KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK). 

 ** = p < .01; * = p < .05 
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Organizations with high score on Active/Passive Customer Orientation (N = 40) 

 

Table 3.15: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Bases of Power (5): Coercive Power, Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power, Referent Power, and Reward Power 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Knowledge Management (9): Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding (KSU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 

Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), 

Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 

(KAIDU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK).  

 

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .48 .23 11.40 

df(1, 38) 

.00 

 

.48 .00 Legitimate Power 

2. .62 .38 11.50 

df(2, 37) 

.00 

 

.60 

.41 

.00 

.00 

Legitimate Power,  

Coercive Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA)  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .41 .17 7.80 

df(1, 38) 

.00 

 

.41 .00 Legitimate Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Internalization Culture (KIC) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .68 .46 32.55 

df(1, 38) 

.00 

 

.68 .00 Expert Power 

2. .73 .53 21.00 

df(2, 37) 

.00 

 

.46 

.35 

.00 

.02 

Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power 

3. 

 

.77 .59 17.28 

df(3, 36) 

.00 

 

.51 

.39 

.26 

.00 

.00 

.03 

Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power, 

Coercive Power 
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Dependent Variable: Organizational Learning (OL) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .69 .47 33.79 

df(1, 38) 

.00 

 

.69 .00 Legitimate Power 

2. .73 .53 20.92 

df(2, 37) 

.00 

 

.76 

.26 

.00 

.03 

Legitimate Power, 

Coercive Power 

3. .76 .58 16.66 

df(3, 36) 

.00 .58 

.30 

.29 

.00 

.01 

.04 

Legitimate Power, 

Coercive Power, 

Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (KA) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .48 .23 11.35 

df(1, 38) 

.00 

 

.48 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Utilization (KU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .36 .13 5.68 

df(1, 38) 

.02 

 

.36 .02 Referent Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) (KAIDU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. None       

        

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 
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1. .63 .40 25.50 

df(1, 38) 

.00 

 

.63 .00 Legitimate Power 

2. .68 .47 16.16 

df(2, 37) 

.00 

 

.55 

.27 

.00 

.04 

Legitimate Power 

Reward Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .50 .25 12.47 

df(1, 38) 

.00 

 

.50 .00 Expert  Power 
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Table 3.16: Correlation among Bases of Power, Knowledge Management and Organizational Effectiveness for 
organizations with low score on Active/Passive Customer Orientation (N = 79) 

 

Bases of 
Power 

Knowledge Management# Organizational Effectiveness 

KSU TSKSA KIC OL KA KU KAID
U 

TSKS CIK Quantit
y 

Qualit
y 

Efficienc
y 

Flexibilit
y 

Adaptabilit
y 

Coercive 
Power 

-.17 -.19 -.29** -.14 -.22* -.23* -.04 -.08 -.22* -.02 -.24* -.35** -.26* -.15 

Expert 
Power 

.40** .39** .39** .34** .47** .44** .38** .46** .48** .11 .29** .47** .32** .38** 

Legitimate 
Power 

.28* .32** .14 .18 .23* .41** .18 .13 .38** -.05 .26* .31** .29* .29** 

Referent 
Power 

.35** .38** .32** .34** .43** .49** .29* .44** .55** .07 .26* .38** .36** .45** 

Reward 
Power 

.10 .09 .27* .10 .24* .14 .18 .26* .21 -.01 .05 .08 .20 .18 

# Knowledge Management - Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 
Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), Knowledge Utilization (KU, Knowledge Accumulation (individual 
and database utilization) (KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK). 

 ** = p < .01; * = p < .05 
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Organizations with low score on Active/Passive Customer Orientation (N = 79) 

 

Table 3.17: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Bases of Power (5): Coercive Power, Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power, Referent Power, and Reward Power 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Knowledge Management (9): Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding (KSU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 

Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), 

Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 

(KAIDU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK).  

 

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .40 .16 14.41 

df(1, 77) 

.00 

 

.40 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA)  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .39 .15 13.89 

df(1, 77) 

.00 

 

.39 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Internalization Culture (KIC) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .39 .15 13.86 

df(1, 77) 

.00 

 

.39 .00 Expert Power 

2. .45 .20 9.57 

df(2, 76) 

.00 

 

.63 

-.33 

.00 

.02 

Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Organizational Learning (OL) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 
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1. .34 .12 10.32 

df(1, 77) 

.00 

 

.34 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (KA) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .47 .22 22.37 

df(1, 77) 

.00 

 

.47 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Utilization (KU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .49 .24 24.24 

df(1, 77) 

.00 

 

.49 .00 Referent Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) (KAIDU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .38 .14 13.08 

df(1, 77) 

.00 .38 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .46 .21 21.07 

df(1, 77) 

.00 

 

.46 .00 Expert Power 

2. .55 .31 16.93 

df(2, 76) 

.00 

 

.80 

-.45 

.00 

.00 

Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power 

3. .64 .41 17.69 

df(3, 76) 

.00 .49 

-.75 

.66 

.00 

.00 

.00 

Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power, 

Referent Power 
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Dependent Variable: Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .55 .30 32.80 

df(1, 77) 

.00 

 

.55 .00 Referent Power 
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Table 3.18: Correlation among Bases of Power, Knowledge Management and Organizational Effectiveness for 
organizations with high score on Employee vs. Job Orientation (N = 112) 

 

Bases of 
Power 

Knowledge Management# Organizational Effectiveness 

KSU TSKSA KIC OL KA KU KAID
U 

TSKS CIK Quantit
y 

Qualit
y 

Efficienc
y 

Flexibilit
y 

Adaptabilit
y 

Coercive 
Power 

-.24** -.24** -.18 -.20* -.18 -.27** -.12 -.06 -.25** -.35** -.25** -.09 -.18 -.16 

Expert 
Power 

.31** .35** .19* .45** . 27** .35** .26** .16 .29** .43** .40** .31** .11 .25** 

Legitimate 
Power 

.46** .42** .15 .49** .31** .60** .10 .25** .36** .29** .50** .41* .21* .41** 

Referent 
Power 

.23* .25** .12 .40** .13 .38** .15 .21* .22* .28** .35** .31** .15 .44** 

Reward 
Power 

-.21* -.08 .06 -.06 -.02 -.13 .04 .07 -.12 .05 -.03 -.07 .02 -.19* 

# Knowledge Management - Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 
Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), Knowledge Utilization (KU, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and 
database utilization) (KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK). 

 ** = p < .01; * = p < .05 
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Organizations with high score on Employee vs. Job Orientation (N = 112) 

 

Table 3.19: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Bases of Power (5): Coercive Power, Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power, Referent Power, and Reward Power 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Knowledge Management (9): Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding (KSU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 

Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), 

Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 

(KAIDU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK).  

 

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .46 .21 29.97 

df(1, 110) 

.00 

 

.46 .00 Legitimate Power 

2. .53 .28 21.62 

df(2, 109) 

.00 

 

.49 

-.27 

.00 

.00 

Legitimate Power,  

Reward Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA)  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .42 .17 23.20 

df(1, 110) 

.00 

 

.42 .00 Legitimate Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Internalization Culture (KIC) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .19 .04 4.34 

df(1, 110) 

.04 

 

.19 .04 Expert Power 

Dependent Variable: Organizational Learning (OL) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .49 .24 35.11 .00 .49 .00 Legitimate Power 
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df(1, 110)  

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (KA) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .31 .10 12.15 

df(1, 110) 

.00 

 

.31 .00 Legitimate Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Utilization (KU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .60 .37 63.61 

df(1, 110) 

.00 

 

.60 .00 Legitimate Power 

2. .64 .41 37.80 

df(2, 109) 

.00 .63 

-.21 

.00 

.00 

Legitimate Power, 

Reward Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) (KAIDU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .26 .07 7.82 

df(1, 110) 

.00 .26 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .25 .06 7.12 

df(1, 110) 

.01 

 

.25 .01 Legitimate Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .36 .13 16.54 

df(1, 110) 

.00 

 

.36 .00 Legitimate Power 
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Table 3.20: Correlation among Bases of Power, Knowledge Management and Organizational Effectiveness for 
organizations with low score on Employee vs. Job Orientation (N = 65) 

 

Bases of 
Power 

Knowledge Management# Organizational Effectiveness 

KSU TSKSA KIC OL KA KU KAID
U 

TSKS CIK Quantit
y 

Qualit
y 

Efficienc
y 

Flexibilit
y 

Adaptabilit
y 

Coercive 
Power 

.03 -.14 -.11 -.02 -.09 -.18 -.03 -.08 -.13 .12 -.10 -.34** -.11 -.15 

Expert 
Power 

.55** .60** .61** .55** .54** .60** .49** .55** .61** .27* .27* .34** .50** .35** 

Legitimate 
Power 

.43** .51** .33** .31* .24* .45** .33** .23 .46** .04 .23 .21 .41* .30* 

Referent 
Power 

.57** .69* .59** .53** .49** .69** .42** .50** .67** .21 .30* .32** .43** .42** 

Reward 
Power 

.28* .23 .33** .27* .26* .25* .25* .33** .25* .16 -.01 -.02 .25* .04 

# Knowledge Management - Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 
Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), Knowledge Utilization (KU, Knowledge Accumulation (individual 
and database utilization) (KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK). 

 ** = p < .01; * = p < .05 
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Organizations with low score on Employee vs. Job Orientation (N = 65) 

 

Table 3.21: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Bases of Power (5): Coercive Power, Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power, Referent Power, and Reward Power 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Knowledge Management (9): Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding (KSU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 

Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), 

Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 

(KAIDU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK).  

 

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .57 .33 30.52 

df(1, 63) 

.00 

 

.57 .00 Referent Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA)  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .69 .48 57.32 

df(1, 63) 

.00 

 

.69 .00 Referent Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Internalization Culture (KIC) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .61 .38 38.08 

df(1, 63) 

.00 

 

.61 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Organizational Learning (OL) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .55 .30 27.09 

df(1, 63) 

.00 

 

.55 .00 Expert Power 
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Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (KA) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .54 .29 25.79 

df(1, 63) 

.00 

 

.54 .00 Expert Power 

2. .59 .34 16.23 

df(2, 62) 

.00 .79 

-.34 

.00 

.00 

Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power 

3. .65 .42 14.92 

df(3, 61) 

.00 .54 

-.65 

.59 

.00 

.00 

.00 

Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power, 

Referent Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Utilization (KU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .69 .48 58.15 

df(1, 63) 

.00 

 

.69 .00 Referent Power 

2. .73 .53 34.95 

df(2, 62) 

.00 1.03 

-.40 

.00 

.01 

Referent Power, 

Legitimate Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) (KAIDU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .49 .24 20.09 

df(1, 63) 

.00 .49 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .55 .30 27.29 

df(1, 63) 

.00 

 

.55 .00 Expert Power 

TH-1380_07614102



245 

 

2. .61 .37 18.04 

df(2, 62) 

.00 

 

.83 

-.38 

.00 

.01 

Expert  Power, 

Legitimate Power 

3. .68 .46 17.40 

df(3, 61) 

.00 .55 

-.71 

.64 

.00 

.00 

.00 

Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power, 

Referent Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .67 .45 51.59 

df(1, 63) 

.00 

 

.67 .00 Referent Power 
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Table 3.22: Correlation among Bases of Power, Knowledge Management and Organizational Effectiveness for 
organizations with high score on Closed Culture (N = 40) 

 

Bases of 
Power 

Knowledge Management# Organizational Effectiveness 

KSU TSKSA KIC OL KA KU KAID
U 

TSKS CIK Quantit
y 

Qualit
y 

Efficienc
y 

Flexibilit
y 

Adaptabilit
y 

Coercive 
Power 

-.26 -.12 -.29 -.14 -.21 -.20 .10 .10 -.24 -.25 -.32* -.20 -.40* -.10 

Expert 
Power 

.19 .16 .05 .13 .35* .27 .17 .30 .32* .10 .47** .61** .18 .43** 

Legitimate 
Power 

.36* .21 -.07 .35* .29 .53** .04 .17 .42** .20 .66** .56** .28 .55** 

Referent 
Power 

.15 .04 -.06 .32* .31* .37* .07 .36* .35* .18 .50** .50** .29 .71** 

Reward 
Power 

-.24 -.18 .21 -.13 .26 -.22 .22 .25 .07 .08 .15 .12 .02 .17 

# Knowledge Management - Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 
Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), Knowledge Utilization (KU, Knowledge Accumulation (individual 
and database utilization) (KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK). 

 ** = p < .01; * = p < .05 
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Organizations with high score on Closed Culture (N = 40) 

 

Table 3.23: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Bases of Power (5): Coercive Power, Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power, Referent Power, and Reward Power 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Knowledge Management (9): Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding (KSU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 

Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), 

Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 

(KAIDU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK).  

 

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .36 .13 5.59 

df(1, 38) 

.02 

 

.36 .02 Legitimate Power 

2. .50 .25 6.11 

df(2, 37) 

.00 .45 

-.36 

.00 

.02 

Legitimate Power, 

Reward Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA)  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. None     
 

 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Internalization Culture (KIC) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. None       

  
     

 

Dependent Variable: Organizational Learning (OL) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .35 .12 5.30 

df(1, 38) 

.02 

 

.35 .02 Legitimate Power 
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Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (KA) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .35 .12 5.33 

df(1, 38) 

.02 

 

.35 .02 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Utilization (KU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .53 .29 15.22 

df(1, 38) 

.00 

 

.53 .00 Legitimate Power 

2. .65 .42 13.61 

df(2, 37) 

.00 .63 

-.38 

.00 

.00 

Legitimate Power, 

Reward Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) (KAIDU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. None       

        

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .36 .13 5.55 

df(1, 38) 

.02 

 

.36 .02 Referent Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .42 .18 8.39 

df(1, 38) 

.00 

 

.42 .00 Legitimate Power 
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Table 3.24: Correlation among Bases of Power, Knowledge Management and Organizational Effectiveness for 
organizations with low score on Closed Culture (N = 16) 

 

Bases of 
Power 

Knowledge Management# Organizational Effectiveness 

KSU TSKSA KIC OL KA KU KAIDU TSKS CIK Quantity Quality Efficiency Flexibility Adaptability 

Coercive 
Power 

.30 .00 .19 .31 .07 -.01 .36 .19 .11 .27 -.02 -.31 -.13 -.10 

Expert 
Power 

.63** .85** .76** .74** .57* .67** .42 .75** .81** .80** .74** .55* .74** .51* 

Legitimate 
Power 

.72** .89** .71** .75** .45 .54* .36 .75** .73** .76** .74** .52* .63* .57* 

Referent 
Power 

.60* .91** .71** .65** .53* .68** .32 .73** .77** .77** .73** .67** .53* .65** 

Reward 
Power 

.46 .46 .51* .57* .43 .24 .43 .58* .41 .41 .23 .22 .26 .05 

# Knowledge Management - Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 
Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), Knowledge Utilization (KU, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and 
database utilization) (KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK). 

 ** = p < .01; * = p < .05 
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Organizations with low score on Closed Culture (N = 16) 

 

Table 3.25: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Bases of Power (5): Coercive Power, Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power, Referent Power, and Reward Power 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Knowledge Management (9): Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding (KSU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 

Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), 

Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 

(KAIDU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK).  

 

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .72 .52 15.18 

df(1, 14) 

.00 

 

.72 .00 Legitimate Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA)  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .91 .84 72.46 

df(1, 14) 

.00 

 

.91 .00 Referent Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Internalization Culture (KIC) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .76 .58 19.76 

df(1, 14) 

.00 

 

.76 .00 Expert Power 

       

 

Dependent Variable: Organizational Learning (OL) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .75 .57 18.40 

df(1, 14) 

.00 

 

.75 .00 Legitimate Power 
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Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (KA) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .57 .32 6.60 

df(1, 14) 

.02 

 

.57 .02 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Utilization (KU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .68 .47 12.31 

df(1, 14) 

.00 

 

.68 .00 Referent Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) (KAIDU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. None       

        

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .75 .56 18.15 

df(1, 14) 

.00 

 

.75 .00 Legitimate Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .81 .65 25.89 

df(1, 14) 

.00 

 

.81 .00 Expert Power 
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Table 3.26: Correlation among Bases of Power, Knowledge Management and Organizational Effectiveness for 
organizations with high score on Synergetic Culture (N = 99) 

 

Bases of 
Power 

Knowledge Management# Organizational Effectiveness 

KSU TSKSA KIC OL KA KU KAIDU TSKS CIK Quantity Quality Efficiency Flexibility Adaptability 

Coercive 
Power 

.03 -.08 -.08 -.11 -.14 -.10 -.03 -.08 -.12 -.07 -.22* -.31** -.23* -.24* 

Expert 
Power 

.40** .51** .54** .43** .50** .51** .39** .49** .54** .29** .42** .44** .44** .38** 

Legitimate 
Power 

.35** .46** .34** .30** .29** .41** .28** .32** .46** .14 .40** .37** .46** .37** 

Referent 
Power 

.41** .58** .49** .44** .47** .57** .33** .49** .61** .31** .48** .47** .47** .48** 

Reward 
Power 

.21* .22* .32* .19* .29* .21* .20* .31** .25* .16 .17 .28** .29** .12 

# Knowledge Management - Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 
Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), Knowledge Utilization (KU, Knowledge Accumulation (individual 
and database utilization) (KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK). 

 ** = p < .01; * = p < .05 
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Organizations with high score on Synergetic Culture (N = 99) 

 

Table 3.27: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Bases of Power (5): Coercive Power, Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power, Referent Power, and Reward Power 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Knowledge Management (9): Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding (KSU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 

Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), 

Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 

(KAIDU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK).  

 

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .42 .18 20.70 

df(1, 97) 

.00 

 

.42 .00 Referent Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA)  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .58 .34 49.02 

df(1, 97) 

.00 

 

.58 .00 Referent Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Internalization Culture (KIC) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .54 .29 40.65 

df(1, 97) 

.00 

 

.54 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Organizational Learning (OL) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .44 .20 23.90 

df(1, 97) 

.00 

 

.44 .00 Referent Power 
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Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (KA) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .50 .25 31.57 

df(1, 97) 

.00 

 

.50 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Utilization (KU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .56 .31 43.32 

df(1, 97) 

.00 

 

.56 .00 Referent Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) (KAIDU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .39 .15 17.52 

df(1, 97) 

.00 .39 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .49 .24 31.12 

df(1, 97) 

.00 

 

.49 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .61 .37 56.82 

df(1, 97) 

.00 

 

.61 .00 Referent Power 
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Table 3.28: Correlation among Bases of Power, Knowledge Management and Organizational Effectiveness for 
organizations with low score on Synergetic Culture (N = 71) 

 

Bases of 
Power 

Knowledge Management# Organizational Effectiveness 

KSU TSKSA KIC OL KA KU KAIDU TSKS CIK Quantity Quality Efficiency Flexibility Adaptability 

Coercive 
Power 

-.24* -.24* -.27* -.08 -.21 -.39** .15 -.07 -.32** .01 -.28* -.12 -.12 -.10 

Expert 
Power 

.28* .16 .25* .55** .45** .37** .03 .19 .37** .32** .57** .49** .33** .37** 

Legitimate 
Power 

.47** .27* .13 .57** .30* .59** .06 .22 .31** .25* .50** .41** .21 .55** 

Referent 
Power 

.16 .00 .16 .53** .23* .36** .06 .17 .20 .21 .43** .35** .23* .63** 

Reward 
Power 

-.20 -.20 .16 .13 .16 -.10 -.00 .22 -.03 .14 .05 -.16 .13 -.09 

# Knowledge Management - Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 
Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), Knowledge Utilization (KU, Knowledge Accumulation (individual 
and database utilization) (KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK). 

 ** = p < .01; * = p < .05 

 

TH-1380_07614102



256 

 

Organizations with low score on Synergetic Culture (N = 71) 

 

Table 3.29: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Bases of Power (5): Coercive Power, Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power, Referent Power, and Reward Power 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Knowledge Management (9): Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding (KSU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 

Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), 

Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 

(KAIDU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK).  

 

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .47 .22 19.86 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

.47 .00 Legitimate Power 

2. .57 .33 16.56 

df(2, 68) 

.00 

 

.86 

-.51 

.00 

.00 

Legitimate Power,  

Referent Power 

3. .61 .37 13.15 

df(3, 67) 

.00 .86 

-.49 

-.21 

.00 

.00 

.03 

Legitimate Power,  

Referent Power, 

Reward Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA)  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .27 .07 5.62 

df(1, 69) 

.02 

 

.27 .02 Legitimate Power 

2. .43 .18 7.56 

df(2, 68) 

.00 .67 

-.51 

.00 

.00 

Legitimate Power,  

Referent Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Internalization Culture (KIC) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .27 .07 5.54 .02 -.27 .02 Coercive Power 
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df(1, 69)  

        

Dependent Variable: Organizational Learning (OL) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .57 .33 33.36 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

.57 .00 Legitimate Power 

2. .61 .37 19.99 

df(2, 68) 

.00 .37 

.29 

.00 

.03 

Legitimate Power,  

Expert Power 

3. .65 .39 16.18 

df(3, 67) 

.00 .46 

.32 

.25 

.00 

.01 

.02 

Legitimate Power,  

Expert Power, 

Coercive Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (KA) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .45 .20 17.24 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

.45 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Utilization (KU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .59 .35 37.67 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

.59 .00 Legitimate Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) (KAIDU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. None       
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Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. None       

        

Dependent Variable: Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .37 .14 11.10 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

.37 .00 Expert Power 
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Organizations with high score on Active/Passive Customer Orientation (N = 40) 

 

Table 3.30: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Bases of Power (5): Coercive Power, Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power, Referent Power, and Reward Power 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Organizational Effectiveness (5): Quantity, Quality, 

Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability  

 

Dependent Variable: Quantity 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .65 .42 28.07 

df(1, 38) 

.00 

 

.65 .00 Referent Power 

2. .72 .52 19.70 

df(2, 37) 

.00 .73 

.32 

.00 

.01 

Referent Power, 

Coercive Power 

3. .75 .57 15.83 

df(3, 36) 

.00 .45 

.36 

.37 

.01 

.00 

.04 

Referent Power, 

Coercive Power, 

Expert  Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Quality  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .68 .47 33.18 

df(1, 38) 

.00 

 

.68 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Efficiency 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .49 .24 12.11 

df(1, 38) 

.00 

 

.49 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Flexibility 
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Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .65 .43 28.16 

df(1, 38) 

.00 

 

.65 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Adaptability 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .66 .43 28.90 

df(1, 38) 

.00 

 

.66 .00 Referent Power 
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Organizations with low score on Active/Passive Customer Orientation (N = 79) 

 

Table 3.31: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Bases of Power (5): Coercive Power, Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power, Referent Power, and Reward Power 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Organizational Effectiveness (5): Quantity, Quality, 

Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability  

 

Dependent Variable: Quantity 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. None       

        

Dependent Variable: Quality  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .29 .09 7.25 

df(1, 77) 

.01 

 

.29 .01 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Efficiency 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .47 .22 21.54 

df(1, 77) 

.00 

 

.47 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Flexibility 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .36 .13 11.34 

df(1, 77) 

.00 

 

.36 .00 Referent Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Adaptability 
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Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .45 .20 19.44 

df(1, 77) 

.00 

 

.45 .00 Referent Power 
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Organizations with high score on Employee vs. Job Orientation (N = 112) 

 

Table 3.32: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Bases of Power (5): Coercive Power, Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power, Referent Power, and Reward Power 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Organizational Effectiveness (5): Quantity, Quality, 

Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability  

 

Dependent Variable: Quantity 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .43 .18 24.38 

df(1, 110) 

.00 

 

.43 .00 Expert  Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Quality  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .50 .25 36.76 

df(1, 110) 

.00 

 

.50 .00 Legitimate Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Efficiency 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .41 .17 22.23 

df(1, 110) 

.00 

 

.41 .00 Legitimate Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Flexibility 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .22 .05 5.42 

df(1, 110) 

.02 

 

.22 .02 Legitimate Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Adaptability 

TH-1380_07614102



264 

 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .44 .19 26.23 

df(1, 110) 

.00 

 

.44 .00 Referent Power 

2. .53 .28 21.04 

df(2, 109) 

.00 .50 

-.30 

.00 

.00 

Referent Power, 

Reward Power 
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Organizations with low score on Employee vs. Job Orientation (N = 65) 

 

Table 3.33: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Bases of Power (5): Coercive Power, Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power, Referent Power, and Reward Power 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Organizational Effectiveness (5): Quantity, Quality, 

Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability  

 

Dependent Variable: Quantity 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .27 .07 4.90 

df(1, 63) 

.03 

 

.27 .03 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Quality  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .30 .09 6.42 

df(1, 63) 

.01 

 

.30 .01 Referent Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Efficiency 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .34 .11 8.19 

df(1, 63) 

.00 

 

-.34 .00 Coercive Power 

2. .42 .18 6.72 

df(2, 62) 

.00 -.28 

.26 

.02 

.03 

Coercive Power, 

Referent Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Flexibility 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .50 .25 21.00 

df(1, 63) 

.00 

 

.50 .00 Expert Power 
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Dependent Variable: Adaptability 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .42 .18 13.49 

df(1, 63) 

.00 

 

.42 .00 Referent Power 
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Organizations with high score on Closed Culture (N = 40) 

 

Table 3.34: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Bases of Power (5): Coercive Power, Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power, Referent Power, and Reward Power 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Organizational Effectiveness (5): Quantity, Quality, 

Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability  

 

Dependent Variable: Quantity 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. None       

        

Dependent Variable: Quality  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .66 .43 28.66 

df(1, 38) 

.00 

 

.66 .00 Legitimate Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Efficiency 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .61 .37 22.83 

df(1, 38) 

.00 

 

.61 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Flexibility 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .40 .16 7.30 

df(1, 38) 

.01 

 

-.40 .01 Coercive Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Adaptability 
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Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .71 .50 37.93 

df(1, 38) 

.00 

 

.71 .00 Referent Power 
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Organizations with low score on Closed Culture (N = 16) 

 

Table 3.35: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Bases of Power (5): Coercive Power, Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power, Referent Power, and Reward Power 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Organizational Effectiveness (5): Quantity, Quality, 

Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability  

 

Dependent Variable: Quantity 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .80 .64 25.25 

df(1, 14) 

.00 .80 .00 Expert Power 

2. .87 .75 19.72 

df(1, 13) 

.00 .82 

.33 

.00 

.03 

Expert Power, 

Coercive Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Quality  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .74 .55 16.95 

df(1, 14) 

.00 

 

.74 .00 Legitimate Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Efficiency 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .67 .45 11.59 

df(1, 14) 

.00 

 

.67 .00 Referent Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Flexibility 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .74 .55 16.99 

df(1, 14) 

.00 

 

.74 .00 Expert Power 
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Dependent Variable: Adaptability 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .65 .42 10.26 

df(1, 14) 

.00 

 

.65 .00 Referent Power 
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Organizations with high score on Synergetic Culture (N = 99) 

 

Table 3.36: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Bases of Power (5): Coercive Power, Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power, Referent Power, and Reward Power 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Organizational Effectiveness (5): Quantity, Quality, 

Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability  

 

Dependent Variable: Quantity 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .31 .10 10.29 

df(1, 97) 

.00 

 

.31 .00 Referent Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Quality  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .48 .23 29.52 

df(1, 97) 

.00 

 

.48 .00 Referent Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Efficiency 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .47 .22 27.78 

df(1, 97) 

.00 

 

.47 .00 Referent Power 

2. .50 .25 16.42 

df(2, 96) 

.00 .41 

-.19 

.00 

.04 

Referent Power, 

Coercive Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Flexibility 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .47 .22 28.14 

df(1, 97) 

.00 

 

.47 .00 Referent Power 
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Dependent Variable: Adaptability 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .48 .23 29.20 

df(1, 97) 

.00 

 

.48 .00 Referent Power 
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Organizations with low score on Synergetic Culture (N = 71) 

 

Table 3.37: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Bases of Power (5): Coercive Power, Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power, Referent Power, and Reward Power 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Organizational Effectiveness (5): Quantity, Quality, 

Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability  

 

Dependent Variable: Quantity 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .32 .10 8.04 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

.32 .00 Expert  Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Quality  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .57 .32 32.44 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

.57 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Efficiency 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .49 .24 22.16 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

.49 .00 Expert Power 

2. .56 .31 15.61 

df(2, 68) 

.00 .55 

-.27 

.00 

.01 

Expert Power, 

Reward Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Flexibility 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .33 .11 8.45 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

.33 .00 Expert Power 
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Dependent Variable: Adaptability 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .63 .40 45.61 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

.63 .00 Referent Power 
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Table 3.38: Correlation among Downward Influence Strategy, Knowledge Management and Organizational Effectiveness 
for organizations with high score on Active/Passive Customer Orientation (N = 40) 

 

Downward 
Influence 
Strategies 

Knowledge Management# Organizational Effectiveness 

KSU TSKS
A 

KIC OL KA KU KAID
U 

TSKS CIK Quantit
y 

Qualit
y 

Efficienc
y 

Flexibilit
y 

Adaptabilit
y 

Exchange of 
Benefits  

.06 .19 .41* .39* .44** .35* .09 .38* .38* .48** .47** .30 .38* .12 

Showing 
Expertise 

.08 .12 .53** .39* .25 .25 .09 .28 .22 .67** .53** .46** .37* .28 

Assertiveness  
.40* .17 .34* .47** -.03 .20 .00 .55 .08 .50** .31* .28 .22 .33* 

Ingratiation  
.25 .35* .60** .54** .34* .39* .14 .46** .36* .67** .59** .46** .41* .55** 

Personalized 
Relationship  

.14 .22 .54** .47** .39* .28 .27 .46** .36* .57** .51** .49** .36* .42* 

Rationality  
.40* .16 .47** .37* .13 .21 .05 .43** .15 .65* .53** .29 .22 .43* 

Sanctions 
(Negative) 

.15 -.07 -.19 -.13 -.16 -.09 .06 -.08 -.09 -.07 -.29 -.08 -.22 -.42* 

Sanctions 
(Positive) 

.25 .28 .57** .45** .34* .29 .23 .55** .33* .67** .56** .41* .41* .20 

# Knowledge Management - Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge Internalization 
Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 
(KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK) 

 ** = p < .01; * = p < .05 
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Organizations with high score on Active/Passive Customer Orientation (N = 40) 

 

Table 3.39: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Downward Influence Strategies (8): Assertiveness, 

Exchange of Benefits, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, Sanctions (Negative), 

Sanctions (Positive) and Showing Expertise 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Knowledge Management (9): Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding (KSU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 

Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), 

Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 

(KAIDU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK).  

 

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .40 .16 7.07 

df(1, 38) 

.01 

 

.40 .01 Assertiveness 

        

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA)  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .35 .12 5.40 

df(1, 38) 

.02 

 

.35 .02 Ingratiation 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Internalization Culture (KIC) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .60 .37 21.90 

df(1, 38) 

.00 

 

.60 .00 Ingratiation 

        

Dependent Variable: Organizational Learning (OL) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .54 .29 15.76 

df(1, 38) 

.00 

 

.54 .00 Ingratiation 
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Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (KA) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .44 .19 9.19 

df(1, 38) 

.00 

 

.44 .00 Exchange of Benefits  

     
 

   

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Utilization (KU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .39 .16 7.04 

df(1, 38) 

.01 

 

.39 .01 Ingratiation 

 
 

       

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) (KAIDU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. None       

     
 

   

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .55 .30 16.70 

df(1, 38) 

.00 

 

.55 .00 Sanctions (Positive) 

2. .65 .42 13.61 

df(2, 37) 

.00 

 

.39 

.38 

.01 

.01 

Sanctions (Positive), 

Assertiveness 

3. .72 .52 13.25 

df(3, 36) 

.00 .69 

.52 

-.50 

.00 

.00 

.01 

Sanctions (Positive), 

Assertiveness, 

Showing Expertise 
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Dependent Variable: Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .38 .14 6.31 

df(1, 38) 

.01 

 

.38 .01 Exchange of Benefits 
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Table 3.40: Correlation among Downward Influence Strategy, Knowledge Management and Organizational Effectiveness 
for organizations with low score on Active/Passive Customer Orientation (N = 79) 

 

Downward 
Influence 
Strategies 

Knowledge Management# Organizational Effectiveness 

KSU TSKS
A 

KIC OL KA KU KAID
U 

TSKS CIK Quantit
y 

Qualit
y 

Efficienc
y 

Flexibilit
y 

Adaptabilit
y 

Exchange of 
Benefits  

-.04 -.13 .21 -.00 .17 -.12 .12 .14 .10 .07 -.13 -.19 .04 -.05 

Showing 
Expertise 

.36** .29* .25* .23* .21 .24* .35** .25* .29* .29* .13 .24* -.02 .20 

Assertiveness  
.25* .15 .06 .22* .18 .15 .21 .10 .10 .22* .11 .03 -.12 .09 

Ingratiation  
.43** .39** .33** .43** .43** .43** .36** .44** .53** .27* .25* .28* .29* .36** 

Personalized 
Relationship  

.14 .12 .20 .21 .30* .14 .23* .29* .30* .16 .05 .10 .07 .12 

Rationality  
.28* .24* .15 .16 .36** .25* .41** .21 .40** .21 .27* .27* .20 .42** 

Sanctions 
(Negative) 

-.19 -.28* -.24* -.26* -.15 -.32** -.04 -.23* -.26* -.04 -.20 -.31** -.39** -.25* 

Sanctions 
(Positive) 

.24* .21 .25* .23* .25* .17 .14 .31** .32** .27* .23* .31** .21 .24* 

# Knowledge Management - Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge Internalization 
Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 
(KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK). 

  ** = p < .01; * = p < .05 
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Organizations with low score on Active/Passive Customer Orientation (N = 79) 

 

Table 3.41: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Downward Influence Strategies (8): Assertiveness, 

Exchange of Benefits, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, Sanctions (Negative), 

Sanctions (Positive) and Showing Expertise 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Knowledge Management (9): Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding (KSU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 

Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), 

Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 

(KAIDU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK).  

 

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .43 .18 17.17 

df(1, 77) 

.00 

 

.43 .00 Ingratiation 

2. .48 .23 11.16 

df(2, 76) 

.00 .41 

.21 

.00 

.04 

Ingratiation, 

Assertiveness 

3. .52 .27 9.31 

df(3, 75) 

.00 .59 

.24 

-.28 

.00 

.02 

.03 

Ingratiation, 

Assertiveness, 

Personalized Relationship 

        

Dependent Variable: Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA)  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .39 .15 13.89 

df(1, 77) 

.00 

 

.39 .00 Ingratiation 

2. .44 .20 9.35 

df(2, 76) 

.00 .43 

-.22 

 

.00 

.04 

Ingratiation, 

Exchange of Benefits 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Internalization Culture (KIC) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 
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1. .33 .11 9.67 

df(1, 77) 

.00 

 

.33 .00 Ingratiation 

        

Dependent Variable: Organizational Learning (OL) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .43 .18 17.33 

df(1, 77) 

.00 

 

.43 .00 Ingratiation 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (KA) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .43 .18 17.17 

df(1, 77) 

.00 

 

.43 .00 Ingratiation 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Utilization (KU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .43 .19 18.02 

df(1, 77) 

.00 

 

.43 .00 Ingratiation 

2. .49 .24 11.89 

df(2, 76) 

.00 .38 

-.23 

.00 

.03 

Ingratiation, 

Sanctions (Negative), 

3. .53 .28 9.62 

df(3, 75) 

.00 .34 

-.31 

.21 

.00 

.00 

.04 

Ingratiation, 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Assertiveness 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) (KAIDU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .41 .17 15.47 

df(1, 77) 

.00 .41 .00 Rationality 
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Dependent Variable: Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .44 .19 18.10 

df(1, 77) 

.00 

 

.44 .00 Ingratiation 

        

Dependent Variable: Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .52 .28 29.53 

df(1, 77) 

.00 

 

.52 .00 Ingratiation 
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Table 3.42: Correlation among Downward Influence Strategy, Knowledge Management and Organizational Effectiveness 
for organizations with high score on Employee vs. Job Orientation (N = 112) 

 

Downward 
Influence 
Strategies 

Knowledge Management# Organizational Effectiveness 

KSU TSKSA KIC OL KA KU KAIDU TSKS CIK Quantity Quality Efficiency Flexibility Adaptability 

Exchange of 
Benefits  

-.29** -.27** .15 -.05 -.03 .25* -.16 .05 -.24* -.01 -.23* -.20* -.05 -.15 

Showing 
Expertise 

.17 .23* .26** .31** .28** .21* .11 .30** .13 .38** .13 .20* -.02 .12 

Assertiveness  
.21* .14 .07 .27** .24* .14 -.10 .14 .03 .09 .01 .06 .14 .00 

Ingratiation  
.15 .15 .07 .22* .12 .23* .04 .17 .22* .30** .27** .16 .10 .26** 

Personalized 
Relationship  

-.04 .01 .08 .23* .02 -.04 .00 .30** -.04 .21* -.15 .04 .00 .01 

Rationality  
.15 .18* .29** .37** .29** .30** .18* .30** .18 .34** .34** .27** .10 .33** 

Sanctions 
(Negative) 

-.44** -.46** -.13 -.34** -.24* -.45** -.23* -.16 -.51** -.27** -.43** -.30** -.20* -.27** 

Sanctions 
(Positive) 

.04 .10 .34** .32** .14 .06 .08 .32** .06 .35** .12 .08 .16 .19* 

# Knowledge Management - Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge Internalization 
Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 
(KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK).   

** = p < .01; * = p < .05 
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Organizations with high score on Employee vs. Job Orientation (N = 112) 

 

Table 3.43: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Downward Influence Strategies (8): Assertiveness, 

Exchange of Benefits, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, Sanctions (Negative), 

Sanctions (Positive) and Showing Expertise 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Knowledge Management (9): Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 

Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), 

Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 

(KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK).  

 

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .44 .19 26.00 

df(1, 110) 

.00 

 

-.44 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 

2. .52 .27 19.92 

df(2, 109) 

.00 -.48 

.28 

.00 

.00 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Assertiveness 

3. .55 .30 15.70 

df(3, 108) 

.00 -.38 

.34 

-.23 

.00 

.00 

.02 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Assertiveness, 

Exchange of Benefits 

4. .58 .34 13.54 

df(4, 107) 

.00 -.32 

.30 

-.34 

.21 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.02 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Assertiveness, 

Exchange of Benefits, 

Showing Expertise 

        

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA)  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .46 .21 29.57 

df(1, 110) 

.00 

 

-.46 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 
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2. .52 .27 19.80 

df(2, 109) 

.00 -.46 

.23 

.00 

.00 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Showing Expertise 

3. .56 .31 16.10 

df(3, 108) 

.00 -.33 

.36 

-.27 

.00 

.00 

.01 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Showing Expertise, 

Exchange of Benefits 

4. .58 .34 13.91 

df(4, 107) 

.00 -.33 

.31 

-.32 

.20 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.02 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Showing Expertise, 

Exchange of Benefits, 

Assertiveness 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Internalization Culture (KIC) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .34 .12 14.41 

df(1, 110) 

.00 

 

.34 .00 Sanctions (Positive) 

 

2. .43 .18 12.24 

df(2, 109) 

.00 .62 

-.38 

.00 

.00 

Sanctions (Positive) 

Ingratiation 

3. .49 .24 11.50 

df(3, 108) 

.00 .72 

-.52 

-.26 

.00 

.00 

.00 

Sanctions (Positive), 

Ingratiation,  

Sanctions (Negative) 

4. .54 .29 10.82 

df(4, 107) 

.00 .65 

-.64 

-.26 

.28 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.01 

Sanctions (Positive), 

Ingratiation,  

Sanctions (Negative), 

Rationality 

        

Dependent Variable: Organizational Learning (OL) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 
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1. .37 .14 17.44 

df(1, 110) 

.00 

 

.37 .00 Rationality 

2. .48 .23 16.29 

df(2, 109) 

.00 .34 

-.31 

.00 

.00 

Rationality, 

Sanctions (Negative) 

3. .53 .28 14.35 

df(3, 108) 

.00 .25 

-.35 

.25 

.00 

.00 

.00 

Rationality, 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Assertiveness 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (KA) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .29 .09 10.38 

df(1, 110) 

.00 

 

.29 .00 Rationality 

2. .36 .13 8.07 

df(2, 109) 

.00 .27 

-.21 

.00 

.02 

Rationality, 

Sanctions (Negative) 

3. .41 .17 7.07 

df(3, 108) 

.00 .20 

-.25 

.22 

.03 

.00 

.02 

Rationality, 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Assertiveness 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Utilization (KU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .45 .20 27.90 

df(1, 110) 

.00 

 

-.45 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 

2. .51 .26 19.63 

df(2, 109) 

.00 -.42 

.25 

.00 

.00 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Rationality 

3. .55 .30 15.46 

df(3, 108) 

.00 -.29 

.36 

-.25 

.00 

.00 

.02 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Rationality, 

Exchange of Benefits 
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4. .58 .33 13.35 

df(4, 107) 

.00 -.30 

.32 

-.30 

.20 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.02 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Rationality, 

Exchange of Benefits, 

Assertiveness 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) (KAIDU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .23 .05 6.36 

df(1, 110) 

.01 -.23 .01 Sanctions (Negative) 

        

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .32 .10 12.63 

df(1, 110) 

.00 

 

.32 .00 Sanctions (Positive) 

        

Dependent Variable: Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .51 .26 38.39 

df(1, 110) 

.00 

 

-.51 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 
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Table 3.44: Correlation among Downward Influence Strategy, Knowledge Management and Organizational Effectiveness 
for organizations with low score on Employee vs. Job Orientation (N = 65) 

 

Downward 
Influence 
Strategies 

Knowledge Management# Organizational Effectiveness 

KSU TSKSA KIC OL KA KU KAIDU TSKS CIK Quantity Quality Efficiency Flexibility Adaptability 

Exchange of 
Benefits  

.24* .23 .31* .21 .34** .22 .18 .40** .30* .40** .12 .03 .06 .03 

Showing 
Expertise 

.32* .35** .36** .25* .24* .37** .28* .40** .34** .41** .21 .19 .04 .19 

Assertiveness  
.33* .18 .12 .24* .12 .10 .18 .21 .17 .37** .25* .13 -.02 .10 

Ingratiation  
.44** .58** .56** .45** .48** .58** .34** .50** .57** .33* .39** .28* .28* .32* 

Personalized 
Relationship  

.31* .39** .39** .33* .44** .39** .25* .40** .46** .30* .15 .03 .12 .12 

Rationality  
.45** .44** .33* .23 .38** .40** .41** .34** .47** .29* .35** .18 .16 .26* 

Sanctions 
(Negative) 

-.02 -.20 -.19 -.17 -.18 -.25* -.06 -.05 -.24 -.10 -.15 -.17 -.36** -.21 

Sanctions 
(Positive) 

.41** .42** .36** .29* .33* .36** .17 .41** .41** .37** .30* .28* .23 .15 

# Knowledge Management - Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge Internalization 
Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 
(KAIDU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK). 

  ** = p < .01; * = p < .05 
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Organizations with low score on Employee vs. Job Orientation (N = 65) 

 

Table 3.45: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Downward Influence Strategies (8): Assertiveness, 

Exchange of Benefits, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, Sanctions (Negative), 

Sanctions (Positive) and Showing Expertise 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Knowledge Management (9): Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding (KSU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 

Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), 

Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 

(KAIDU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK).  

 

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .45 .20 15.95 

df(1, 63) 

.00 

 

.45 .00 Rationality 

2. .51 .26 10.87 

df(2, 63) 

.00 .30 

.28 

.02 

.03 

Rationality,  

Ingratiation 

        

Dependent Variable: Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA)  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .58 .34 32.81 

df(1, 63) 

.00 

 

.58 .00 Ingratiation 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Internalization Culture (KIC) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .56 .31 28.23 

df(1, 63) 

.00 

 

.56 .00 Ingratiation 

        

Dependent Variable: Organizational Learning (OL) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 
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1. .45 .21 16.42 

df(1, 63) 

.00 

 

.45 .00 Ingratiation 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (KA) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .48 .23 18.73 

df(1, 63) 

.00 

 

.48 .00 Ingratiation 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Utilization (KU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .58 .34 32.00 

df(1, 63) 

.00 

 

.58 .00 Ingratiation 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) (KAIDU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .41 .17 12.68 

df(1, 63) 

.00 .41 .00 Rationality 

        

Dependent Variable: Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .50 .25 21.05 

df(1, 63) 

.00 

 

.50 .00 Ingratiation 

2. .55 .30 13.39 

df(2, 62) 

 .41 

.24 

.00 

.03 

Ingratiation, 

Exchange of Benefits 

        

Dependent Variable: Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK) 
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Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .57 .33 31.11 

df(1, 63) 

.00 

 

.57 .00 Ingratiation 

2. .61 .37 18.47 

df(2, 62) 

.00 .45 

.24 

.00 

.04 

Ingratiation, 

Rationality 

3. .65 .42 14.86 

df(3, 61) 

.00 .39 

.30 

-.23 

.00 

.01 

.02 

Ingratiation, 

Rationality, 

Sanctions (Negative) 

4. .68 .46 13.20 

df(4, 60) 

.00 .28 

.25 

-.41 

.31 

.02 

.03 

.00 

.02 

Ingratiation, 

Rationality, 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Exchange of Benefits 
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Table 3.46: Correlation among Downward Influence Strategy, Knowledge Management and Organizational Effectiveness 
for organizations with high score on Closed Culture (N = 40) 

 

Downward 
Influence 
Strategies 

Knowledge Management# Organizational Effectiveness 

KSU TSKSA KIC OL KA KU KAIDU TSKS CIK Quantity Quality Efficiency Flexibility Adaptability 

Exchange of 
Benefits  

-.41* -.43** .37* -.08 .09 -.46** .06 .19 -.26 -.03 -.30 -.35* .09 -.17 

Showing 
Expertise 

.31* .13 .18 .27 .13 .11 .18 .20 .03 .35* .22 .30* .07 .20 

Assertiveness  
.22 .17 .23 .31* .27 .17 .05 .22 -.09 .07 -.16 -.10 -.14 .07 

Ingratiation  
.32* .16 -.03 .43** .24 .38* .15 .28 .41* .43** .51** .42* .44** .55** 

Personalized 
Relationship  

-.14 -.20 .17 .19 .10 -.18 .23 .43** -.12 .29 .00 .19 .12 .18 

Rationality  
.16 -.02 .07 .32* .36* .29 .17 .23 .26 .35* .47** .48** .44** .68** 

Sanctions 
(Negative) 

-.29 -.32* .02 -.20 .00 -.45** -.03 -.09 -.37* -.13 -.46** -.45** -.33* -.34* 

Sanctions 
(Positive) 

-.06 -.08 .32* .26 .14 -.16 .10 .52** -.02 .54** .15 .18 .28 .26 

# Knowledge Management - Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge Internalization 
Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 
(KAIDU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK). 

  ** = p < .01; * = p < .05 
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Organizations with high score on Closed Culture (N = 40) 

 

Table 3.47: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Downward Influence Strategies (8): Assertiveness, 

Exchange of Benefits, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, Sanctions (Negative), 

Sanctions (Positive) and Showing Expertise 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Knowledge Management (9): Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding (KSU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 

Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), 

Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 

(KAIDU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK).  

 

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .41 .17 7.54 

df(1, 38) 

.00 

 

-.41 .00 Exchange of Benefits 

2. .57 .33 9.01 

df(2, 37) 

.00 -.49 

.41 

.00 

.04 

Exchange of Benefits, 

Showing Expertise 

        

Dependent Variable: Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA)  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .43 .18 8.53 

df(1, 38) 

.00 

 

.43 .00 Exchange of Benefits 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Internalization Culture (KIC) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .37 .13 5.94 

df(1, 38) 

.02 

 

.37 .02 Exchange of Benefits 

2. .49 .24 5.74 

df(2, 37) 

.01 

 

.67 

-.44 

.00 

.03 

Exchange of Benefits 

Sanctions (Negative) 

        

Dependent Variable: Organizational Learning (OL) 
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Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .43 .19 8.72 

df(1, 38) 

.00 

 

.43 .00 Ingratiation 

2. .54 .30 7.81 

df(2, 37) 

.00 .45 

.33 

.00 

.02 

Ingratiation, 

Assertiveness 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (KA) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .37 .13 5.80 

df(1, 38) 

.02 

 

.37 .02 Rationality 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Utilization (KU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .46 .21 10.30 

df(1, 38) 

.00 

 

-.46 .00 Exchange of Benefits 

2. .60 .36 10.34 

df(2, 37) 

.00 -.46 

.38 

.00 

.00 

Exchange of Benefits, 

Ingratiation 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) (KAIDU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. None       

        

Dependent Variable: Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .52 .27 13.88 

df(1, 38) 

.00 

 

.52 .00 Sanctions (Positive) 
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Dependent Variable: Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .41 .17 7.89 

df(1, 38) 

.01 

 

.41 .01 Ingratiation 

2. .53 .28 7.30 

df(2, 37) 

.00 .58 

-.37 

.00 

.02 

Ingratiation, 

Personalized Relationship 
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Table 3.48: Correlation among Downward Influence Strategy, Knowledge Management and Organizational Effectiveness 
for organizations with low score on Closed Culture (N = 16) 

 

Downward 
Influence 
Strategies 

Knowledge Management# Organizational Effectiveness 

KSU TSKSA KIC OL KA KU KAIDU TSKS CIK Quantity Quality Efficiency Flexibility Adaptability 

Exchange of 
Benefits  

.35 .59* .65** .56* .67** .66** .51* .73** .62* .77** .48 .40 .23 .22 

Showing 
Expertise 

.30 .47 .42 .35 .28 .57* .15 .49* .38 .71** .47 .26 .16 .23 

Assertiveness  
.69** .48 .41 .50* .13 .27 .16 .56* .34 .60* .25 .13 .22 .10 

Ingratiation  
.35 .76** .57* .52* .37 .67** .16 .53* .60* .72** .72** .61* .45 .50* 

Personalized 
Relationship  

.36 .74** .74** .60* .69** .78** .50* .74** .73** .85** .66** .65** .38 .41 

Rationality  
.60* .62* .60* .47 .42 .61* .31 .60* .58* .71* .59* .27 .31 .18 

Sanctions 
(Negative) 

.26 -.07 .03 .11 -.00 -.13 .14 .17 -.09 .17 -.30 -.18 -.32 -.24 

Sanctions 
(Positive) 

.57* .78** .66** .58* .52* .71** .26 .77** .65** .82** .67** .57* .47 .29 

# Knowledge Management - Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge Internalization 
Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 
(KAIDU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK). 

  ** = p < .01; * = p < .05 
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Organizations with low score on Closed Culture (N = 16) 

 

Table 3.49: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Downward Influence Strategies (8): Assertiveness, 

Exchange of Benefits, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, Sanctions (Negative), 

Sanctions (Positive) and Showing Expertise 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Knowledge Management (9): Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding (KSU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 

Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), 

Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 

(KAIDU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK).  

 

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .69 .47 12.42 

df(1, 14) 

.00 

 

.69 .00 Assertiveness 

        

Dependent Variable: Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA)  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .78 .61 21.58 

df(1, 14) 

.00 

 

.78 .00 Sanctions (Positive) 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Internalization Culture (KIC) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .74 .55 17.44 

df(1, 14) 

.00 

 

.74 .00 Personalized Relationship 

        

Dependent Variable: Organizational Learning (OL) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .60 .36 7.74 

df(1, 14) 

.01 

 

.60 .01 Personalized Relationship 
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Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (KA) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .69 .48 12.98 

df(1, 14) 

.00 

 

.69 .00 Personalized Relationship 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Utilization (KU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .78 .62 22.55 

df(1, 14) 

.00 

 

.78 .00 Personalized Relationship 

2. .87 .75 19.56 

df(2, 13) 

.00 .89 

-.38 

.00 

.02 

Personalized Relationship, 

 Sanctions (Negative), 

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) (KAIDU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .51 .26 4.87 

df(1, 14) 

.04 .51 .04 Exchange of Benefits 

        

Dependent Variable: Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .77 .59 19.90 

df(1, 14) 

.00 

 

.77 .00 Sanctions (Positive) 

        

Dependent Variable: Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .73 .54 16.41 

df(1, 14) 

.00 

 

.73 .00 Personalized Relationship 
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Table 3.50: Correlation among Downward Influence Strategy, Knowledge Management and Organizational Effectiveness 
for organizations with high score on Synergetic Culture (N = 99) 

 

Downward 
Influence 
Strategies 

Knowledge Management# Organizational Effectiveness 

KSU TSKSA KIC OL KA KU KAIDU TSKS CIK Quantity Quality Efficiency Flexibility Adaptability 

Exchange of 
Benefits  

.19* .19 .37** .25* .33** .19* .15 .30** .28** .36** .17 .13 .02 .01 

Showing 
Expertise 

.34** .36** .40** .34** .31** .31** .30** .34** .34** .43** .24* .30** .11 .17 

Assertiveness  
.38** .24* .19 .29** .22* .15 .23* .26* .21* .25* .09 .05 -.11 .02 

Ingratiation  
.42** .59** .44** .48** .44** .49** .31** .41** .59** .42** .46** .37** .38** .33** 

Personalized 
Relationship  

.28* .36** .43** .34** .42** .32** .34** .36** .41** .40** .25* .28** .16 .13 

Rationality  
.46** .47** .46** .40* .49** .45** .46** .40** .54** .40** .41** .31** .29** .37** 

Sanctions 
(Negative) 

-.07 -.27* -.18 -.16 -.17 -.28* -.10 -.16 -.28* -.03 -.21* -.26* -.42** -.30** 

Sanctions 
(Positive) 

.34** .41** .42** .37** .35** .32** .16 .39** .41** .46** .42** .42** .28** .27* 

# Knowledge Management - Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge Internalization 
Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 
(KAIDU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK). 

  ** = p < .01; * = p  
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Organizations with high score on Synergetic Culture (N = 99) 

 

Table 3.51: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Downward Influence Strategies (8): Assertiveness, 

Exchange of Benefits, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, Sanctions (Negative), 

Sanctions (Positive) and Showing Expertise 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Knowledge Management (9): Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 

Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), 

Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 

(KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK).  

 

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .46 .22 26.78 

df(1, 97) 

.00 

 

.46 .00 Rationality 

2. .50 .25 16.14 

df(2, 96) 

.00 .37 

.21 

.00 

.03 

Rationality, 

Assertiveness 

3. .53 .28 12.54 

df(3, 95) 

.00 .23 

.22 

.22 

.04 

.02 

.04 

Rationality, 

Assertiveness, 

Ingratiation 

        

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA)  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .59 .35 51.37 

df(1, 97) 

.00 

 

.59 .00 Ingratiation 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Internalization Culture (KIC) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .46 .21 26.58 

df(1, 97) 

.00 

 

.46 .00 Rationality 
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2. .51 .26 17.02 

df(1, 96) 

.00 .33 

.26 

.00 

.01 

Rationality, 

Personalized Relationship 

3. .54 .29 13.11 

df(1, 95) 

.00 .30 

.29 

-.18 

.00 

.00 

.04 

Rationality, 

Personalized Relationship, 

Sanctions (Negative) 

4. .58 .34 12.32 

df(1, 94) 

.00 .24 

.10 

-.33 

.36 

.02 

.43 

.02 

.00 

Rationality, 

Personalized Relationship, 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Exchange of Benefits 

5. .58 .34 16.28 

df(1, 95) 

.00 .26 

-.35 

.42 

.00 

.00 

.00 

Rationality, 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Exchange of Benefits 

        

Dependent Variable: Organizational Learning (OL) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .48 .23 28.37 

df(1, 97) 

.00 

 

.48 .00 Ingratiation 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (KA) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .49 .24 31.05 

df(1, 97) 

.00 

 

.49 .00 Rationality 

2. .53 .28 18.33 

df(2, 96) 

.00 .37 

.22 

.00 

.03 

Rationality, 

Personalized Relationship 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Utilization (KU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .49 .22 31.22 .00 .49 .00 Ingratiation 
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df(1, 97)  

2. .53 .28 18.66 

df(2, 96) 

.00 .35 

.24 

.00 

.03 

Ingratiation, 

Rationality 

3. .56 .32 14.61 

df(3, 95) 

.00 .31 

.25 

-.19 

.00 

.02 

.03 

Ingratiation, 

Rationality, 

Sanctions (Negative) 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) (KAIDU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .46 .21 26.34 

df(1, 97) 

.00 .46 .00 Rationality 

        

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .41 .17 19.67 

df(1, 97) 

.00 

 

.41 .00 Ingratiation 

2. .45 .21 12.42 

df(2, 96) 

.00 .27 

.24 

.01 

.03 

Ingratiation, 

Rationality 

Dependent Variable: Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .59 .35  51.26 

df(1, 97) 

.00 

 

.59 .00 Ingratiation 

2. .64 .40  32.65 

df(1, 96) 

.00 .41 

.30 

.00 

.00 

Ingratiation, 

Rationality 

3. .66 .43  24.30 

df(1, 95) 

.00 .37 

.32 

-.17 

.00 

.00 

.03 

Ingratiation, 

Rationality, 

Sanctions (Negative) 
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Table 3.52: Correlation among Downward Influence Strategy, Knowledge Management and Organizational 
Effectiveness for organizations with low score on Synergetic Culture (N = 71) 

 

Downward 
Influence 
Strategies 

Knowledge Management# Organizational Effectiveness 

KSU TSKSA KIC OL KA KU KAIDU TSKS CIK Quantity Quality Efficiency Flexibility Adaptability 

Exchange of 
Benefits  

-.42** -.50** .25* -.02 -.06 -.39** .17 .21 -.29* .03 -.16 -.23* .37** -.09 

Showing 
Expertise 

.11 .05 .37** .36** .18 .13 .09 .25* .10 .51** .31* .33** .29* .21 

Assertiveness  
.09 .04 .14 .40** -.02 .10 -.10 .31* -.14 .41** .13 .17 .06 .22 

Ingratiation  
.15 -.10 .25* .41** .17 .23* .06 .35** .13 .34** .41** .27* .25* .47** 

Personalized 
Relationship  

-.07 -.18 .19 .32** .01 -.08 -.05 .43** -.09 .18 .05 .08 .23* .22 

Rationality  
.06 -.13 .10 .31* .01 .08 -.06 .19 -.04 .38** .40** .29* .21 .52** 

Sanctions 
(Negative) 

-.31* -.36** -.10 -.29* -.25* -.47** -.04 -.06 -.39** -.13 -.48** -.29* -.09 -.36** 

Sanctions 
(Positive) 

.00 -.13 .40** .33** .10 -.01 .05 .46** -.06 .35** .18 .10 .34** .08 

# Knowledge Management - Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 
Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual 
and database utilization) (KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK). 

  ** = p < .01; * = p < .05 
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Organizations with low score on Synergetic Culture (N = 71) 

 

Table 3.53: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Downward Influence Strategies (8): Assertiveness, 

Exchange of Benefits, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, Sanctions (Negative), 

Sanctions (Positive) and Showing Expertise 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Knowledge Management (9): Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding (KSU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 

Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), 

Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 

(KAIDU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK).  

 

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .42 .17 14.69 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

-.42 .00 Exchange of Benefits 

2. .49 .24 10.91 

df(2, 68) 

.00 -.48 

.27 

.00 

.04 

Exchange of Benefits,  

Ingratiation 

        

Dependent Variable: Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA)  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .50 .25 22.83 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

-.50 .00 Exchange of Benefits 

2. .54 .30 14.35 

df(2, 68) 

.00 -.57 

.23 

.00 

.03 

Exchanger of Benefits, 

Showing Expertise 

3. .59 .35 12.05 

df(3, 67) 

.00 -.58 

.44 

-.31 

.00 

.00 

.02 

Exchanger of Benefits, 

Showing Expertise, 

Rationality 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Internalization Culture (KIC) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 
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1. .40 .16 13.36 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

.40 .00 Sanctions (Positive) 

        

Dependent Variable: Organizational Learning (OL) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .41 .17 14.13 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

.41 .00 Ingratiation 

2. .50 .25 11.65 

df(2, 68) 

.00 .32 

.31 

.00 

.01 

Ingratiation, 

Assertiveness 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (KA) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .25 .06 4.53 

df(1, 69) 

.03 

 

-.25 .03 Sanctions (Negative) 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Utilization (KU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .47 .22 19.15 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

-.47 .00 Sanctions (Negative), 

2. .51 .26 11.99 

df(2, 68) 

.00 -.36 

-.23 

.00 

.05 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Exchange of Benefits 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) (KAIDU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. None       
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Dependent Variable: Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .46 .21 18.91 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

.46 .00 Sanctions (Positive) 

        

Dependent Variable: Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .39 .15 12.42 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

-.39 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 
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Organizations with high score on Active/Passive Customer Orientation (N = 40) 

 

Table 3.54: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Downward Influence Strategies (8): Assertiveness, 

Exchange of Benefits, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, Sanctions (Negative), 

Sanctions (Positive) and Showing Expertise 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Organizational Effectiveness (5): Quantity, Quality, 

Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability  

 

Dependent Variable: Quantity 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .67 .45 30.89 

df(1, 38) 

.00 

 

.67 .00 Showing Expertise 

2. .73 .54 21.34 

df(2, 37) 

.00 

 

.41 

.40 

.01 

.01 

Showing Expertise, 

Ingratiation 

        

Dependent Variable: Quality  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .59 .35 20.27 

df(1, 38) 

.00 

 

.59 .00 Ingratiation 

        

Dependent Variable: Efficiency 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .49 .24 11.87 

df(1, 38) 

.00 

 

.49 .00 Personalized Relationship 

        

Dependent Variable: Flexibility 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .41 .17 7.90 .01 .41 .01 Ingratiation 
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df(1, 38)  

        

Dependent Variable: Adaptability 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .55 .30 16.24 

df(1, 38) 

.00 

 

.55 .00 Ingratiation  

2. .63 .40 12.31 

df(2, 37) 

.00 .48 

-.32 

.00 

    .01 

Ingratiation, 

Sanctions (Negative) 
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Organizations with low score on Active/Passive Customer Orientation (N = 79) 

 

Table 3.55: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Downward Influence Strategies (8): Assertiveness, 

Exchange of Benefits, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, Sanctions (Negative), 

Sanctions (Positive) and Showing Expertise 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Organizational Effectiveness (5): Quantity, Quality, 

Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability  

 

Dependent Variable: Quantity 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .29 .08 7.06 

df(1, 77) 

.01 

 

.29 .01 Showing Expertise 

        

Dependent Variable: Quality  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .27 .07 5.86 

df(1, 77) 

.02 

 

.27 .02 Rationality 

Dependent Variable: Efficiency 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .31 .10 8.20 

df(1, 77) 

.00 

 

-.31 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 

2. .43 .19 8.66 

df(2,76) 

.00 -.36 

.30 

.00 

.00 

Sanctions (Negative) , 

Showing Expertise 

        

Dependent Variable: Flexibility 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .39 .15 13.78 

df(1, 77) 

.00 

 

-.39 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 
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2. .50 .25 12.69 

df(2, 76) 

.00 

 

-.60 

.38 

.00 

.00 

Sanctions (Negative) 

Exchange of Benefits 

        

Dependent Variable: Adaptability 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .42 .18 16.58 

df(1, 77) 

.00 

 

.42 .00 Rationality 

  

2. .49 .24 11.83 

df(2, 76) 

.00 .41 

-.24 

.00 

  .01 

Rationality, 

Sanctions (Negative) 
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Organizations with high score on Employee vs. Job Orientation (N = 112) 

 

Table 3.56: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Downward Influence Strategies (8): Assertiveness, 

Exchange of Benefits, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, Sanctions (Negative), 

Sanctions (Positive) and Showing Expertise 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Organizational Effectiveness (5): Quantity, Quality, 

Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability  

 

Dependent Variable: Quantity 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .38 .14 18.06 

df(1, 110) 

.00 

 

.38 .00 Showing Expertise 

2. .46 .21 14.83 

df(2, 109) 

.00 

 

.37 

-.27 

.00 

.00 

Showing Expertise, 

Sanctions (Negative) 

        

Dependent Variable: Quality  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .43 .18 24.60 

df(1, 110) 

.00 

 

-.43 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 

2. .52 .27 20.14 

df(1, 109) 

.00 -.39 

.29 

.00 

.00 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Rationality 

3. .58 .34 18.61 

df(1, 108) 

.00 -.36 

.42 

-.29 

.00 

.00 

.00 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Rationality, 

Personalized Relationship 

4. .61 .37 15.71 

df(1, 107) 

.00 -.29 

.32 

-.42 

.26 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.03 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Rationality, 

Personalized Relationship, 

Ingratiation 
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Dependent Variable: Efficiency 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .32 .10 12.57 

df(1, 110) 

.00 

 

-.32 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 

2. .40 .16 10.24 

df(1, 109) 

.00 -.29 

.24 

.00 

.01 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Rationality 

3. .44 .19 8.66 

df(1, 108) 

.00 -.16 

.34 

-.25 

.13 

.00 

.03 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Rationality, 

Exchange of Benefits 

4. .42 .18 11.70 

df(1, 109) 

.00 .40 

-.35 

.00 

.00 

Rationality, 

Exchange of Benefits, 

        

Dependent Variable: Flexibility 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .20 .04 4.57 

df(1, 110) 

.03 

 

-.20 .03 Sanctions (Negative) 

        

Dependent Variable: Adaptability 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .33 .11 13.63 

df(1, 110) 

.00 

 

.33 .00 Rationality 

2. .44 .20 13.44 

df(2, 109) 

.00 .45 

-.32 

.00 

    .00 

Rationality, 

Exchange of Benefits 

3. .48 .23 10.64 

df(3, 108) 

.00 .36 

-.43 

.24 

.00 

.00 

.04 

Rationality, 

Exchange of Benefits, 

Sanctions (Positive) 
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Organizations with low score on Employee vs. Job Orientation (N = 65) 

 

Table 3.57: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Downward Influence Strategies (8): Assertiveness, 

Exchange of Benefits, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, Sanctions (Negative), 

Sanctions (Positive) and Showing Expertise 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Organizational Effectiveness (5): Quantity, Quality, 

Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability  

 

Dependent Variable: Quantity 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .41 .17 12.62 

df(1, 63) 

.00 

 

.41 .00 Showing Expertise 

        

Dependent Variable: Quality  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .39 .15 11.34 

df(1, 63) 

.00 

 

.39 .00 Ingratiation 

Dependent Variable: Efficiency 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .28 .08 5.56 

df(1, 63) 

.02 

 

.28 .02 Sanctions (Positive) 

2. .37 .14 5.06 

df(1, 62) 

.01 .53 

-.35 

.00 

.04 

Sanctions (Positive), 

Personalized Relationship 

3. .44 .20 5.02 

df(1, 61) 

.00 .38 

-.51 

.38 

.03 

.00 

.04 

Sanctions (Positive), 

Personalized Relationship, 

Ingratiation 
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Dependent Variable: Flexibility 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .36 .13 9.65 

df(1, 63) 

.00 

 

-.36 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 

2. .48 .23 9.33 

df(2, 62) 

.00 -.57 

.38 

.00 

.00 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Exchange of Benefits 

        

Dependent Variable: Adaptability 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .32 .10 7.19 

df(1, 63) 

.01 

 

.32 .01 Ingratiation  
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Organizations with high score on Closed Culture (N = 40) 

 

Table 3.58: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Downward Influence Strategies (8): Assertiveness, 

Exchange of Benefits, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, Sanctions (Negative), 

Sanctions (Positive) and Showing Expertise 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Organizational Effectiveness (5): Quantity, Quality, 

Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability  

 

Dependent Variable: Quantity 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .54 .30 15.97 

df(1, 38) 

.00 

 

.54 .00 Sanctions (Positive) 

        

Dependent Variable: Quality  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .51 .26 13.16 

df(1, 38) 

.00 

 

.51 .00 Ingratiation 

2. .59 .35 9.79 

df(2, 37) 

.00 .51 

-.30 

.00 

.03 

Ingratiation, 

Exchange of Benefits 

Dependent Variable: Efficiency 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .48 .23 11.27 

df(1, 38) 

.00 

 

.48 .00 Rationality 

2. .61 .37 10.76 

df(2, 37) 

.00 .50 

-.37 

.00 

.01 

Rationality, 

Exchange of Benefits 

3. .66 .44 9.39 

df(3, 36) 

.00 .37 

-.56 

.35 

.01 

.00 

.03 

Rationality, 

Exchange of Benefits,  

Personalized 
Relationship 
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Dependent Variable: Flexibility 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .44 .20 9.38 

df(1, 38) 

.00 

 

.44 .00 Ingratiation 

        

Dependent Variable: Adaptability 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .68 .46 32.94 

df(1, 38) 

.00 

 

.68 .00 Rationality 
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Organizations with low score on Closed Culture (N = 16) 

 

Table 3.59: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Downward Influence Strategies (8): Assertiveness, 

Exchange of Benefits, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, Sanctions (Negative), 

Sanctions (Positive) and Showing Expertise 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Organizational Effectiveness (5): Quantity, Quality, 

Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability  

 

Dependent Variable: Quantity 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .85 .70 37.93 

df(1, 14) 

.00 

 

.85 .00 Personalized Relationship 

        

Dependent Variable: Quality  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .72 .51 14.88 

df(1, 14) 

.00 

 

.72 .00 Ingratiation 

Dependent Variable: Efficiency 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .65 .43 10.41 

df(1, 14) 

.00 

 

.65 .00 Personalized Relationship 

2. .76 .57 9.18 

df(2, 13) 

.00 1.43 

-.87 

.00 

.04 

Personalized Relationship, 

Exchange of Benefits 

        

Dependent Variable: Flexibility 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. None       
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Dependent Variable: Adaptability 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .50 .25 4.70 

df(1, 14) 

.05 

 

.50 .05 Ingratiation  
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Organizations with high score on Synergetic Culture (N = 99) 

 

Table 3.60: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Downward Influence Strategies (8): Assertiveness, 

Exchange of Benefits, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, Sanctions (Negative), 

Sanctions (Positive) and Showing Expertise 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Organizational Effectiveness (5): Quantity, Quality, 

Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability  

 

Dependent Variable: Quantity 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .46 .21 25.77 

df(1, 97) 

.00 

 

.46 .00 Sanctions (Positive) 

        

Dependent Variable: Quality  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .46 .22 26.66 

df(1, 97) 

.00 

 

.46 .00 Ingratiation 

        

Dependent Variable: Efficiency 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .42 .18 21.12 

df(1, 97) 

.00 

 

.42 .00 Sanctions (Positive) 

2. .50 .25 15.89 

df(1, 96) 

.00 .43 

-.26 

.00 

.00 

Sanctions (Positive), 

Sanctions (Negative) 

        

Dependent Variable: Flexibility 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 
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1. .42 .18 20.89 

df(1, 97) 

.00 

 

-.42 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 

2. .52 .27 17.42 

df(2, 96) 

.00 -.36 

.30 

.00 

.00 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Ingratiation 

        

Dependent Variable: Adaptability 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .37 .14 15.46 

df(1, 97) 

.00 

 

.37 .00 Rationality 

2. .46 .21 12.82 

df(2, 96) 

.00 .35 

-.27 

.00 

    .00 

Rationality, 

Sanctions (Negative) 
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Organizations with low score on Synergetic Culture (N = 71) 

 

Table 3.61: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Downward Influence Strategies (8): Assertiveness, 

Exchange of Benefits, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, Sanctions (Negative), 

Sanctions (Positive) and Showing Expertise 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Organizational Effectiveness (5): Quantity, Quality, 

Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability  

 

Dependent Variable: Quantity 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .51 .26 23.85 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

.51 .00 Showing Expertise 

2. .55 .31 15.01 

df(2, 68) 

.00 

 

.41 

 

.24 

.00 

 

.03 

Showing Expertise, 

Assertiveness 

        

Dependent Variable: Quality  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .48 .23 20.64 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

-.48 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 

2. .57 .32 16.03 

df(1, 68) 

.00 -.41 

.31 

.00 

.00 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Rationality 

        

Dependent Variable: Efficiency 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .33 .11 8.63 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

.33 .00 Showing Expertise 

2. .49 .24 10.51 .00 .45 .00 Showing Expertise, 
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df(1, 68) -.37 .00 Exchange of Benefits 

        

Dependent Variable: Flexibility 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .37 .14 10.94 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

.37 .00 Exchange of Benefits  

2. .46 .21 9.34 

df(2, 68) 

.00 .51 

-.31 

.00 

.01 

Exchange of Benefits, 

Sanctions (Negative) 

        

Dependent Variable: Adaptability 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .52 .27 25.75 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

.52 .00 Rationality 

2. .58 .33 16.87 

df(2, 68) 

.00 .46 

-.25 

.00 

    .00 

Rationality, 

Sanctions (Negative) 

3. .61 .37 13.17 

df(3, 67) 

.00 .58 

-.24 

-.23 

.00 

.00 

.04 

Rationality, 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Sanctions (Positive) 
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Table 3.62: Correlation among Bases of Power, Knowledge Management and Organizational Effectiveness for 
organizations with high score on Trust in Organizations (N = 155) 

 

Bases of 
Power 

Knowledge Management# Organizational Effectiveness 

KSU TSKSA KIC OL KA KU KAIDU TSKS CIK Quantity Quality Efficiency Flexibility Adaptability 

Coercive 
Power 

-.13 -.09 -.16* -.13 -.06 -.17* -.07 -.09 -.09 -.12 -.19* -.31** -.25** -.29** 

Expert 
Power 

.23** .44** .51** .27** . 36** .43** .33** .44** .37** .24** .31** .40** .39** .35** 

Legitimate 
Power 

.15 .26** .24** .12 .19* .35** .12 .17* .27** .05 .20* .17* .28** .17* 

Referent 
Power 

.17* .35** .33** .19 .31** .43** .21* .29** .38* .20* .28** .39** .44** .39** 

Reward 
Power 

.04 .19* .33** .15 .28** .16* .27** .28** .17* .15 .15 .21* .25** .19* 

# Knowledge Management - Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 
Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), Knowledge Utilization (KU, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and 
database utilization) (KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK). 

 ** = p < .01; * = p < .05 
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Organizations with high score on Trust in Organization (N = 155) 

 

Table 3.63: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Bases of Power (5): Coercive Power, Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power, Referent Power, and Reward Power 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Knowledge Management (9): Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding (KSU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 

Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), 

Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 

(KAIDU), Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK).  

 

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .23 .05 8.58 

df(1, 153) 

.00 

 

.23 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA)  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .44 .19 35.98 

df(1, 153) 

.00 

 

.44 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Internalization Culture (KIC) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .51 .26 53.24 

df(1, 153) 

.00 

 

.51 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Organizational Learning (OL) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .27 .07 11.64 

df(1, 153) 

.00 

 

.27 .00 Expert Power 
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Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (KA) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .36 .13 22.93 

df(1, 153) 

.00 

 

.36 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Utilization (KU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .43 .18 34.76 

df(1, 153) 

.00 

 

.43 .00 Referent Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) (KAIDU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .33 .11 18.96 

df(1, 153) 

.00 .33 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .44 .19 36.88 

df(1, 153) 

.00 

 

.44 .00 Expert  Power 

2. .47 .22 21.59 

df(2, 152) 

.00 .59 

-.22 

.00 

.02 

Expert  Power, 

Legitimate Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .38 .14 25.50 

df(1, 153) 

.00 

 

.38 .00 Referent 
Power 
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Table 3.64: Correlation among Bases of Power, Knowledge Management and Organizational Effectiveness for 
organizations with low score on Trust in Organization (N = 71) 

 

Bases of 
Power 

Knowledge Management# Organizational Effectiveness 

KSU TSKSA KIC OL KA KU KAIDU TSKS CIK Quantity Quality Efficiency Flexibility Adaptability 

Coercive 
Power 

-.24* -.24* -.27* -.08 -.21 -.39** .15 -.07 -.32* .01 -.29* -.12 -.12 -.10 

Expert 
Power 

.28* .16 .25* .55** .45** .37** .03 .19 .37** .32* .57** .49** .33** .37** 

Legitimate 
Power 

.47** .27* .13 .57** .30* .59** .06 .22 .31* .25* .50** .41** .21 .55** 

Referent 
Power 

.16 .00 .16 .53** .23* .36** .06 .17 .20 .21 .43** .35** .23* .63** 

Reward 
Power 

-.20 -.20 .16 .13 .16 -.10 -.00 .22 -.03 .14 .05 -.16 .13 -.09 

# Knowledge Management - Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 
Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), Knowledge Utilization (KU, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and 
database utilization) (KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK). 

 ** = p < .01; * = p < .05 
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Organizations with low score on Trust in Organizations (N = 71) 

 

Table 3.65: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Bases of Power (5): Coercive Power, Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power, Referent Power, and Reward Power 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Knowledge Management (9): Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 

Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), 

Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 

(KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK).  

 

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .47 .22 19.86 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

.47 .00 Legitimate Power 

2. .57 .33 16.56 

df(2, 68) 

.00 

 

.86 

-.51 

.00 

.00 

Legitimate Power,  

Referent Power 

3. .61 .37 13.15 

df(3, 67) 

.00 .86 

-.49 

-.21 

.00 

.00 

.03 

Legitimate Power,  

Referent Power, 

Reward Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA)  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .27 .07 5.62 

df(1, 69) 

.02 

 

.27 .02 Legitimate Power 

2. .43 .18 7.56 

df(2. 68) 

.00 .67 

-.51 

.00 

.00 

Legitimate Power,  

Referent Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Internalization Culture (KIC) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .27 .07 5.54 .02 -.27 .02 Coercive Power 
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df(1, 69)  

        

Dependent Variable: Organizational Learning (OL) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .57 .33 33.36 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

.57 .00 Legitimate Power 

2. .61 .37 19.99 

df(2, 68) 

.00 

 

.37 

.29 

.00 

.03 

Legitimate Power, 

Expert Power 

3. .65 .42 16.18 

df(3, 67) 

.00 .46 

.32 

.25 

.00 

.01 

.02 

Legitimate Power, 

Expert Power, 

Coercive Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (KA) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .45 .20 17.24 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

.45 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Utilization (KU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .59 .35 37.67 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

.59 .00 Legitimate Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) (KAIDU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. None       

        

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS) 
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Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. None       

        

Dependent Variable: Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .37 .14 11.10 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

.37 .00 Expert  Power 
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Table 3.66: Correlation among Bases of Power, Knowledge Management and Organizational Effectiveness for 
organizations with high score on Trust in Supervisor (N = 234) 

 

Bases of 
Power 

Knowledge Management# Organizational Effectiveness 

KSU TSKSA KIC OL KA KU KAIDU TSKS CIK Quantity Quality Efficiency Flexibility Adaptability 

Coercive 
Power 

-.07 -.11 -.11 -.09 -.03 -.13* -.09 -.06 -.08 -.14* -.15* -.27** -.19** -.24** 

Expert 
Power 

.23** .44** .46** .29** .30** .37** .34** .41** .34** .28** .29** .33** .31** .29** 

Legitimate 
Power 

.21** .34** .26** .18** .17* .31** .16* .20** .27** .12 .22** .17* .23** .19* 

Referent 
Power 

.22** .42** .33** .23** .27** .39** .23** .32** .38** .25** .27** .35** .35** .36** 

Reward 
Power 

.04 .15* .27* .12 .20** .10 .22** .27** .12 .14* .09 .11 .14* .08 

# Knowledge Management - Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 
Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), Knowledge Utilization (KU, Knowledge Accumulation (individual 
and database utilization) (KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK). 

 ** = p < .01; * = p < .05 
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Organizations with high score on Trust in supervisor (N = 234) 

 

Table 3.67: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Bases of Power (5): Coercive Power, Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power, Referent Power, and Reward Power 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Knowledge Management (9): Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 

Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), 

Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 

(KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK).  

 

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .23 .05 12.44 

df(1, 232) 

.00 

 

.23 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA)  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .44 .19 56.28 

df(1, 232) 

.00 

 

.44 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Internalization Culture (KIC) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .46 .21 61.09 

df(1, 232) 

.00 

 

.46 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Organizational Learning (OL) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .29 .08 21.47 

df(1, 232) 

.00 

 

.29 .00 Expert Power 
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Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (KA) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .30 .09 23.72 

df(1, 232) 

.00 

 

.30 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Utilization (KU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .39 .15 41.27 

df(1, 232) 

.00 

 

.39 .00 Referent Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) (KAIDU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .34 .11 30.06 

df(1, 232) 

.00 .34 .00 Expert power 

        

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .41 .17 46.03 

df(1, 232) 

.00 

 

.41 .00 Expert  Power 

2. .43 .18 26.04 

df(2, 231) 

.00 

 

.48 

.15 

.00 

.02 

Expert  Power, 

Coercive Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .38 .14 39.23 

df(1, 232) 

.00 

 

.38 .00 Referent 
Power 
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Table 3.68: Correlation among Bases of Power, Knowledge Management and Organizational Effectiveness for 

organizations with low score on Trust in Supervisor (N = 58) 

Bases of 
Power 

Knowledge Management# Organizational Effectiveness 

KSU TSKSA KIC OL KA KU KAIDU TSKS CIK Quantity Quality Efficiency Flexibility Adaptability 

Coercive 
Power 

-.22 -.20 -.30* -.09 -.22 -.36** .18 -.08 -.28* -.10 -.31* -.11 -.17 -.14 

Expert 
Power 

.24 .10 .24 .56** .45** .32* -.03 .18 .31* .43** .60** .53** .36** .44** 

Legitimate 
Power 

.49** .24 .18 .66** .35* .61** .04 .35* .29* .38** .57** .45** .25 .64** 

Referent 
Power 

.09 -.09 .16 .56** .20 .30* .02 .20 .09 .33* .46** .38** .25 .71** 

Reward 
Power 

-.18 -.19 .20 .18 .26* -.08 .01 .23 -.00 .12 .11 -.08 .23 -.05 

# Knowledge Management - Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge Internalization 
Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), Knowledge Utilization (KU, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database 
utilization) (KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK). 

 ** = p < .01; * = p < .05 
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Organizations with low score on Trust in Supervisor (N = 58) 

 

Table 3.69: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Bases of Power (5): Coercive Power, Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power, Referent Power, and Reward Power 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Knowledge Management (9): Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 

Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), 

Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 

(KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK).  

 

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .49 .24 17.49 

df(1, 56) 

.00 

 

.49 .00 Legitimate Power 

2. .64 .41 18.93 

df(2, 55) 

.00 

 

.95 

-.62 

.00 

.00 

Legitimate Power,  

Referent Power 

3. .68 .46 15.32 

df(3, 54) 

.00 .96 

-.60 

-.23 

.00 

.00 

.02 

Legitimate Power,  

Referent Power 

Reward Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA)  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. None       

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Internalization Culture (KIC) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .30 .09 5.74 

df(1, 56) 

.02 

 

-.30 .02 Coercive Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Organizational Learning (OL) 
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Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .66 .43 42.66 

df(1, 56) 

.00 

 

.66 .00 Legitimate Power 

2. .69 .48 25.41 

df(2, 55) 

.00 

 

.76 

.24 

.00 

.03 

Legitimate Power, 

Coercive Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (KA) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .45 .20 14.16 

df(1, 56) 

.00 

 

.45 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Utilization (KU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .61 .37 33.45 

df(1, 56) 

.00 

 

.61 .00 Legitimate Power 

2. .65 .43 20.42 

df(2, 55) 

.00 .87 

-.34 

.00 

.03 

Legitimate Power, 

Referent Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) (KAIDU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. None       

        

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .35 .12 7.88 

df(1, 56) 

.00 

 

.35 .00 Legitimate Power 
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Dependent Variable: Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .31 .10 6.16 

df(1, 56) 

.01 

 

.31 .01 Expert  Power 
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Table 3.70: Correlation among Bases of Power, Knowledge Management and Organizational Effectiveness for 
organizations with high score on Competence and Reliability Based trust (N = 84) 

 

Bases of 
Power 

Knowledge Management# Organizational Effectiveness 

KSU TSKSA KIC OL KA KU KAIDU TSKS CIK Quantity Quality Efficiency Flexibility Adaptability 

Coercive 
Power 

.05 -.08 -.12 -.03 -.11 -.11 02 -.09 -.12 .05 -.19 -.40** -.19 -.20 

Expert 
Power 

.39** .48** .54** .36** .49** .50** .40** .51** .54** .16 .34** .44** .43** .37** 

Legitimate 
Power 

.31** .41** .28* .21* .23* .37** .24* .25* .44** .03 .32* .31** .39* .31** 

Referent 
Power 

.42** .56** .48** .39** .49** .56** .31** .50** .63** .19 .39* .41** .44** .48** 

Reward 
Power 

.22* .19 .34** .21 .30** .20 .24* .34** .26* .13 .11 .15 .21* .15 

# Knowledge Management - Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 
Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), Knowledge Utilization (KU, Knowledge Accumulation (individual 
and database utilization) (KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK). 

 ** = p < .01; * = p < .05 
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Organizations with high score on Competence and Reliability Based Trust (N = 84) 

 

Table 3.71: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Bases of Power (5): Coercive Power, Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power, Referent Power, and Reward Power 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Knowledge Management (9): Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 

Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), 

Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 

(KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK).  

 

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .42 .18 17.60 

df(1, 82) 

.00 

 

.42 .00 Referent Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA)  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .56 .31 36.73 

df(1, 82) 

.00 

 

.56 .00 Referent Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Internalization Culture (KIC) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .54 .29 33.02 

df(1, 82) 

.00 

 

.54 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Organizational Learning (OL) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .39 .15 14.50 

df(1, 82) 

.00 

 

.39 .00 Referent Power 
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Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (KA) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .49 .24 26.19 

df(1, 82) 

.00 

 

.48 .00 Expert Power 

2. .53 .28 15.73 

df(1, 81) 

.00 .70 

-.29 

.00 

.04 

Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power 

3. .53 .39 17.30 

df(1, 80) 

.00 .41 

-.66 

.70 

.00 

.00 

.00 

Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power, 

Referent Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Utilization (KU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .56 .32 38.35 

df(1, 82) 

.00 

 

.56 .00 Referent Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) (KAIDU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .40 .16 15.30 

df(1, 82) 

.00 .40 .00 Expert power 

        

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .51 .26 29.45 

df(1, 82) 

.00 

 

.51 .00 Expert  Power 

2. .55 .30 17.51 

df(2, 81) 

.00 

 

.73 

-.29 

.00 

.04 

Expert  Power, 

Legitimate Power 

3. .64 .41 18.77 .00 .44 .00 Expert  Power, 
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df(3, 80) -.65 

.70 

.00 

.00 

Legitimate Power, 

Referent Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .62 .39 52.74 

df(1, 82) 

.00 

 

.62 .00 Referent Power 
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Table 3.72: Correlation among Bases of Power, Knowledge Management and Organizational Effectiveness for 
organizations with low score on Competence and Reliability based Trust (N = 136) 

 

Bases of 
Power 

Knowledge Management# Organizational Effectiveness 

KSU TSKSA KIC OL KA KU KAIDU TSKS CIK Quantity Quality Efficiency Flexibility Adaptability 

Coercive 
Power 

-.18* -.20* -.18* -.17* -.16 -.25** -.07 -.10 -.22* -.28** -.26** -.10 -.16 -.20* 

Expert 
Power 

.21* .28** .28** .47** .32** .28** .18* .19* .29** .42** .46** .35** .22* .29** 

Legitimate 
Power 

.43** .35** .23* .52** .29** .52** .11 .32** .29** .32** .46** .36** .22* .45** 

Referent 
Power 

.17* .19* .22* .45** .18* .30** .12 .22* .20* .34** .38** .33** .21* .48** 

Reward 
Power 

.19* -.10 .10 .02 .08 -.11 .03 .15 -.06 .08 .03 -.03 .07 -.14 

# Knowledge Management - Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 
Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), Knowledge Utilization (KU, Knowledge Accumulation (individual 
and database utilization) (KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK). 

 ** = p < .01; * = p < .05 
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Organizations with low score on Competence and Reliability Based Trust (N = 136) 

 

Table 3.73: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Bases of Power (5): Coercive Power, Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power, Referent Power, and Reward Power 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Knowledge Management (9): Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 

Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), 

Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 

(KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK).  

 

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .43 .18 29.71 

df(1, 134) 

.00 

 

.43 .00 Legitimate Power 

2. .50 .25 21.78 

df(2, 133) 

.00 

 

.46 

-.26 

.00 

.00 

Legitimate Power,  

Reward Power,  

3. .52 .27 16.71 

df(3, 132) 

.00 .64 

-.24 

-.25 

.00 

.00 

.02 

Legitimate Power,  

Reward Power, 

Referent Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA)  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .39 .12 18.44 

df(1, 134) 

.00 

 

.39 .00 Legitimate Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Internalization Culture (KIC) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .28 .09 11.36 

df(1, 134) 

.00 

 

.28 .00 Expert Power 
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Dependent Variable: Organizational Learning (OL) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .52 .27 49.55 

df(1, 134) 

.00 

 

.52 .00 Legitimate Power 

2. .55 .30 28.20 

df(2, 133) 

.00 

 

.37 

.22 

.00 

.02 

Legitimate Power, 

Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (KA) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .32 .10 15.17 

df(1, 134) 

.00 

 

.32 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Utilization (KU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .52 .27 50.05 

df(1, 134) 

.00 

 

.52 .00 Legitimate Power 

2. .55 .31 29.43 

df(2, 133) 

.00 .55 

-.19 

.00 

.01 

Legitimate Power, 

Reward Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) (KAIDU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .18 .03 4.37 

df(1, 134) 

.04 .18 .04 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 
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1. .32 .10 15.47 

df(1, 134) 

.00 

 

.32 .00 Legitimate Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .29 .08 12.31 

df(1, 134) 

.00 

 

.29 .00 Expert  Power 
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Table 3.74: Correlation among Bases of Power, Knowledge Management and Organizational Effectiveness for 
organizations with high score on Trust Based on Emotional Bonding (N = 168) 

 

Bases of 
Power 

Knowledge Management# Organizational Effectiveness 

KSU TSKSA KIC OL KA KU KAIDU TSKS CIK Quantity Quality Efficiency Flexibility Adaptability 

Coercive 
Power 

-.12 -.10 -.15* -.11 -.06 -.17* -.07 -.08 -.10 -.07 -.16* -.29** -.22** -.25** 

Expert 
Power 

.24** .44** .49** .26** .35** .43** .34** .43** .37** .21** .29** .38** .37** .32** 

Legitimate 
Power 

.14 .26** .20* .09 .15* .33** .12 .13 .25** .02 .16* .16* .24** .15* 

Referent 
Power 

.17* .35** .31** .18* .30** .43** .22** .28** .38** .17* .25** .36** .41** .36** 

Reward 
Power 

.04 .17* .31** .14 .25** .15 .24** .28** .16* .15* .13 .16* .22** .17* 

# Knowledge Management - Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 
Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), Knowledge Utilization (KU, Knowledge Accumulation (individual 
and database utilization) (KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK). 

 ** = p < .01; * = p < .05 
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Organizations with high score on Trust Based on Emotional Bonding (N = 168) 

 

Table 3.75: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Bases of Power (5): Coercive Power, Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power, Referent Power, and Reward Power 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Knowledge Management (9): Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 

Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), 

Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 

(KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK).  

 

 

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .24 .06 9.85 

df(1, 166) 

.00 

 

.24 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA)  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .44 .19 40.24 

df(1, 166) 

.00 

 

.44 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Internalization Culture (KIC) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .49 .24 51.78 

df(1, 166) 

.00 

 

.49 .00 Expert Power 

2. .51 .26 29.35 

df(2, 165) 

.00 .63 

 

-.21 

.00 

 

.02 

Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Organizational Learning (OL) 
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Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .26 .07 12.17 

df(1, 166) 

.00 

 

.26 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (KA) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .35 .13 23.95 

df(1, 166) 

.00 

 

.35 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Utilization (KU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .43 .18 37.77 

df(1, 166) 

.00 

 

.43 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) (KAIDU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .34 .11 21.32 

df(1, 166) 

.00 .34 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .43 .18 37.01 

df(1, 166) 

.00 

 

.43 .00 Expert  Power 

2. .47 .22 23.50 

df(2, 165) 

.00 

 

.60 

-.26 

.00 

.04 

Expert  Power, 

Legitimate Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK) 
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Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .38 .15 28.54 

df(1, 166) 

.00 

 

.38 .00 Referent Power 
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Table 3.76: Correlation among Bases of Power, Knowledge Management and Organizational Effectiveness for 
organizations with low score on Trust Based on Emotional Bonding (N = 86) 

 

Bases of 
Power 

Knowledge Management# Organizational Effectiveness 

KSU TSKSA KIC OL KA KU KAIDU TSKS CIK Quantity Quality Efficiency Flexibility Adaptability 

Coercive 
Power 

-.21* -.20 -.22* -.15 -.23* -.32** .06 -.10 -.26* -.15 -.29* -.06 -.18 -.16 

Expert 
Power 

.29* .26* .30** .57** .46** .36** .11 .20 .40** .49** .60** .46** .34** .36** 

Legitimate 
Power 

.50** .33** .23* .62** .36** .60** .12 .36** .35** .37** .55** .44** .32* .57** 

Referent 
Power 

.17 .12 .24* .57** .27* .35** .13 .22* .23* .38** .49** .40** .30* .60** 

Reward 
Power 

-.15 -.08 .15 .13 .19 -.05 -.00 .18 .03 .18 .13 .04 .24* -.08 

# Knowledge Management - Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 
Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), Knowledge Utilization (KU, Knowledge Accumulation (individual 
and database utilization) (KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK). 

 ** = p < .01; * = p < .05 
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Organizations with low score on Trust Based on Emotional Bonding (N = 86) 

 

Table 3.77: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Bases of Power (5): Coercive Power, Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power, Referent Power, and Reward Power 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Knowledge Management (9): Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 

Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), 

Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 

(KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK).  

 

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .50 .25 27.47 

df(1, 84) 

.00 

 

.50 .00 Legitimate Power 

2. .58 .34 21.12 

df(2, 83) 

.00 

 

.84 

-.45 

.00 

.00 

Legitimate Power,  

Referent Power 

3. .61 .38 16.51 

df(3, 82) 

.00 .82 

-.41 

-.20 

.00 

.00 

.02 

Legitimate Power,  

Referent Power, 

Reward Power, 

        

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA)  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .33 .11 10.51 

df(1, 84) 

.00 

 

.33 .00 Legitimate Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Internalization Culture (KIC) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .30 .09 8.19 

df(1, 84) 

.00 

 

.30 .00 Expert Power 
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Dependent Variable: Organizational Learning (OL) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .62 .38 52.51 

df(1, 84) 

.00 

 

.62 .00 Legitimate Power 

2. .65 .43 31.11 

df(2, 83) 

.00 

 

.43 

.28 

.00 

.01 

Legitimate Power, 

Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (KA) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .46 .21 22.39 

df(1, 84) 

.00 

 

.46 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Utilization (KU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .60 .36 48.87 

df(1, 84) 

.00 

 

.60 .00 Legitimate Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) (KAIDU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. None       

        

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .36 .13 12.26 

df(1, 84) 

.00 

 

.36 .00 Legitimate Power 
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Dependent Variable: Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .40 .16 16.01 

df(1, 84) 

.00 

 

.40 .00 Expert  Power 
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Organizations with high score on Trust in Organization (N = 155) 

 

Table 3.78: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Bases of Power (5): Coercive Power, Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power, Referent Power, and Reward Power 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Organizational Effectiveness (5): Quantity, Quality, 

Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability  

 

Dependent Variable: Quantity 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .24 .06 9.31 

df(1, 153) 

.00 .24 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Quality  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .31 .10 16.28 

df(1, 153) 

.00 

 

.31 .00 Expert Power 

Dependent Variable: Efficiency 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .40 .16 29.05 

df(1, 153) 

.00 

 

.40 .00 Expert Power 

2. .43 .18 17.29 

df(2, 152) 

.00 .33 

-.18 

.00 

.04 

Expert Power, 

Coercive Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Flexibility 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .44 .19 36.27 

df(1, 153) 

.00 

 

.44 .00 Referent Power 
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Dependent Variable: Adaptability 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .39 .15 27.31 

df(1, 153) 

.00 

 

.39 .00 Referent Power 

2. .42 .17 15.99 

df(1, 152) 

.00 .33 

-.16 

.00 

.04 

Referent Power, 

Coercive Power, 

3. .44 .20 12.35 

df(1, 151) 

.00 .46 

-.18 

-.21 

.00 

.02 

.03 

Referent Power, 

Coercive Power, 

Coercive Power 
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Organizations with low score on Trust in Organization (N = 71) 

 

Table 3.79: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Bases of Power (5): Coercive Power, Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power, Referent Power, and Reward Power 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Organizational Effectiveness (5): Quantity, Quality, 

Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability  

 

Dependent Variable: Quantity 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .32 .10 8.04 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

.32 .00 Expert  Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Quality  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .57 .32 32.44 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

.57 .00 Expert Power 

Dependent Variable: Efficiency 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .49 .24 22.16 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

.49 .00 Expert Power 

2. .56 .31 15.61 

df(2, 68) 

.00 .55 

-.27 

.00 

.01 

Expert Power, 

Reward Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Flexibility 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .33 .11 8.45 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

.33 .00 Expert  Power 
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Dependent Variable: Adaptability 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .63 .40 45.61 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

.63 .00 Referent Power 
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Organizations with high score on Trust in Supervisor (N = 234) 

 

Table 3.80: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Bases of Power (5): Coercive Power, Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power, Referent Power, and Reward Power 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Organizational Effectiveness (5): Quantity, Quality, 

Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability  

 

Dependent Variable: Quantity 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .28 .08 19.71 

df(1, 232) 

.00 .28 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Quality  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .29 .09 21.79 

df(1, 232) 

.00 

 

.29 .00 Expert Power 

Dependent Variable: Efficiency 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .35 .12 31.47 

df(1, 232) 

.00 

 

.35 .00 Referent Power 

2. .37 .14 18.34 

df(2, 231) 

.00 .28 

-.15 

.00 

.03 

Referent Power, 

Coercive Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Flexibility 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .35 .13 33.35 

df(1, 232) 

.00 

 

.35 .00 Referent Power 
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Dependent Variable: Adaptability 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .36 .13 34.67 

df(1, 232) 

.00 

 

.36 .00 Referent Power 
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Organizations with low score on Trust in Supervisor (N = 58) 

 

Table 3.81: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Bases of Power (5): Coercive Power, Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power, Referent Power, and Reward Power 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Organizational Effectiveness (5): Quantity, Quality, 

Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability  

 

Dependent Variable: Quantity 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .43 .19 13.06 

df(1, 56) 

.00 

 

.43 .00 Expert  Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Quality  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .60 .35 30.78 

df(1, 56) 

.00 

 

.60 .00 Expert Power 

2. .64 .41 18.79 

df(2, 55) 

.00 .38 

.31 

.00 

.03 

Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power 

Dependent Variable: Efficiency 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .53 .28 22.36 

df(1, 56) 

.00 

 

.53 .00 Expert Power 

2. .59 .35 14.64 

df(2, 55) 

.00 .61 

-.26 

.00 

.02 

Expert Power, 

Reward Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Flexibility 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .36 .13 8.43 .00 .36 .00 Expert  Power 
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df(1, 56)  

        

Dependent Variable: Adaptability 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .71 .51 58.38 

df(1, 56) 

.00 

 

.71 .00 Referent Power 
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Organizations with high score on Competence and Reliability Based Trust (N = 84) 

 

Table 3.82: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Bases of Power (5): Coercive Power, Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power, Referent Power, and Reward Power 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Organizational Effectiveness (5): Quantity, Quality, 

Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability  

 

Dependent Variable: Quantity 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. None       

        

Dependent Variable: Quality  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .39 .15 14.63 

df(1, 82) 

.00 

 

.39 .00 Referent Power 

Dependent Variable: Efficiency 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .44 .20 20.17 

df(1, 82) 

.00 

 

.44 .00 Expert Power 

2. .51 .26 14.19 

df(2, 81) 

.00 .34 

-.27 

.00 

.01 

Expert Power, 

Coercive Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Flexibility 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .44 .20 19.96 

df(1, 82) 

.00 

 

.44 .00 Referent Power 
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Dependent Variable: Adaptability 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .48 .23 25.01 

df(1, 82) 

.00 

 

.48 .00 Referent Power 
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Organizations with low score on Competence and Reliability Based Trust (N = 136) 

 

Table 3.83: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Bases of Power (5): Coercive Power, Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power, Referent Power, and Reward Power 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Organizational Effectiveness (5): Quantity, Quality, 

Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability  

 

Dependent Variable: Quantity 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .44 .20 32.58 

df(1, 134) 

.00 

 

.44 .00 Expert  Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Quality  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .46 .21 35.88 

df(1, 134) 

.00 

 

.46 .00 Expert Power 

2. .50 .25 22.55 

df(2, 133) 

.00 

.00 

.28 

.27 

.00 

.00 

Expert  Power, 

Legitimate Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Efficiency 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .36 .13 20.29 

df(1, 134) 

.00 

 

.36 .00 Legitimate Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Flexibility 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .22 .04 6.70 

df(1, 134) 

.01 

 

.22 .01 Legitimate Power 
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Dependent Variable: Adaptability 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .48 .23 39.75 

df(1, 134) 

.00 

 

.48 .00 Referent Power 

2. .53 .28 

 

26.38 

df(1, 133) 

.00 .52 

-.24 

.00 

.00 

Referent Power, 

Reward Power 

3. .56 .31 19.79 

df(1, 132) 

.00 .36 

-.24 

.23 

.00 

.00 

.02 

Referent Power, 

Reward Power, 

Legitimate Power 
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Organizations with high score on Trust Based on Emotional Bonding (N = 168) 

 

Table 3.84: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Bases of Power (5): Coercive Power, Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power, Referent Power, and Reward Power 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Organizational Effectiveness (5): Quantity, Quality, 

Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability  

 

Dependent Variable: Quantity 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .21 .04 7.72 

df(1, 166) 

.00 .21 .00 Expert Power 

2. .26 .07 6.04 

df(1, 165) 

.00 .35 

-.21 

.00 

.04 

Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Quality  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .29 .09 15.63 

df(1, 166) 

.00 

 

.29 .00 Expert Power 

Dependent Variable: Efficiency 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .38 .14 28.02 

df(1, 166) 

.00 

 

.38 .00 Expert Power 

2. .41 .16 16.29 

df(2, 165) 

.00 .31 

-.16 

.00 

.04 

Expert Power, 

Coercive Power 

3. .43 .18 12.44 

df(3, 164) 

.00 .43 

-.18 

-.19 

.00 

.02 

.04 

Expert Power, 

Coercive Power, 

Legitimate Power 

4. .45 .21 10.57 .00 .28 .02 Expert Power, 
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df(4, 163) -.16 

-.27 

.26 

.03 

.00 

.04 

Coercive Power, 

Legitimate Power, 

Referent Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Flexibility 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .41 .17 33.13 

df(1, 166) 

.00 

 

.41 .00 Referent Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Adaptability 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .36 .13 24.45 

df(1, 166) 

.00 

 

.36 .00 Referent Power 
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Organizations with low score on Trust Based on Emotional Bonding (N = 86) 

 

Table 3.85: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Bases of Power (5): Coercive Power, Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power, Referent Power, and Reward Power 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Organizational Effectiveness (5): Quantity, Quality, 

Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability  

 

Dependent Variable: Quantity 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .49 .24 26.89 

df(1, 84) 

.00 

 

.49 .00 Expert  Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Quality  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .60 .35 46.27 

df(1, 84) 

.00 

 

.60 .00 Expert Power 

2. .63 .40 27.48 

df(2, 83) 

.00 

.00 

.41 

.28 

.00 

.01 

Expert  Power, 

Legitimate Power 

Dependent Variable: Efficiency 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .46 .21 22.20 

df(1, 84) 

.00 

 

.46 .00 Expert Power 

        

Dependent Variable: Flexibility 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .34 .12 11.18 

df(1, 84) 

.00 

 

.34 .00 Expert  Power 
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Dependent Variable: Adaptability 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .60 .36 46.71 

df(1, 84) 

.00 

 

.60 .00 Referent Power 

2. .64 .40 

 

28.27 

df(1, 83) 

.00 .65 

-.22 

.00 

.01 

Referent Power, 

Reward Power 

3. .66 .44 21.64 

df(1, 82) 

.00 .43 

-.23 

.29 

.00 

.00 

.02 

Referent Power, 

Reward Power, 

Legitimate Power 
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Table 3.86: Correlation among Downward Influence Strategy, Knowledge Management and Organizational Effectiveness 
for organizations with high score on Trust in Organization (N = 155) 

 

Downward 
Influence 
Strategies 

Knowledge Management# Organizational Effectiveness 

KSU TSKSA KIC OL KA KU KAIDU TSKS CIK Quantity Quality Efficiency Flexibility Adaptability 

Exchange of 
Benefits  

-.01 .03 .15 .01 .18* -.16* .11 .19* .01 .10 -.07 -.16* -.24** -.14 

Showing 
Expertise 

.29** .22** .22** .11 .18* .15 .20* .24** .17* .17* .09 .12 .05 .14 

Assertiveness  
.09 .00 .02 .06 .09 -.09 .06 .11 .03 -.04 -.08 -.13 -.11 -.03 

Ingratiation  
.22** .29** .26** .17* .31** .20* .17* .30** .31** .24** .14 .17* .25** .22** 

Personalized 
Relationship  

.07 .15* .27** .10 .23** .13 .06 .20* .13 .09 .04 .11 .04 .11 

Rationality  
.22** .23** .17* .08 .27** .20* .20* .25** .26** .16* .07 .13 .20* .23** 

Sanctions 
(Negative) 

-.16* -.23** -.16* -.13 -.12 -.29** -.07 -.07 -.18* -.07 -.25** -.36** -.37** -.24** 

Sanctions 
(Positive) 

.18* .20* .29** .12 .20* .10 .11 .37** .15 .26** .11 .12 .12 .18* 

# Knowledge Management - Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge Internalization 
Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 
(KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK). 

  ** = p < .01; * = p < .05 
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Organizations with high score on Trust in Organization (N = 155) 

 

Table 3.87: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Downward Influence Strategies (8): Assertiveness, 

Exchange of Benefits, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, Sanctions (Negative), 

Sanctions (Positive) and Showing Expertise 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Knowledge Management (9): Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 

Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), 

Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 

(KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK).  

 

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .29 .08 14.05 

df(1, 153) 

.00 

 

.29 .00 Showing Expertise 

2. .35 .12 10.35 

df(2, 152) 

.00 .31 

-.19 

.00 

.01 

Showing Expertise, 

Sanctions (Negative) 

        

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA)  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .29 .08 13.68 

df(1, 153) 

.00 

 

.29 .00 Ingratiation 

2. .35 .12 10.59 

df(2, 152) 

.00 .26 

-.20 

.00 

.00 

Ingratiation, 

Sanctions (Negative) 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Internalization Culture (KIC) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .29 .08 13.87 

df(1, 153) 

.00 

 

.29 .00 Sanctions (Positive) 
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2. .33 .11 9.47 

df(2, 152) 

.00 .29 

-.17 

.00 

.03 

Sanctions (Positive), 

Sanctions (Negative) 

        

Dependent Variable: Organizational Learning (OL) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .17 .03 4.44 

df(1, 153) 

.04 

 

.17 .04 Ingratiation 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (KA) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .31 .09 15.80 

df(1, 153) 

.00 

 

.31 .00 Ingratiation 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Utilization (KU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .29 .08 14.23 

df(1, 153) 

.00 

 

-.29 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 

2. .34 .12 10.04 

df(2, 152) 

.00 -.31 

.18 

.00 

.02 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Showing expertise 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) (KAIDU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .20 .04 6.73 

df(1, 153) 

.01 .20 .01 Showing Expertise 

        

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 
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1. .37 .14 24.93 

df(1, 153) 

.00 

 

.37 .00 Sanctions (Positive) 

        

Dependent Variable: Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .31 .10 16.58 

df(1, 153) 

.00 

 

.31 .00 Ingratiation 
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Table 3.88: Correlation among Downward Influence Strategy, Knowledge Management and Organizational Effectiveness 
for organizations with low score on Trust in Organizations (N = 71) 

 

Downward 
Influence 
Strategies 

Knowledge Management# Organizational Effectiveness 

KSU TSKSA KIC OL KA KU KAIDU TSKS CIK Quantity Quality Efficiency Flexibility Adaptability 

Exchange of 
Benefits  

-.42** -.50** .25* -.02 -.06 -.39** -.17 .21 -.29* .03 -.16 -.23* .37** -.09 

Showing 
Expertise 

.11 .05 .37** .36** .18 .13 .09 .25* .10 .51** .31* .33** .29* .21 

Assertiveness  
.09 .04 .15 .40** -.02 .10 -.10 .31* -.14 .41** .13 .17 .06 .22 

Ingratiation  
.15 -.10 .25* .41** .17 .23* .06 .35** .13 .34** .41** .27* .25* .47** 

Personalized 
Relationship  

-.07 -.17 .19 .32** .01 -.08 -.05 .43** -.09 .18 .05 .08 .23* .22 

Rationality  
.06 -.13 .10 .31* .01 .08 -.06 .19 -.04 .38** .40** .29* .21 .52** 

Sanctions 
(Negative) 

-.31* -.36** -.10 -.29* -.25* -.47** -.04 -.06 -.39** -.13 -.48** -.27* -.09 -.36** 

Sanctions 
(Positive) 

.00 -.13 .40** .33** .10 -.01 .05 .46** -.06 .35** .18 .10 .34** .08 

# Knowledge Management - Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge Internalization 
Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 
(KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK). 

  ** = p < .01; * = p < .05 
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Organizations with low score on Trust in Organization (N = 71) 

 

Table 3.89: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Downward Influence Strategies (8): Assertiveness, 

Exchange of Benefits, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, Sanctions (Negative), 

Sanctions (Positive) and Showing Expertise 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Knowledge Management (9): Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 

Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), 

Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 

(KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK).  

 

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .42 .17 14.68 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

-.42 .00 Exchange of Benefits 

2. .49 .24 10.91 

df(1, 69) 

.00 -.48 

.27 

.00 

.00 

Exchange of Benefits, 

Ingratiation 

        

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA)  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .50 .25 28.83 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

-.50 .00 Exchange of Benefits 

2. .54 .30 14.35 

df(1, 68) 

.00 -.57 

.23 

.00 

.03 

Exchange of Benefits, 

Showing Expertise 

3. .59 .35 12.05 

df(1, 67) 

.00 -.58 

.44 

-.31 

.00 

.00 

.02 

Exchange of Benefits, 

Showing Expertise, 

Rationality 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Internalization Culture (KIC) 
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Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .40 .16 13.36 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

.40 .00 Sanctions (Positive) 

        

Dependent Variable: Organizational Learning (OL) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .41 .17 14.13 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

.41 .00 Ingratiation 

2. .50 .25 11.65 

df(1, 68) 

.00 .32 

.31 

.00 

.00 

Ingratiation, 

Assertiveness 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (KA) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .25 .06 4.53 

df(1, 69) 

.03 

 

-.25 .03 Sanctions (Negative) 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Utilization (KU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .47 .22 19.15 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

-.47 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 

2. .51 .26 11.10 

df(2, 68) 

.00 -.36 

-.23 

.00 

.05 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Exchange of Benefits 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) (KAIDU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. None       
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Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .46 .21 18.91 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

.46 .00 Sanctions (Positive) 

        

Dependent Variable: Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .39 .15 12.42 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

-.39 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 
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Table 3.90: Correlation among Downward Influence Strategy, Knowledge Management and Organizational Effectiveness 
for organizations with high score on Trust in Supervisor (N = 234) 

 

Downward 
Influence 
Strategies 

Knowledge Management# Organizational Effectiveness 

KSU TSKSA KIC OL KA KU KAIDU TSKS CIK Quantity Quality Efficiency Flexibility Adaptability 

Exchange of 
Benefits  

.01 .08 .13* .04 .20** -.05 .07 .17* .04 .11 -.03 .-12 -.23** -.14* 

Showing 
Expertise 

.19** .22** .19** .09 .16* .16* .17* .22** .13* .20** .09 .09 -.04 .10 

Assertiveness  
.16* .04 .01 .08 .08 -.05 -.01 .10 .03 -.00 -.04 -.11 -.11 -.04 

Ingratiation  
.21** .32** .25** .17* .28** .23** .15* .29** .32** .26** .18* .14* .19** .23** 

Personalized 
Relationship  

.08 .21** .21** .12 .24** .15* .04 .20** .19** .11 .01 .09 .01 .05 

Rationality  
.22** .27** .18** .09 .24** .23** .18** .22** .21** .19** .14* .13* .12 .19** 

Sanctions 
(Negative) 

-.14* -.23* -.13* -.13* -.12 -.25* -.10 -.07 -.22** -.07 -.24** -.31** -.32** -.22** 

Sanctions 
(Positive) 

.18** .27** .26** .15* .20** .14* .11 .34** .19** .28** .15* .11 .08 .16* 

# Knowledge Management - Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge Internalization 
Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 
(KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK). 

  ** = p < .01; * = p < .05 
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Organizations with high score on Trust in Supervisor (N = 234) 

 

Table 3.91: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Downward Influence Strategies (8): Assertiveness, 

Exchange of Benefits, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, Sanctions (Negative), 

Sanctions (Positive) and Showing Expertise 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Knowledge Management (9): Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 

Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), 

Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 

(KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK).  

 

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .22 .05 12.27 

df(1, 232) 

.00 

 

.22 .00 Rationality 

2. .26 .07 8.50 

df(2, 231) 

.00 .22 

-.14 

.00 

.03 

Rationality, 

Sanctions (Negative) 

3. .32 .10 8.87 

df(3, 230) 

.00 .14 

-.24 

.23 

.03 

.00 

.00 

Rationality, 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Assertiveness 

        

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA)  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .32 .10 25.76 

df(1, 232) 

.00 

 

.32 .00 Ingratiation 

2. .38 .14 19.14 

df(2, 231) 

.00 .30 

-.21 

.00 

.00 

Ingratiation, 

Sanctions (Negative) 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Internalization Culture (KIC) 

TH-1380_07614102



379 

 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .26 .07 17.12 

df(1, 232) 

.00 

 

.26 .00 Sanctions (Positive) 

2. .30 .09 11.21 

df(2, 231) 

.00 .27 

-.14 

.00 

.02 

Sanctions (Positive), 

Sanctions (Negative) 

        

Dependent Variable: Organizational Learning (OL) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .17 .03 6.62 

df(1, 232) 

.01 

 

.17 .01 Ingratiation 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (KA) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .28 .08 19.76 

df(1, 232) 

.00 

 

.28 .00 Ingratiation 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Utilization (KU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .25 .06 15.35 

df(1, 232) 

.00 

 

-.25 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 

2. .33 .11 14.34 

df(2, 231) 

.00 -.24 

.22 

.00 

.00 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Rationality 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) (KAIDU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .18 .03 7.86 

df(1, 232) 

.00 .18 .00 Rationality 
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Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .34 .12 29.53 

df(1, 232) 

.00 

 

.34 .00 Sanctions (Positive) 

        

Dependent Variable: Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .32 .10 26.23 

df(1, 232) 

.00 

 

.32 .00 Ingratiation 

2. .37 .14 18.65 

df(2, 231) 

.00 .30 

-.19 

.00 

.00 

Ingratiation, 

Sanctions (Negative) 
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Table 3.92: Correlation among Downward Influence Strategy, Knowledge Management and Organizational Effectiveness 
for organizations with low score on Trust in Supervisor (N = 58) 

 

Downward 
Influence 
Strategies 

Knowledge Management# Organizational Effectiveness 

KSU TSKSA KIC OL KA KU KAIDU TSKS CIK Quantity Quality Efficiency Flexibility Adaptability 

Exchange of 
Benefits  

-.43** -.52** .29* -.00 -.06 -.41** -.19 .21 -.32* .04 -.13 -.20 .44** -.05 

Showing 
Expertise 

.14 .04 .44** .45** .27* .13 .08 .34* .12 .65** .39** .41** .39** .29* 

Assertiveness  
.16 .07 .23 .50** .06 .18 -.07 .43** -.09 .41** .16 .23 .11 .32* 

Ingratiation  
.12 -.18 .22 .45** .14 .18 .07 .35* .04 .51** .47** .34* .32* .55** 

Personalized 
Relationship  

-.11 -.26* .25* .39** -.02 -.13 .03 .52** -.23 .34* .09 .17 .29* .32* 

Rationality  
.08 -.17 .22 .43** .07 .08 -.06 .37** -.05 .55** .46** .35* .30* .61** 

Sanctions 
(Negative) 

-.25* -.33* -.13 -.28* -.21 -.44** -.04 -.08 -.39** -.23 -.49** -.27* -.05 -.35** 

Sanctions 
(Positive) 

-.00 -.16 .51** .41** .12 -.01 .10 .55** -.11 .52** .23 .18 .44** .16 

# Knowledge Management - Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge Internalization 
Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 
(KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK). 

  ** = p < .01; * = p < .05 
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Organizations with low score on Trust in Supervisor (N = 58) 

 

Table 3.93: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Downward Influence Strategies (8): Assertiveness, 

Exchange of Benefits, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, Sanctions (Negative), 

Sanctions (Positive) and Showing Expertise 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Knowledge Management (9): Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 

Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), 

Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 

(KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK).  

 

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .43 .19 12.86 

df(1, 56) 

.00 

 

-.43 .00 Exchange of Benefits 

2. .52 .27 10.45 

df(1, 55) 

.00 -.53 

.31 

.00 

.01 

Exchange of Benefits, 

Showing Expertise 

        

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA)  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .52 .27 20.77 

df(1, 56) 

.00 

 

-.52 .00 Exchange of Benefits 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Internalization Culture (KIC) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .51 .26 19.83 

df(1, 56) 

.00 

 

.51 .00 Sanctions (Positive) 

        

Dependent Variable: Organizational Learning (OL) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 
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1. .50 .25 18.32 

df(1, 56) 

.00 

 

.50 .00 Assertiveness 

2. .56 .32 12.68 

df(1, 55) 

.00 .37 

.29 

.00 

.02 

Assertiveness, 

 Ingratiation, 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (KA) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .27 .07 4.29 

df(1, 56) 

.04 

 

.27 .04 Showing Expertise 

2. .38 .14 4.52 

df(2, 55) 

.01 .50 

-.35 

.00 

.04 

Showing Expertise,  

Personalized Relationship 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Utilization (KU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .44 .20 13.78 

df(1, 56) 

.00 

 

-.44 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) (KAIDU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. None       

     
 

   

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .55 .30 24.58 

df(1, 56) 

.00 

 

.55 .00 Sanctions (Positive) 

2. .61 .37 16.07 .00 .45 .00 Sanctions (Positive), 
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df(2, 55) .27 .02 Assertiveness 

        

Dependent Variable: Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .34 .11 7.23 

df(1, 56) 

.00 

 

-.34 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 
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Table 3.94: Correlation among Downward Influence Strategy, Knowledge Management and Organizational Effectiveness 
for organizations with high score on Competence and Reliability Based Trust (N = 84) 

 

Downward 
Influence 
Strategies 

Knowledge Management# Organizational Effectiveness 

KSU TSKSA KIC OL KA KU KAIDU TSKS CIK Quantity Quality Efficiency Flexibility Adaptability 

Exchange of 
Benefits  

.20 .19 .32** .19 .34** .16 .21* .33** .27* .34** .11 .04 .00 .00 

Showing 
Expertise 

.31** .32 .32** .21* .22* .28* .29** .30** .29* .35** .19 .20 .01 .14 

Assertiveness  
.34** .17 .12 .21* .12 .07 .20 .17 .12 .25* .07 -.02 -.11 .03 

Ingratiation  
.43** .57** .47** .44** .48** .54** .33** .46** .60** .35** .41** .29* .36** .37** 

Personalized 
Relationship  

.24* .33** .39** .27* .46** .31** .28* .35** .44** .29* .21* .14 .14 .11 

Rationality  
.41** .41** .30** .20 .40** .36** .39** .28* .46** .29* .34** .23* .22* .32** 

Sanctions 
(Negative) 

.00 -.18 -.14 -.09 -.13 -.25* .00 -.11 -.23* .09 -.18 -.25* -.41** -.27* 

Sanctions 
(Positive) 

.36** .39** .31** .26* .34* .29* .14 .39** .41** .38** .36** .36** .21* .20 

# Knowledge Management - Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge Internalization 
Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 
(KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK). 

  ** = p < .01; * = p < .05 
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Organizations with high score on Competence and Reliability Based Trust (N = 84) 

 

Table 3.95: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Downward Influence Strategies (8): Assertiveness, 

Exchange of Benefits, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, Sanctions (Negative), 

Sanctions (Positive) and Showing Expertise 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Knowledge Management (9): Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 

Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), 

Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 

(KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK).  

 

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .43 .19 18.89 

df(1, 82) 

.00 

 

.43 .00 Ingratiation 

2. .51 .26 14.26 

df(2, 81) 

.00 .39 

.27 

.00 

.00 

Ingratiation, 

Assertiveness 

        

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA)  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .57 .33 40.07 

df(1, 82) 

.00 

 

.57 .00 Ingratiation 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Internalization Culture (KIC) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .47 .22 22.74 

df(1, 82) 

.00 

 

.47 .00 Ingratiation 

        

Dependent Variable: Organizational Learning (OL) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 
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1. .45 .20 20.50 

df(1, 82) 

.00 

 

.45 .00 Ingratiation 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (KA) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .48 .23 24.88 

df(1, 82) 

.00 

 

.48 .00 Ingratiation 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Utilization (KU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .54 .30 34.72 

df(1, 82) 

.00 

 

.54 .00 Ingratiation 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) (KAIDU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .39 .15 15.06 

df(1, 82) 

.00 .39 .00 Rationality 

        

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .46 .21 22.14 

df(1, 82) 

.00 

 

.46 .00 Ingratiation 

        

Dependent Variable: Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .60 .36 45.75 

df(1, 82) 

.00 

 

.60 .00 Ingratiation 
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Table 3.96: Correlation among Downward Influence Strategy, Knowledge Management and Organizational Effectiveness 
for organizations with low score on Competence and Reliability Based Trust (N = 136) 

 

Downward 
Influence 
Strategies 

Knowledge Management# Organizational Effectiveness 

KSU TSKSA KIC OL KA KU KAIDU TSKS CIK Quantity Quality Efficiency Flexibility Adaptability 

Exchange of 
Benefits  

-.29* -.27** .15 .01 .03 -.22** -.17 .06 -.17* .03 -.10 -.11 .05 -.12 

Showing 
Expertise 

.10 .16 .34** .34** .27** .16 .10 .27** .13 .44** .24** .30** .11 .16 

Assertiveness  
.20* .10 .11 .32* .14 .13 -.10 .25** .00 .17* .09 .13 -.06 .10 

Ingratiation  
.15 .10 .17* .29** .17* .20* .06 .23** .19* .36** .31** .21* .16 .32** 

Personalized 
Relationship  

-.04 -.03 .13 .26** .05 -.06 .03 .30** .-.03 .23** -.05 .12 .07 .08 

Rationality  
.15 .11 .30** .36** .21* .21* .11 .31** .11 .40** .37** .27** .12 .38** 

Sanctions 
(Negative) 

-.36** -.41** -.18 -.33** -.24** -.40** -.18* -.19* -.43** -.27* -.40 -.26** -.19* -.32** 

Sanctions 
(Positive) 

.02 .06 .37** .32** .15 .04 .11 .34** .05 .40** .19* .15 .20* .17* 

# Knowledge Management - Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge Internalization 
Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 
(KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK). 

  ** = p < .01; * = p < .05 
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Organizations with low score on Competence and Reliability Based Trust (N = 136) 

 

Table 3.97: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Downward Influence Strategies (8): Assertiveness, 

Exchange of Benefits, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, Sanctions (Negative), 

Sanctions (Positive) and Showing Expertise 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Knowledge Management (9): Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 

Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), 

Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 

(KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK).  

 

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .36 .13 20.09 

df(1, 134) 

.00 

 

-.36 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 

2. .42 .18 14.50 

df(1, 133) 

.00 -.38 

.22 

.00 

.00 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Assertiveness 

3. .49 .24 13.92 

df(1, 132) 

.00 -.27 

.31 

-.29 

.00 

.00 

.00 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Assertiveness, 

Exchange of Benefits 

        

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA)  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .41 .17 26.94 

df(1, 134) 

.00 

 

-.41 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Internalization Culture (KIC) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .37 .13 20.93 

df(1, 134) 

.00 

 

.37 .00 Sanctions (Positive) 
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2. .40 .16 21.68 

df(1, 133) 

.00 .36 

-.16 

.00 

.05 

Sanctions (Positive), 

Sanctions (Negative) 

3. .44 .19 10.66 

df(1, 132) 

.00 .55 

-.22 

-.28 

.00 

.01 

.01 

Sanctions (Positive), 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Ingratiation 

4. .49 .24 10.42 

df(1, 131) 

.00 .44 

-.25 

-.41 

.30 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

Sanctions (Positive), 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Ingratiation, 

Showing Expertise 

5. .52 .27 9.42 

df(1, 130) 

.00 .52 

-.22 

-.35 

.38 

-.24 

.00 

.01 

.00 

.00 

.04 

Sanctions (Positive), 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Ingratiation, 

Showing Expertise, 

Personalized Relationship 

        

Dependent Variable: Organizational Learning (OL) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .36 .13 20.55 

df(1, 134) 

.00 

 

.36 .00 Rationality 

2. .46 .21 17.62 

df(1, 133) 

.00 .32 

-.28 

.00 

.00 

Rationality, 

Sanctions (Negative) 

3. .51 .26 15.60 

df(1, 132) 

.00 .28 

-.31 

.25 

.01 

.00 

.00 

Rationality, 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Assertiveness 

        

TH-1380_07614102



391 

 

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (KA) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .28 .08 11.14 

df(1, 134) 

.00 

 

.28 .00 Showing Expertise  

2. .36 .13 9.78 

df(2, 133) 

.00 .26 

-.23 

.00 

.00 

Showing Expertise, 

Sanctions (Negative) 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Utilization (KU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .40 .16 25.16 

df(1, 134) 

.00 

 

-.40 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 

2. .43 .18 14.98 

df(2, 133) 

.00 -.41 

.16 

.00 

.04 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Assertiveness 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) (KAIDU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .18 .03 4.26 

df(1, 134) 

.04 -.18 .04 Sanctions (Negative) 

        

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .34 .12 17.78 

df(1, 134) 

.00 

 

.34 .00 Sanctions (Positive) 

2. .38 .15 11.41 

df(2, 133) 

.00 

 

.47 

-.21 

.00 

.03 

Sanctions (Positive), 

Exchange of Benefits 

3. .43 .18 9.87 .00 .43 .00 Sanctions (Positive), 
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df(3, 132) -.26 

.20 

.01 

.01 

Exchange of Benefits , 

Assertiveness 

        

Dependent Variable: Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .43 .18 29.70 

df(1, 134) 

.00 

 

-.43 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 
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Table 3.98: Correlation among Downward Influence Strategy, Knowledge Management and Organizational Effectiveness 
for organizations with high score on Trust based on Emotional Bonding (N = 168) 

 

Downward 
Influence 
Strategies 

Knowledge Management# Organizational Effectiveness 

KSU TSKSA KIC OL KA KU KAIDU TSKS CIK Quantity Quality Efficiency Flexibility Adaptability 

Exchange of 
Benefits  

-.01 .03 .15 .01 .18 -.15* .10 .19* .02 .09 -.08 -.17* -.23** -.15* 

Showing 
Expertise 

.27** .22** .20* .08 .15* .15* .20* .22** .15* .14 .07 .10 .03 .11 

Assertiveness  
.08 .00 .00 .05 .07 -.09 .05 .08 .02 -.02 -.07 -.14 -.11 -.05 

Ingratiation  
.21** .28** .27** .16* .30** .20* .16* .31** .31** .21* .12 .14 .23** .20* 

Personalized 
Relationship  

.07 .16* .23** .08 .22** .12 .03 .19* .16* .04 .01 .07 .02 .07 

Rationality  
.19* .22** .13 .04 .23** .18* .18* .19* .23** .13 .05 .12 .17* .20* 

Sanctions 
(Negative) 

-.17* -.23** -.14 -.12 -.12 -.28** -.07 -.06 -.19* -.04 -.24** -.35** -.35** -.23** 

Sanctions 
(Positive) 

.17* .21* .25** .09 .18 .09 .09 .35** .16* .21* .09 .09 .09 .14 

# Knowledge Management - Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge Internalization 
Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 
(KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK). 

 ** = p < .01; * = p < .05 
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Organizations with high score on Trust Based on Emotional Bonding (N = 168) 

 

Table 3.99: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Downward Influence Strategies (8): Assertiveness, 

Exchange of Benefits, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, Sanctions (Negative), 

Sanctions (Positive) and Showing Expertise 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Knowledge Management (9): Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 

Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), 

Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 

(KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK).  

 

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .27 .07 12.91 

df(1, 166) 

.00 

 

.27 .00 Showing Expertise 

2. .33 .11 10.14 

df(2, 165) 

.00 .29 

-.19 

.00 

.01 

Showing Expertise, 

Sanctions (Negative) 

        

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA)  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .28 .08 14.20 

df(1, 166) 

.00 

 

.28 .00 Ingratiation 

2. .35 .12 11.25 

df(2, 165) 

.00 .26 

-.20 

.00 

.00 

Ingratiation, 

Sanctions (Negative) 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Internalization Culture (KIC) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .27 .07 13.55 

df(1, 166) 

.00 

 

.27 .00 Ingratiation 
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Dependent Variable: Organizational Learning (OL) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .16 .02 4.31 

df(1, 166) 

.04 

 

.16 .04 Ingratiation 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (KA) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .30 .09 16.07 

df(1, 166) 

.00 

 

.30 .00 Ingratiation 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Utilization (KU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .28 .08 14.42 

df(1, 166) 

.00 

 

-.28 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 

2. .33 .11 10.29 

df(2, 165) 

.00 -.30 

.17 

.00 

.01 

Sanctions (Negative) 

Showing Expertise 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) (KAIDU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .20 .04 7.01 

df(1, 166) 

.01 .20 .01 Showing Expertise 

     
 

   

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .35 .12 23.01 .00 .35 .00 Sanctions (Positive) 
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df(1, 166)  

        

Dependent Variable: Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .31 .10 18.24 

df(1, 166) 

.00 

 

.31 .00 Ingratiation 

2. .35 .12 11.65 

df(2, 165) 

.00 .29 

-.16 

.00 

.03 

Ingratiation, 

Sanctions (Negative) 
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Table 3.100: Correlation among Downward Influence Strategy, Knowledge Management and Organizational Effectiveness 
for organizations with low score on Trust Based on Emotional Bonding (N = 86) 

 

Downward 
Influence 
Strategies 

Knowledge Management# Organizational Effectiveness 

KSU TSKSA KIC OL KA KU KAIDU TSKS CIK Quantity Quality Efficiency Flexibility Adaptability 

Exchange of 
Benefits  

-.34** -.36** .31** .07 .01 -.28* -.17 .18 -.15 .11 -.06 -.08 .32** -.07 

Showing 
Expertise 

.18 .16 .47** .48** .31** .19 .12 .33** .21* .59** .36** .41** .37** .23* 

Assertiveness  
.19 .14 .24* .47** .13 .19 -.01 .41** .04 .38** .17 .23* .05 .18 

Ingratiation  
.17 .09 .28* .45** .20 .22* .10 .33** .23* .45** .44** .35** .30** .40** 

Personalized 
Relationship  

-.04 -.08 .23* .35** .02 -.08 .10 .42** -.05 .34** .07 .19 .20 .19 

Rationality  
.16 .06 .36** .51** .22* .18 .13 .38** .18 .52** .44** .33*** .28* .52** 

Sanctions 
(Negative) 

-.34** -.41** -.17 -.34* -.28* -.44** -.15 -.17 -.39** -.26* -.44** -.27* -.17* -.38* 

Sanctions 
(Positive) 

.04 .02 .50** .42** .17 .06 .10 .46** .08 .46** .26* .22* .37** .17 

# Knowledge Management - Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge Internalization 
Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 
(KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK). 

  ** = p < .01; * = p < .05 
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Organizations with low score on Trust Based on Emotional Bonding (N = 86) 

 

Table 3.101: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Downward Influence Strategies (8): Assertiveness, 

Exchange of Benefits, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, Sanctions (Negative), 

Sanctions (Positive) and Showing Expertise 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Knowledge Management (9): Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 

Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), 

Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 

(KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK).  

 

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Sharing and Understanding (KSU) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .35 .12 11.37 

df(1, 84) 

.00 

 

-.35 .00 Exchange of Benefits 

2. .49 .24 13.13 

df(1, 83) 

.00 -.49 

.38 

.00 

.00 

Exchange of Benefits, 

Showing Expertise 

        

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA)  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .41 .17 17.38 

df(1, 84) 

.00 

 

-.41 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 

2. .47 .22 12.01 

df(1, 83) 

.00 -.33 

-.25 

.00 

.02 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Exchange of Benefits 

3. .53 .28 10.90 

df(1, 82) 

.00 -.24 

-.39 

.28 

.02 

.00 

.01 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Exchange of Benefits, 

Showing Expertise 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Internalization Culture (KIC) 
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Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .50 .25 27.61 

df(1, 84) 

.00 

 

.50 .00 Sanctions (Positive) 

        

Dependent Variable: Organizational Learning (OL) 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .51 .26 29.30 

df(1, 84) 

.00 

 

.51 .00 Rationality 

2. .56 .32 19.34 

df(1, 83) 

.00 .36 

.28 

.00 

.00 

Rationality, 

Assertiveness 

3. .60 .36 15.65 

df(1, 82) 

.00 .30 

.29 

-.22 

.00 

.00 

.01 

Rationality, 

Assertiveness, 

Sanctions (Negative) 

4. .63 .40 13.26 

df(1, 81) 

.00 .15 

.26 

-.23 

.24 

.25 

.01 

.01 

.04 

Rationality, 

Assertiveness, 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Showing Expertise 

5. .62 .38 17.14 

df(1, 82) 

.00 .30 

-.26 

.32 

.00 

.00 

.00 

Assertiveness, 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Showing Expertise 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (KA) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .31 .09 18.71 

df(1, 84) 

.00 

 

.31 .00 Showing Expertise  

2. .40 .16 8.09 

df(2, 83) 

.00 .56 

-.37 

.00 

.01 

Showing Expertise, 

Personalized Relationship 
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3. .45 .20 7.01 

df(3, 82) 

.00 .50 

-.32 

-.21 

.00 

.02 

.04 

Showing Expertise, 

Personalized Relationship 

Sanctions (Negative) 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Utilization (KU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .44 .20 20.48 

df(1, 84) 

.00 

 

-.44 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 

        

Dependent Variable: Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) (KAIDU) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. None       

        

Dependent Variable: Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .46 .21 22.87 

df(1, 84) 

.00 

 

.46 .00 Sanctions (Positive) 

2. .53 .28 16.29 

df(2, 83) 

.00 

 

.36 

.28 

.00 

.00 

Sanctions (Positive), 

Assertiveness 

        

Dependent Variable: Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK) 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .39 .15 15.45 

df(1, 84) 

.00 

 

-.39 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 
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Organizations with high score on Trust in Organizations (N = 155) 

 

Table 3.102: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Downward Influence Strategies (8): Assertiveness, 

Exchange of Benefits, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, Sanctions (Negative), 

Sanctions (Positive) and Showing Expertise 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Organizational Effectiveness (5): Quantity, Quality, 

Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability  

 

Dependent Variable: Quantity 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .26 .07 11.43 

df(1, 153) 

.00 

 

.26 .00 Sanctions (Positive) 

        

Dependent Variable: Quality  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .25 .06 10.45 

df(1, 153) 

.00 

 

-.25 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 

        

Dependent Variable: Efficiency 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .36 .13 22.95 

df(1, 153) 

.00 

 

-.36 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 

2. .39 .15 13.74 

df(2, 152) 

.00 -.37 

.15 

.00 

.00 

Sanctions (Negative) 

Showing Expertise 

        

Dependent Variable: Flexibility 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .37 .13 23.66 

df(1, 153) 

.00 

 

-.37 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 
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2. .42 .18 16.48 

df(2, 152) 

.00 -.34 

.21 

.00 

.00 

Sanctions (Negative) 

 Ingratiation 

3. .47 .23 14.66 

df(3, 151) 

.00 -.18 

.;36 

-.30 

.05 

.00 

.00 

Sanctions (Negative) 

Ingratiation, 

Exchange of Benefits 

        

Dependent Variable: Adaptability 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .24 .06 9.44 

df(1, 153) 

.00 

 

-.24 .00 Sanctions (Negative), 

2. .32 .10 8.57 

df(2, 152) 

.00 -.22 

.21 

.00 

  .01 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Rationality 

3. .35 .12 7.18 

df(2, 151) 

.00 -.12 

.30 

-.20 

.21 

.00 

.04 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Rationality, 

Exchange of Benefits 

4. .34 .12 9.95 

df(2, 152) 

.00 .33 

-.27 

.00 

.00 

Rationality, 

Exchange of Benefits 
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Organizations with low score on Trust in Organization (N = 71) 

 

Table 3.103: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Downward Influence Strategies (8): Assertiveness, 

Exchange of Benefits, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, Sanctions (Negative), 

Sanctions (Positive) and Showing Expertise 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Organizational Effectiveness (5): Quantity, Quality, 

Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability  

 

Dependent Variable: Quantity 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .51 .26 23.85 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

.51 .00 Showing Expertise 

2. .55 .31 15.01 

df(2, 68) 

.00 

 

.41 

.24 

.00 

.03 

Showing Expertise, 

Assertiveness 

        

Dependent Variable: Quality  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .48 .23 20.64 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

-.48 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 

2. .57 .32 16.03 

df(1, 68) 

.00 -.41 

.31 

.00 

.00 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Rationality 

        

Dependent Variable: Efficiency 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .33 .11 8.63 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

.33 .00 Showing Expertise 

2. .49 .24 10.51 

df(1, 68) 

.00 .45 

-.37 

.00 

.00 

Showing Expertise, 

Exchange of Benefits 
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Dependent Variable: Flexibility 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .37 .13 10.92 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

.37 .00 Exchange of Benefits 

2. .46 .21 9.34 

df(2, 68) 

.00 .51 

-.31 

.00 

.00 

Exchange of Benefits, 

Sanctions (Negative) 

        

Dependent Variable: Adaptability 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .52 .27 25.75 

df(1, 69) 

.00 

 

.52 .00 Rationality 

2. .58 .33 16.87 

df(2, 68) 

.00 .46 

-.25 

.00 

    .01 

Rationality, 

Sanctions (Negative) 

3. .61 .37 13.17 

df(3, 67) 

.00 .58 

-.24 

.23 

.00 

.01 

.04 

Rationality, 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Sanctions (Positive) 
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Organizations with high score on Trust in Supervisor (N = 234) 

 

Table 3.104: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Downward Influence Strategies (8): Assertiveness, 

Exchange of Benefits, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, Sanctions (Negative), 

Sanctions (Positive) and Showing Expertise 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Organizational Effectiveness (5): Quantity, Quality, 

Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability  

 

Dependent Variable: Quantity 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .28 .09 19.61 

df(1, 232) 

.00 

 

.28 .00 Sanctions (Positive) 

        

Dependent Variable: Quality  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .24 .06 14.56 

df(1, 232) 

.00 

 

-.24 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 

2. .29 .08 10.72 

df(2, 231) 

.00 -.25 

.16 

.00 

.01 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Sanctions (Positive) 

        

Dependent Variable: Efficiency 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .31 .09 23.90 

df(1, 232) 

.00 

 

-.31 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 

2. .33 .11 14.32 

df(2, 231) 

.00 -.32 

.13 

.00 

.03 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Showing Expertise 

        

Dependent Variable: Flexibility 
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Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .32 .10 26.57 

df(1, 232) 

.00 

 

-.32 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 

2. .36 .13 17.25 

df(2, 231) 

.00 -.30 

.17 

.00 

.00 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Ingratiation 

3. .42 .18 16./81 

df(3, 230) 

.00 -.14 

.32 

-.31 

.05 

.00 

.00 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Ingratiation, 

Exchange of Benefits 

        

Dependent Variable: Adaptability 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .23 .05 12.68 

df(1, 232) 

.00 

 

.23 .00 Ingratiation  

2. .35 .12 16.30 

df(2, 231) 

.00 .36 

-.30 

.00 

  .00 

Ingratiation, 

Exchange of Benefits 

3. .37 .14 12.38 

df(3, 230) 

.00 .27 

-.33 

.16 

.00 

.00 

.04 

Ingratiation, 

Exchange of Benefits, 

Rationality 
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Organizations with low score on Trust in Supervisor (N = 58) 

 

Table 3.105: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Downward Influence Strategies (8): Assertiveness, 

Exchange of Benefits, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, Sanctions (Negative), 

Sanctions (Positive) and Showing Expertise 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Organizational Effectiveness (5): Quantity, Quality, 

Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability  

 

Dependent Variable: Quantity 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .65 .42 40.36 

df(1, 56) 

.00 

 

.65 .00 Showing Expertise 

        

Dependent Variable: Quality  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .49 .24 17.63 

df(1, 56) 

.00 

 

-.49 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 

2. .61 .37 16.13 

df(1, 55) 

.00 -.41 

.37 

.00 

.00 

Sanctions (Negative) 

Rationality 

        

Dependent Variable: Efficiency 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .41 .17 11.21 

df(1, 56) 

.00 

 

.41 .00 Showing Expertise 

2. .54 .29 11.09 

df(1, 55) 

.00 .53 

-.37 

.00 

.00 

Showing Expertise, 

Exchange of Benefits 

        

Dependent Variable: Flexibility 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 
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1. .44 .20 13.81 

df(1, 56) 

.02 

 

.44 .00 Sanctions (Positive) 

2. .51 .26 9.58 

df(2, 55) 

.00 .30 

.29 

.03 

.03 

Sanctions (Positive), 

Exchange of Benefits 

        

Dependent Variable: Adaptability 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .61 .38 34.10 

df(1, 56) 

.00 

 

.61 .00 Rationality 

2. .65 .43 20.63 

df(2, 55) 

.00 .56 

-.23 

.00 

    .03 

Rationality, 

Sanctions (Negative) 
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Organizations with high score on Competence and Reliability Based Trust (N = 84) 

 

Table 3.106: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Downward Influence Strategies (8): Assertiveness, 

Exchange of Benefits, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, Sanctions (Negative), 

Sanctions (Positive) and Showing Expertise 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Organizational Effectiveness (5): Quantity, Quality, 

Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability  

 

Dependent Variable: Quantity 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .38 .15 14.10 

df(1, 82) 

.00 

 

.38 .00 Sanctions (Positive) 

        

Dependent Variable: Quality  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .41 .16 16.20 

df(1, 82) 

.00 

 

.41 .00 Ingratiation 

        

Dependent Variable: Efficiency 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .36 .13 11.95 

df(1, 82) 

.00 

 

.36 .00 Sanctions (Positive) 

2. .45 .20 10.24 

df(2, 81) 

.00 .38 

-.27 

.00 

.00 

Sanctions (Positive), 

Sanctions (Negative) 

        

 
Dependent Variable: Flexibility 

 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .41 .17 16.54 .00 -.41 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 
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df(1, 82)  

2. .51 .26 14.08 

df(2, 81) 

.00 -.36 

.30 

.00 

.00 

Sanctions (Negative) 

 Ingratiation 

        

Dependent Variable: Adaptability 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .37 .13 12.76 

df(1, 82) 

.00 

 

.37 .00 Ingratiation  

2. .42 .18 8.89 

df(2, 81) 

.00 .33 

-.22 

.00 

  .03 

Ingratiation, 

Sanctions (Negative) 
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Organizations with low score on Competence and Reliability Based Trust (N = 136) 

 

Table 3.107: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Downward Influence Strategies (8): Assertiveness, 

Exchange of Benefits, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, Sanctions (Negative), 

Sanctions (Positive) and Showing Expertise 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Organizational Effectiveness (5): Quantity, Quality, 

Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability  

 

Dependent Variable: Quantity 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .44 .19 32.11 

df(1, 134) 

.00 

 

.44 .00 Showing Expertise 

2. .51 .26 22.94 

df(2, 133) 

.00 

 

.43 

-.25 

.00 

.00 

Showing Expertise, 

Sanctions (Negative) 

        

Dependent Variable: Quality  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .40 .16 25.99 

df(1, 134) 

.00 

 

-.40 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 

2. .51 .26 23.02 

df(1, 133) 

.00 -.35 

.31 

.00 

.00 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Rationality 

3. .54 .30 18.60 

df(1, 132) 

.00 -.33 

.42 

-.22 

.00 

.00 

.00 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Rationality, 

Personalized Relationship 

4. .57 .32 15.47 

df(1, 131) 

.00 -.33 

.30 

-.34 

.24 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.03 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Rationality, 

Personalized Relationship, 

Showing Expertise 
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Dependent Variable: Efficiency 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .30 .09 13.01 

df(1, 134) 

.00 

 

.30 .00 Showing Expertise 

2. .40 .16 12.88 

df(1, 133) 

.00 .44 

-.30 

.00 

.00 

Showing Expertise, 

Exchange of Benefits 

        

Dependent Variable: Flexibility 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .20 .04 5.75 

df(1, 134) 

.02 

 

.20 .02 Sanctions (Positive) 

2. .27 .07 5.29 

df(2, 133) 

.00 .19 

-.18 

.02 

.03 

Sanctions (Positive), 

Sanctions (Negative) 

        

Dependent Variable: Adaptability 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .38 .15 22.87 

df(1, 134) 

.00 

 

.38 .00 Rationality 

2. .47 .22 19.13 

df(2, 133) 

.00 .49 

-.30 

.00 

    .01 

Rationality, 

Exchange of Benefits 

3. .50 .25 14.52 

df(3, 132) 

.00 .37 

-.34 

.21 

 Rationality, 

Exchange of Benefits, 

Ingratiation 
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Organizations with high score on Trust based on Emotional Bonding (N = 168) 

 

Table 3.108: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Downward Influence Strategies (8): Assertiveness, 

Exchange of Benefits, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, Sanctions (Negative), 

Sanctions (Positive) and Showing Expertise 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Organizational Effectiveness (5): Quantity, Quality, 

Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability  

 

Dependent Variable: Quantity 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .21 .04 7.48 

df(1, 166) 

.00 

 

.21 .00 Ingratiation 

        

Dependent Variable: Quality  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .24 .06 10.01 

df(1, 166) 

.00 

 

-.24 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 

        

Dependent Variable: Efficiency 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .35 .12 23.68 

df(1, 166) 

.00 

 

-.35 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 

        

Dependent Variable: Flexibility 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .35 .12 23.58 

df(1, 166) 

.00 

 

-.35 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 

2. .40 .16 15.53 .00 -.33 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 
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df(2, 165) .19 .01 Ingratiation 

3.  .45 .20 13.63 

df(3, 164) 

.00 -.18 

.32 

-.27 

.03 

.00 

.00 

Sanctions (Negative) 

Ingratiation, 

Exchange of Benefits 

        

Dependent Variable: Adaptability 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .23 .05 9.62 

df(1, 166) 

.00 

 

-.23 .00 Sanctions (Negative) 

2. .30 .09 8.03 

df(2, 165) 

.00 -.22 

.18 

.00 

    .01 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Rationality 

3. .35 .11 6.91 

df(3, 164) 

.00 -.11 

.27 

-.20 

.20 

.00 

.04 

Sanctions (Negative), 

Rationality, 

Exchange of Benefits 

4. .32 .10 9.48 

df(4, 165) 

.00 .30 

-.27 

.00 

.00 

Rationality, 

Exchange of Benefits 

5. .35 .13 7.90 

df(5, 164) 

.00 .19 

-.31 

.21 

.05 

.00 

.04 

Rationality, 

Exchange of Benefits, 

Ingratiation 
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Organizations with low score on Trust based on Emotional Bonding (N = 86) 

 

Table 3.109: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Downward Influence Strategies (8): Assertiveness, 

Exchange of Benefits, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, Sanctions (Negative), 

Sanctions (Positive) and Showing Expertise 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Organizational Effectiveness (5): Quantity, Quality, 

Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability  

 

Dependent Variable: Quantity 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .59 .35 44.93 

df(1, 84) 

.00 

 

.59 .00 Showing Expertise 

2. .62 .38 25.62 

df(2, 83) 

.00 

 

.57 

-.18 

.00 

.04 

Showing Expertise, 

Sanctions (Negative) 

        

Dependent Variable: Quality  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .44 .20 20.57 

df(1, 84) 

.00 

 

.44 .00 Ingratiation 

2. .53 .29 16.65 

df(1, 83) 

.00 .32 

-.32 

.00 

.00 

Ingratiation, 

Sanctions (Negative) 

        

Dependent Variable: Efficiency 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .41 .17 17.50 

df(1, 84) 

.00 

 

.41 .00 Showing Expertise 

2. .49 .24 13.44 

df(1, 83) 

.00 .53 

-.29 

.00 

.00 

Showing Expertise, 

Exchange of Benefits 
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Dependent Variable: Flexibility 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .37 .14 13.64 

df(1, 84) 

.00 

 

.37 .00 Sanctions (Positive) 

        

Dependent Variable: Adaptability 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .52 .27 31.09 

df(1, 84) 

.00 

 

.52 .00 Rationality 

2. .58 .33 20.68 

df(2, 83) 

.00 .45 

-.26 

.00 

  .01 

Rationality, 

Sanctions (Negative) 
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Table 3.110: Correlations between Knowledge Management and 

Organizational Effectiveness (N = 320) 

 

 

SR.No
. 

 
Knowledge 

Management 

Organizational Effectiveness 

  
Quantity Quality Efficienc

y 
Flexibilit

y 
Adaptabili

ty 

1 Knowledge Sharing 
and Understanding 

.25** .30** .24** .20** .26** 

2 Task Specific 
Knowledge Sharing 
and Application 

.32** .36** .35** .21** .16** 

3 Knowledge 
Internalization Culture 

.39** .30** .30** .37** .29** 

4 Organizational 
Learning 

.36** .32** .33** .36** .36** 

5 Knowledge 
Accumulation 

.28** .32** .28** .31** .26** 

6 Knowledge Utilization .20** .37** .39** .35** .32** 

7 Knowledge 
Accumulation 
(individual and 
database utilization) 

.27** .20** .17** .20** .21** 

8 Task Specific 
Knowledge Sharing 

.35** .24** .23** .29** .28** 

9 Capacity to 
Internalize 
Knowledge 

.26** .35** .34** .41** .30** 

                ** = p < .01; * = p < .05 
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Table 3.111: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Independent Variable: Dimension of Knowledge Management (9): Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding (KSU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application (TSKSA), Knowledge 

Internalization Culture (KIC), Organizational Learning (OL), Knowledge Accumulation (KA), 

Knowledge Utilization (KU), Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 

(KAIDU), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing (TSKS), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge (CIK). 

Dependent Variable: Dimension of Organizational Effectiveness (5): Quantity, Quality, 

Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability  

(N=320) 

 

Dependent Variable: Quantity 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .39 .15 58.07 

df(1, 318) 

.00 

 

.39 .00 Capacity to Internalize 
Knowledge 

2. .43 .19 36.48 

df(2, 317) 

.00 

 

.31 

 

.20 

.00 

 

.00 

Capacity to Internalize 
Knowledge,  

Task Specific 
Knowledge Sharing 
and Application 

        

Dependent Variable: Quality  

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .37 .14 51.12 

df(1, 318) 

.00 

 

.37 .00 Knowledge Utilization 

2. .41 .17 32.37 

df(2, 317) 

.00 

 

.29 

 

.19 

.00 

 

.00 

Knowledge Utilization, 

Knowledge 
Accumulation 

3. .43 .18 23.70 

df(3, 316) 

.00 .20 

.16 

.16 

.00 

.01 

.00 

Knowledge Utilization,  

Knowledge 
Accumulation, 

Task Specific 
Knowledge Sharing 
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and Application 

        

Dependent Variable: Efficiency 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .39 .15 55.67 

df(1, 318) 

.00 

 

.39 .00 Knowledge Utilization  

2. .43 .18 34.60 

df(2, 317) 

.00 .30 

 

.19 

.00 

 

.00 

Knowledge Utilization,  

Organizational 
Learning 

        

Dependent Variable: Flexibility 
 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F Β Sig of β Variables 

1. .41 .17 64.94 

df(1, 318) 

.00 

 

.41 .00 Capacity to Internalize 
Knowledge 

2. .46 .21 42.77 

df(2, 317) 

.00 

 

.30 

 

 

.23 

.00 

 

 

.00 

Capacity to Internalize 

Knowledge, 

Knowledge 

Internalization Culture  

3. .48 .23 31.51 

df(3, 316) 

.00 

 

.42 

 

.25 

 

.18 

.00 

 

.00 

 

.00 

Capacity to Internalize 
Knowledge, 

Knowledge 
Internalization Culture, 

Task Specific 
Knowledge Sharing 
and Application 

4. .51 .26 27.03 

df(4, 315) 

.00 

 

.35 

 

.24 

.27 

.00 

 

.00 

.00 

Capacity to Internalize 

Knowledge, 

Knowledge 

Internalization Culture,  

Task Specific 
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.22 

 

 

.00 

Knowledge Sharing 

and Application, 

Knowledge Utilization 

        

Dependent Variable: Adaptability 

Step R Rsq F (Eqn) Sig of F β Sig of β Variables 

1. .36 .13 47.87 

df(1, 318) 

.00 

 

.36 .00 Organizational 
Learning  

2. .40 .16 30.31 

df(2, 317) 

.00 .27 

.19 

.00 

 .00 

Organizational 
Learning, 

Knowledge Utilization 

3. .42 .18 22.65 

df(3, 316) 

.00 .32 

.29 

.18 

.00 

.00 

.01 

Organizational 
Learning, 

Knowledge Utilization, 

Task Specific 

Knowledge Sharing 

and Application 

4. .44 .19 18.49 

df(4, 315) 

.00 .28 

 

.24 

 

.25 

 

.17 

.00 

 

.00 

 

.00 

 

.02 

Organizational 
Learning, 

Knowledge Utilization,  

Task Specific 

Knowledge Sharing 

and Application, 

Capacity to Internalize 

Knowledge 

        
 

TH-1380_07614102



421 
 

Chapter 4 

Discussion 

 

In the preceding chapter results of the ANOVA, Correlation and Stepwise Multiple 

Regression analyses have been reported. Results have disclosed that there are possible 

relationships among the independent and dependent variables and also highlighted the 

moderating effects of trust and organizational culture on this relationship. The present 

chapter intends to amalgamate and interpret the results acquired from the findings 

mentioned in the earlier chapter and examine which of the emerging or established 

theories of Knowledge management are supported by this study. Thus, this chapter 

presents a combined discussion of the findings of the present research work. The results 

have been discussed in the perspective of theoretical framework described in chapter 1. 

The major objective of this research was to examine the relationship between 

various bases of power, downward influence strategies, Knowledge Management and 

organizational effectiveness, as illustrated in the preceding chapter also. The other 

contextual variables namely, trust and organizational culture were also taken into account 

as they also influenced the above mentioned relationship either by having direct effect or 

moderating effect. 

ANOVA was carried out to assess the differences amongst the dimensions of 

variables across different organizations. Correlations and stepwise multiple regression 

analysis was carried out to see the direct relationship between independent variables and 

dependent variables and moderating relationships as well. The summary of the results are 

mentioned below to collate the results of the analyses. 

The findings acquired after employing correlation and stepwise multiple regression 

analyses are discussed below. Moreover, every specific relationships found among 

variables of the present study are discussed separately in this chapter. The results of 

moderating role of organizational culture and trust have also been discussed. A general 

discussion has been presented based on overall findings, following specific discussions. 

Relationship between Independent variables (Bases of Power and Downward 

Influence Strategy) and Dependent Variables (Knowledge Management and 

Organizational Effectiveness) 
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In order to test the specific hypothesis regarding the relationship between 

leadership and organizational learning, correlation and stepwise multiple regression were 

carried out. The results obtained are discussed below: 

Direct relationship between Bases of Power and Knowledge Management 

In the case of studying the direct relationship between bases of power and 

Knowledge Management, the results of correlation (Table 3.8) revealed that Expert 

Power, Legitimate Power and Referent Power apart from Coercive Power had significant 

positive correlation with all the dimensions of Knowledge Management but, Reward Power 

did not have significant positive relationship with Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, 

Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge Utilization and Capacity to 

Internalize Knowledge. This implied that Expert Power, Legitimate Power and Referent 

Power, fostered Knowledge Management and organizations adopting these powers are 

likely to manage their knowledge successfully. However, there is a significant negative 

relationship in case of Coercive Power. This shows that if an organization’s management 

adopts this power, then there would be less focus on Knowledge management in such 

organizations, as it can have a negative influence on employees’ knowledge sharing 

behavior.  

Further exploration of this relationship by using the stepwise multiple regression 

(Table 3.9) showed that Legitimate Power, Expert Power, Reward Power and Referent 

Power were significant predictors of most of the dimensions of Knowledge Management. 

Legitimate Power also explained maximum variance of Knowledge Utilization. This 

indicates that usage of Legitimate Power i.e. power provided to the leader by position 

he/she holds can influence organizational members to get involve in Knowledge 

Management behaviors, as they perceive that leader has control over all the resources 

they need and he can also affect their future advancement, therefore this fact compels the 

organizational members to share knowledge as well as to utilized the available knowledge 

in the best possible way. Forstenlechner and Lettice (2007) also found managers’ 

authority to increase knowledge dissemination. Expert Power is another predictor of some 

of the dimensions of Knowledge Management. This power originates when the agent is 

perceived to have valued skills, knowledge, and expertise which are required but not 

owned by others. In the knowledge based organization leaders need to posses highly 

developed expertise to effectively facilitate Knowledge Management processes and when 

the leader himself gets involved in the knowledge sharing behavior through sharing his 
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expertise, other organizational members are also motivated to do so, which can lead to 

better management of available knowledge. This finding is in line with previous finding that 

influencing Knowledge Workers with expertise requires leaders to lead through intellectual 

power (Ribiere & Sitar, 2003). Reward Power has emerged as another significant but 

negative predictor of some of the dimensions of Knowledge Management. It basically 

depends on the agent’s ability to control desired rewards and resources of the 

organization. Moreover, personal approval from someone that target really likes, also 

results in quite powerful reward power (Raven, 1992). Reward Power or providing rewards 

was not found to have positive impact on employees Knowledge Management behaviors. 

One reason could be that only organizational members, who value such rewards, would 

engage in behaviors that fosters Knowledge Management but not others. Another reason 

could be that rewards can sometimes decline the motivation of organizational members to 

share or acquire knowledge because extrinsic rewards might make the employee 

discontented, hence Reward Power might lose its value. Similarly, the use of reward in a 

knowledge-based context has been found to disable rather than enable knowledge 

acquisition (Politis, 2005). Referent Power has also been a significant but weak predictor 

of only two dimensions of Knowledge Management, and it explained only one percent of 

the variance in both the cases (Knowledge Utilization and Capacity to Internalize 

Knowledge). A leader with referent power is someone the subordinates aspire to be like 

and therefore imitates. The results indicate that leaders who display qualities that support 

Knowledge Management processes might become a role model for employees, and in 

order to be like him organizational members also make an effort to gain more knowledge 

and internalize that learning. Previous research also shows that effective leaders have 

been associated primarily with referent power because this power is positively correlated 

with subordinate satisfaction and performance (Hinkin & Schriesheim, 1989). Other 

researchers have also found that leaders’ good reputation, attractive personal 

characteristics, or a certain level of charisma (Kudisch, Poteet, Dobbins, Rush, & Russell, 

1995) are helpful in gaining employee compliance. 

Therefore, the results of correlation and regression support Hypothesis 1A, 1B 

and 1C which stated that there will be positive relationship between Expert 

Power/Legitimate Power/Referent Power and Knowledge Management processes. But the 

results did not support Hypothesis 1D which stated a positive relationship between 

Reward Power and Knowledge Management activities. Therefore it can be concluded that 

usage of Expert Power/Legitimate Power/Referent Power in knowledge intensive 
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organizations will facilitate the process of Knowledge Management and use of Reward 

Power will impede the Knowledge Management process. 

Direct relationship between Bases of Power and Organizational Effectiveness 

The correlation results show that Expert, Legitimate and Referent power have 

significant positive relationship with all the dimensions of organizational effectiveness. 

This implies that organizations whose leaders rely more on these powers are expected to 

be more effective as compared to their counterparts. Reward Power had significant 

positive relationship with few dimensions of organizational effectiveness, which indicates 

that reward can enhance quantity in some cases but it is not necessary that it will induce 

organizational members to deliver high quality output. However, there is a significant 

negative relationship in case of Coercive Power. This revealed that in a knowledge based 

organization leader cannot force organizational members to disseminate or exploit 

knowledge, because such organizations are more volatile and demand more flexibility in 

work, therefore threatening them on small errors might put them off.  

Stepwise multiple regression results (Table 3.10) revealed that Expert Power, 

Legitimate Power, Referent Power and Reward Power were significant predictors of all the 

five dimensions of organizational effectiveness. The maximum variance is explained by 

Referent Power and it also emerged as the best predictor (β = .49, p < .00) of Adaptability. 

This indicates that charisma or admiration for leader can influence the employees to be 

more effective and adapt to unpredictable environments, as through his personal 

magnetism he exudes a belief in accomplishing objectives even in turbulent situations and 

hold followers. This finding is in line with the argument that a charismatic leader can ignite 

an entire organization (Tosi, Misangyi, & Fanelli, 2004). Moreover, Referent Power has 

been also found to have more strong relationship with job performance (Carson, Carson, 

& Roe, 1993). Expert Power is also significantly and positively predicting Quantity, Quality 

and Efficiency dimensions of organizational effectiveness. This indicates that through 

sharing their skills and expertise to the organizational members, leaders can achieve 

higher production, because even if organizational members themselves are 

knowledgeable in many situations they still seek expert guidance indirectly from their 

respective leaders to solve their problems, without even realizing it (Amar, 2002). 

Therefore, less time is wasted in searching for solutions which results in higher 

productivity in less time. Furthermore leaders’ use of Expert Power also facilitates the 

creative thinking of organizational members and they are expected to come out with better 

TH-1380_07614102



425 
 

ideas which are reflected in organizational effectiveness in terms of Quality. This finding is 

in line with previous researches which show that expert knowledge have most positive 

effect on innovative behavior (Krause, 2004) and is also positively associated with 

intentions to engage in collaborative research (Aguinis et al., 1996) which are 

prerequisites for any quality product. Another significant but negative predictor was 

Reward Power which was found to affect organizational effectiveness in terms of 

Adaptability negatively in the present study. This signifies that simply providing material 

incentives might not motivate organizational members to accept and adjust to sudden 

changes in their work, more so in knowledge intensive organizations where work 

environment is always unpredictable. And also Reward Power has been negatively 

associated with leader effectiveness (Elangovan & Xie, 2000; Hinkin & Schriesheim, 

1989), therefore leaders’ use of this power can results into negative reactions from 

organizational members which might affect their performance. Legitimate Power was 

another significant but weak predictor of Quality, which reveals that through their formal 

authority, leaders can only influence the organizational members to do the minimum 

required but not to stretch themselves beyond their limit. This finding is in line with 

previous finding that dependence on legitimate power may lead to only minimum 

compliance while increasing resistance (Pfeffer, 1993).  

Therefore, the results of correlation and regression support Hypothesis 1F, 1G 

and 1H which stated that there will be positive relationship between Expert 

Power/Legitimate Power/Referent Power and organizational effectiveness. But the results 

did not supported Hypothesis 1I which stated a positive relationship between Reward 

Power and organizational effectiveness. Therefore it can be concluded that usage of 

Expert Power/Legitimate Power/Referent Power in knowledge intensive organizations will 

facilitate the process of Knowledge Management and use of Reward Power will impede 

the Knowledge Management process. 

Direct relationship between Downward Influence Strategy and Knowledge Management 

The correlations results (Table 3.11) revealed that most of the dimensions of 

downward influence strategy like Assertiveness, Ingratiation, Rationality, Personalized 

Relationship, Showing Expertise, Exchange of Benefits and Sanctions (Positive) have 

significant positive relationship with most of the dimensions of Knowledge Management. 

This shows that organizations that rely on these influence tactics are more focused on 

managing knowledge. On the other hand, Sanctions (Negative) had significant negative 
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relationship with all the dimensions of Knowledge management, which indicates that if 

leaders adopt this influence strategy it will have adverse effect on knowledge 

management processes. Apart from that Exchange of Benefits also had significant 

negative relationship with Knowledge Sharing and Understanding and Knowledge 

Utilization. This implied that leaders favor giving behavior can be instrumental in initiating 

a helping culture in the organization which can influence their knowledge sharing and 

accumulation to a certain extent but beyond that it will have unfavorable effect on 

knowledge management processes.    

Stepwise multiple regression results revealed that Sanctions (Positive), Sanctions 

(Negative), Assertiveness, Ingratiation, Exchange of Benefits, Showing Expertise and 

Rationality were significant predictors of all the nine dimensions of Knowledge 

Management. The maximum variance, that is, fourteen percent was explained by 

Sanctions (Positive) dimension of downward influence strategy, it also emerged as the 

best predictor (β = .37, p < .00) with respect to Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing. This 

displays that leader’s use of Sanctions (Positive) in terms of “approval, status, pay raise or 

respect” tends to increase the organizational members’ knowledge sharing behavior 

because each individual feels that their efforts are recognized and appreciated. Moreover, 

he/she can gain reputation and respect through participation in the knowledge 

management activities which in turn expands knowledge sharing in organization. Previous 

researches have also claimed rewards to be a powerful motivator in influencing 

Knowledge Workers’ behavior (DeTienne et al., 2004; Forstenlechner & Lettice, 2007). 

Assertiveness appeared as another positive significant predictor of Knowledge Sharing 

and Understanding, Organizational Learning and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and 

Application. This reveals that more direct instructions, making the rules clear and 

demanding persistently are supportive of Knowledge Management activities such as Task 

Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application as well as Organizational Learning, 

particularly in knowledge based organizations where work environment is more complex 

and unstable, hence giving clear directions is more likely to facilitate organizational 

members to perform better by accelerating their learning and knowledge sharing. This 

finding is in line with the findings of Kipnis et al. (1980) who found that respondents who 

frequently assigned work to target persons and respondents who frequently tried to 

improve a target person's performance used Assertiveness. Ingratiation surfaced as 

another significant positive predictor of Organizational Learning, Knowledge 

Accumulation, Knowledge Utilization and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. This implies 
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that through ingratiating leaders can influence their subordinates to acquire knowledge 

through learning and further utilize and imbibe that knowledge. The reason could be that 

in knowledge based organizations where knowledge is considered as the source of power 

members cannot be forced to share their knowledge or expertise as nobody wants to lose 

their power, rather they can be persuaded to learn what is new and share their knowledge 

with others by making the target perceive the agent in favorable terms, as Ingratiation is 

one of the impression management techniques used to portray oneself in positive light 

(Tedeschi & Melgurg, 1984) either by self-enhancement, other enhancement or opinion 

conformity, which is expected to lead to desirable behavior that enhances Knowledge 

Management. Researchers have also found that, respondents who frequently sought 

personal assistance from target persons used Ingratiation tactics more than who do not 

need assistance (Kipnis et al., 1980). This could be another explanation for the present 

study also because research (disciplinary/interdisciplinary) and collaboration are vital 

factors of knowledge driven organizations, which demand more assistance from other 

organizational members in form of their information sharing, expert advice etc. Exchange 

of Benefits emerged as another significant positive predictor of Knowledge Accumulation 

but significant negative predictor of Knowledge Utilization. This means that giving some 

kind of favors or benefits (e.g., I did that for you, so you should feel obliged to do this for 

me" or "I offer my help to you if you do what I want") can influence the organizational 

members to make some effort to gather knowledge but it is not necessary that they will 

also put that knowledge to further use. Also using exchange tactics will fail to encourage 

employees to engage in organizational citizenship behavior (Lian & Tui, 2012) where 

organizational members without any self interest come forward and help each other and 

share their knowledge, as knowledge sharing has been compared to organizational 

citizenship behavior in previous researches also (Connelly & Kelloway, 2001). Rationality 

significantly and positively predicted Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database 

utilization). This revealed that influencing organizational members through giving logical 

argument and factual evidence that what is being proposed or requested is viable and 

likely to result in attainment of task objectives can inspire them to get involve in 

Knowledge Management activities such as, acquiring knowledge from different sources, 

particularly in a knowledge based organization where employees are themselves are 

highly knowledgeable individuals who frequently have to encounter with new ideas and 

techniques, and not just manual laborers who can be made to do anything without 

providing sufficient reason behind that work. This finding supports previous finding that 

respondents who frequently tried to convince target persons to accept new ideas used 
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Rationality tactics (Kipnis et al., 1980). Showing Expertise was significant positive 

predictor of Knowledge Utilization, which implied that showing competence and 

knowledge in work domain has a propensity that organizational members will comply with 

leaders’ superior knowledge and emulate it. Connelly and Kelloway (2003) also found that 

When Knowledge Workers note that their leader is willing to share their expertise, they are 

also encouraged to imitate the similar behavior. Sanction (Negative) negatively predicted 

Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and 

Application, Knowledge Internalization Culture, Knowledge Accumulation, Organizational 

Learning, Knowledge Utilization, Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. This indicates that 

treat and pressure are likely to have detrimental effect on Knowledge Management 

process. This finding is in line with previous studies that revealed reprimanding employees 

is a barrier for knowledge acquisition (Politis, 2005), transfer (Riege, 2007), and utilization 

(Jong & Hartog, 2007). 

Therefore, the results of correlation and regression partially supported Hypothesis 

2A which stated that there will be positive relationship between certain types 

[Assertiveness, Exchange of Benefits, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, 

Sanctions (Positive), and Showing Expertise] of downward influence strategy and 

Knowledge Management activities. The results also supported Hypothesis 2B which 

stated a negative relationship between certain types [Sanctions (Negative)] of downward 

influence strategy and Knowledge Management activities. Therefore it can be concluded 

that usage of certain types of downward influence strategies like Sanctions (Positive), 

Rationality, Ingratiation, Showing Expertise, Exchange of Benefits and Assertiveness in 

knowledge intensive organizations will facilitate the process of Knowledge Management 

and use of Sanctions (Negative) will impede the Knowledge Management process. 

Direct relationship between Downward Influence Strategies and Organizational 

Effectiveness 

The correlation results disclosed that Assertiveness did not have relationship with 

any dimension ok organizational effectiveness. This shows that organizations that focus 

more on Assertiveness as an influence tactic are not or less likely to have any kind of 

impact on the effectiveness of their organization. Exchange of Benefits had significant and 

positive relation with Quantity but significant negative relationship with Efficiency and 

Adaptability, which indicates that organization that follow this tactic can achieve higher 

production but have negative impact on Efficiency and Adaptability, as giving favors might 
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evoke compliance from organizational members and they might produce more but it does 

not guarantee that favors will enable them to be more efficient and flexible to changing 

situations. Ingratiation, Showing Expertise, Rationality and Sanctions (Positive) had 

significant positive relationship with most of the dimensions of organizational 

effectiveness. This shows that if organizations leader adopt these strategies then 

organization is more likely to have high organizational effectiveness. Personalized 

Relationship was significantly related to Quantity and Efficiency dimension of 

organizational effectiveness, which means that leaders use of this influence tactic which is 

based on showing consideration for the needs and feelings of employees will increase 

both Quantity and Efficiency, as they will feel accepted and being taken care off by the 

leaders and will be more committed towards their work. Sanctions (Negative) had 

significant negative relationship with all the dimensions of organizational effectiveness, 

which reveals that punishment will negatively affect the effectiveness of the organization. 

Further exploration of this relationship by using the stepwise multiple regression 

(Table 3.13) showed that Sanctions (Positive), Sanctions (Negative), Personalized 

Relationship, Ingratiation, Exchange of Benefits, Showing Expertise and Rationality were 

significant predictors of all the five dimensions of organizational effectiveness. The 

maximum variance (11%) was explained by Sanctions (Positive) with respect to Quantity. 

It is clear that quantity is enhanced by the frequent use of rewards. Rewarding a desired 

behavior will result into repetition of that behavior, consequently it will increase quantity. 

Reward is also claimed to be a powerful motivator in influencing knowledge workers 

behavior (DeTienne et al., 2004). Sanctions (Negative) negatively predicted Quality, 

Efficiency and Flexibility, it also emerged as the best predictor (β = -.31, p < .00) in 

context of Efficiency. This indicates that use of threat or coercive measures towards 

employees is likely to create the feelings of disappointment in them, which can affect the 

Quality, Efficiency and Flexibility. The reason could be that Negative Sanctions are used 

to reduce or stop the occurrence of unwanted behavior but that does not necessarily 

reinforce the enhanced performance. Therefore it might not reflect in the organizational 

effectiveness in terms of Quality, Efficiency and Flexibility, particularly in a knowledge-

based environment that thrives on trial-and-error and flexibility in learning, coercive 

measures may generate a negative reaction (Jayasingham, Ansari & Jantan, 2010) and 

hence affect organizational effectiveness negatively. Ingratiation emerged as another 

positive and significant predictor of Quantity, Quality, Flexibility and Adaptability. Previous 

studies have also found that Ingratiation is a moderately effective influence tactic in 
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generating commitment (Falbe & Yukl, 1992), thus commitment towards one’s work might 

reflect in the Quantity, Quality of the work and also how flexible employee is and how well 

he/she adapts to unpredictable situations. Another explanation could be that in a 

knowledge intensive environment one can gather information by making the target 

perceive the agent in favorable terms. Giving certain amount of (due or undue) 

importance, showing a need, asking politely, acting friendly or humbly, or pretending that 

the other person is really going to make the decision (Ingratiation), might foster knowledge 

sharing environment where employees would voluntarily share their information. 

Ingratiation has also been found to have pervasive impact on organizational effectiveness 

in the past researches (Allen et al., 1979; Ralston, 1985). Exchange of benefits was a 

significant negative predictor of Adaptability. This shows that in knowledge intensive 

organizations which are highly volatile in nature and where meeting up the demands of 

changing situations, constant learning is very imperative, benefits and favors might be 

perceived as inappropriate and evokes unfavorable reaction which can result into negative 

impact on organizational effectiveness in terms of Adaptability. Previous researches have 

similar findings that these kind of exchange that “I do this for you and you do that for me” 

or “I will give you this if you do that for me”, which is similar to contingent reward is 

counterproductive and maladaptive and might induce a negative reaction in the 

organization (Politis, 2002). Rationality significantly and positively predicted Adaptability 

dimension of organizational effectiveness. This shows that use of facts and information to 

justify the situational demands or to make employees aware of opportunities available etc. 

can prompt organizational members to match their pace with that demand or change. This 

finding is in line with the argument that Successful adaptation requires accurate, timely 

information about external threats and opportunities (Yukl, 2008). Showing Expertise is 

another positive significant predictor of Quantity and Efficiency. This indicates that leaders 

are expected to be able to share with organizational members, what they do not know and 

fuel thought-provoking ideas that would leads to the acquisition, dissemination and 

development of new knowledge for the benefit of the organization (Politis, 2005; Amar, 

2002) which is likely to reflect in the organizational effectiveness. Personalized 

Relationship predicted both Quantity and Quality negatively. This indicates that 

Personalized Relationship is decreasing the effectiveness in terms of Quantity and 

Quality. The reason can be attributed to the fact that Indian  subordinates  tend  to  

depend excessively  on  their  superiors,  with  whom  they  want  to  cultivate  

personalized  rather  than  contractual  work  relationships, hence they might pretend that 
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they are carrying out leaders commands but will not actually work hard to achieve that 

goal (Singh & Singh, 1994).  

Therefore, the results of correlation and regression partially supported Hypothesis 

2C which stated that there will be positive relationship between certain type’s strategies 

[Assertiveness, Exchange of Benefits, Ingratiation, Personalized Relationship, Rationality, 

Sanctions (Positive), and Showing Expertise] of downward influence strategy and 

organizational effectiveness. The results also supported Hypothesis 2D which stated a 

negative relationship between certain types [Sanctions (Negative)] of downward influence 

strategy and organizational effectiveness. Therefore it can be concluded that usage of 

certain types of downward influence strategies like Sanctions (Positive), Rationality, 

Ingratiation and Showing Expertise in knowledge intensive organizations will enhance the 

organizational effectiveness and use of Sanctions (Negative), Exchange of Benefits and 

Personalized relationship will hinder the organizational effectiveness. 

Moderating Role of Culture 

Moderating effect of Organizational Culture on the relationship between Bases of Power 

and Knowledge Management 

A moderator is defined as a variable that “affects the direction and/or strength of 

the relation between an independent or predictor variable and a dependent or criterion 

variable” (Baron & Kenny, 1986). 

As mentioned in chapter 3, for examining a possible moderating effect of 

organizational culture on the relationship between Predictors/determinants and criterion 

variables, the sample was divided into two groups – High and Low on a particular 

dimension of organizational culture for instance organizations High on Synergetic Culture 

and Low on Synergetic Culture. Further correlation and step wise multiple regression 

analyses were carried out and results for both high and low groups were compared 

In case of organizations with high Active/Passive Customer Orientation, it was 

observed that Expert Power, Referent Power, Legitimate Power and Reward Power had 

significant positive relationship with few of the dimensions of Knowledge Management, but 

Coercive Power did not have significant relationship with any of the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management. It is important to mention here again (mentioned in chapter 2) 

that, as high scores on the questionnaire indicated Passive Orientation towards the 

customers, therefore the organizations high on this dimension can be classified as having 
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inactive or passive orientation towards their customers. This clearly indicates that such 

organization are less focused on taking customers need in top consideration, customers 

feedback etc. therefore Legitimate power is likely be exercised more in such culture 

because by directing organizational members leaders will try to increase their participation 

in knowledge management activities. This finding is in line with previous research by 

Forstenlechner and Lettice (2007) who found managers’ authority to increase knowledge 

dissemination. Expert, Reward and Referent Powers will also have positive effect on 

Knowledge Management process in passive orientation towards customers, because 

leaders will attempt to influence organizational members providing them with the 

information required for the task because if shows that boss taking knowledge seriously, 

so the rest of the company will follow automatically. Stewart (1997) also asserts that even 

companies with promising cultures and highly effective incentive programs will not 

succeed without having dedicated and responsible managers. Rewarding might also work 

well in passive customer orientate culture because that employees are otherwise not 

motivated or interested in taking care of customers requirements so reward can work as a 

strong source of stimulator for organizational members to participate in knowledge 

management activities. Other studies have also reported a positive impact of reward 

power on certain work outcomes such as entrepreneurial success (Aguinis et al., 2008). 

Referent Power is another significant predictor of Knowledge Utilization in passive 

customer oriented culture, as in knowledge intensive organizations the main aim of the 

leaders is to encourage the organizational member to participate more and more in 

knowledge sharing and leader himself participates in that process, which makes him more 

influential to make others follow him. Also participative style has been found as a home to 

Referent Power in past researches (Lenoble, 1993). Interestingly Coercive Power 

appeared as positive significant predictor of Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, 

Knowledge Internalization Culture and Organizational Learning. Although previous 

researches have shown that use of threat, punishment has negative impact on knowledge 

sharing (Politis, 2005) but when organizations culture is such that it hardly feels anxious 

about satisfying the demands of their customers, which leads to inertia in employees and 

probably then they will not mind if punitive measures are used to make them take part in 

knowledge management activities, as they might feel it as justified. 

In context of organizations low on Active/Passive Customer Orientation it was 

noted that Expert and Referent Power had significant positive relationship with all the 

dimensions of Knowledge Management. Legitimate and Reward Power were positively 
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related to few dimensions of Knowledge management, but Coercive Power was negatively 

related to most of the Knowledge Management dimensions. It is important to mention here 

(also mentioned in chapter 2) that, as low scores on the questionnaire indicated Active 

Orientation towards the customers, therefore the organizations low on this dimension can 

be classified as having active orientation towards their customers. These organizations 

are very prompt in responding to the needs of their customers, they constantly take feed 

back from them to make their services better etc. it was observed that Referent Power 

explained the maximum variance, whereas Expert Power emerged as best predictor (β = 

.63, p < .00) with respect to Knowledge Internalization Culture. This shows that when 

culture of the organization itself emphasizes on giving immediate attention to their 

customers it inculcates such values in the leader and they are more likely to exercise their 

referent and expert power  for knowledge accumulation and sharing, which are further 

imitated by other members of the organization. Such practices gradually become 

embedded in organization and lead to innovation. Besides that such organizations  do not 

require A’s monitoring of B (surveillance) and therefore do not trigger compliance but 

rather internalization (Kelman, 1974) , because If a superior leads by identification, the 

employees will probably internalize that person’s norms and values. Moreover In the 

process of innovation, a superior leads via expert knowledge by imparting professional 

guidance, competence, or useful experience to the organizational members. The 

investment of expertise and skills by the supervisor is essential in the innovation process 

(Krause, 2004). Also the sources of personal power (expert and referent) have been found 

to most effective and both Expert and Referent Power can lead to enthusiastic and 

unquestioning trust, compliance, loyalty, and commitment from subordinates which is 

expected to result in enhanced Knowledge Management (Lunenburg, 2012). 

In case of organizations high on Employee vs. Job Orientation it was found that 

Expert, Legitimate, Referent and Reward Power were related to most of the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management except for Coercive Power which has significant negative 

relationship with most of the dimensions. It is important to mention here (also mentioned 

in chapter 2) that, as high scores on the questionnaire indicated Job Oriented Culture, 

therefore the organizations high on this dimension were more focused on elements 

related to the job given to the employee. Legitimate Power positively affected the process 

of Knowledge Management in Job Oriented Culture, which is obvious because focus of 

the organization is to get the job done form the employees no matter how, therefore 

leader is expected to use his formal authority to control and command, clearly define the 
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rules and procedures as well as reward the desired behavior, which is to complete the 

task. Hence by their very nature, provide clear direction and roles that the subordinates 

have to perform in order to achieve the target. Expert Power also facilitated Knowledge 

Management activities in Job Oriented Culture. This is due to the emphasis on job, to 

complete it successfully and on time, expert advice and guidance is required most of the 

times and its use will affect Knowledge Management process positively. This is congruent 

with the findings of the study by Jayasingam, Ansari and Jantan (2010) who found that 

knowledge dissemination practices were improved when top management leaders were 

ascribed greater Expert Power. Reward Power negatively predicted Knowledge Sharing 

and Understanding and Knowledge Utilization dimensions of Knowledge management. 

This shows that even if organization values completing the job demand on time reward will 

not work as an effective incentive. This probably implies that organizational members 

particularly in knowledge driven organization, normally get involved in Knowledge 

Management practices for their own interest (Gal, 2004) and intrinsic satisfaction and not 

merely extrinsic rewards. Therefore it is likely Rewards Power will impede the process of 

effective Knowledge Management. 

In the organizations low on Employee vs. Job Orientation it was observed that 

Expert, Referent, Reward and Legitimate Power had significant positive relationship with 

almost all the dimensions of Knowledge Management, whereas Coercive Power had no 

significant relationship at all with the dimensions of Knowledge Management. It should be 

noted (also mentioned in chapter 2) that, low scores on the questionnaire indicated 

Employee Oriented Culture, therefore the organizations low on this dimension gave more 

attention to the welfare of the organizational members and took care of their need and 

problems, both at the personal and professional level. This enhanced the relationship 

between bases of power and Knowledge Management in organizations with high 

Employee-Oriented Culture as most of the correlation coefficients and beta values of 

multiple regression are higher in this case as compared to organizations with Job-

Oriented Culture. Referent Power explained maximum variance and it also emerged as 

best predictor (β = 1.03, p < .00) with respect to Knowledge Utilization. The reason can be 

that in Employee Oriented Culture, leaders basically have greater influence in facilitating 

Knowledge Management activities by showing his or her willingness to sacrifice private 

interests for the good of the organization and also by treating each employee as an 

individual with needs, abilities, and aspirations different from those of others and helping 

them to develop their strong sides by spending a lot of time in guiding and training them. 
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Therefore, leaders displaying such qualities will be more appreciated by the employees, 

which will induce a belief amongst the employees that since the organizations gives 

priority to their welfare and progress, so they, in return, should also give their best by 

following the orders of the superiors and contribute in meeting the goals of the 

organizations. The finding supports the statement that leaders can be role models of the 

desired behavior (Pan & Scarbrough, 1998). In the present research Expert Power was 

also found to have positive impact on Knowledge Management process in Employee 

Oriented Culture. It is clear that leaders today are aware that they are no longer the main 

source of knowledge (Bukowitz & Williams, 1999). Knowledge is possessed by their 

subordinates as well. Therefore, particularly in Employee Oriented Culture leaders are 

more likely to share their expertise and burden of decision making with their organizational 

members by becoming coaches, asking the right questions, providing information and 

allowing organizational members to participate and get involved in organizational goals, 

which will not only play an important role in the growth of the organization but also in the 

growth of the employees. This finding is in harmony with previous finding that Expert 

power demonstrated strong positive relationship with supervisor-human relations 

satisfaction and supervisors’ technical ability satisfaction (Hinkin & Schriesheim, 1989). 

However, Legitimate Power was found to have a negative impact on Knowledge 

Management activities in Employee Oriented Culture. For the effective functioning of the 

organization, it is important that the leader gets the job done amicably and efficiently but 

not by using positional power because in a knowledge intensive organizations leader has 

to be more accepting and flexible rather always pointing out rules to comply. This finding 

is in congruence with findings of Somech and Drach-Zahavy (2002), that showed, 

subordinates responded more favorably to personal power  rather than positional power 

(Legitimate Power), as supervisors who used personal power were more likely to make 

the target feel useful and appreciated.  

In context of organizations high on Synergetic Culture, it was detected that apart 

from Coercive Power, Expert Power, Legitimate Power, Referent Power and Reward 

Power has significant positive relationship with all the dimensions of the Knowledge 

Management. Moreover, Expert Power and Referent Power were significant predictors of 

all the nine dimensions of Knowledge Management. Referent Power emerged as the best 

predictor (β = .61, p < .00) and also explained maximum variance with respect to Capacity 

to Internalized. It is clearly evident from the results (Table 3.27) that in these 

organizations, the organizational culture is congenial in nature, where the management 
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has care and concern for the welfare of the employees and the employees, in return, put 

their maximum effort to execute their tasks. In such organizations, the top management’s 

leadership styles, comprising of aspects of both Expert Power and Referent Power are 

effective in fostering Knowledge Management. Therefore, these bases of power in 

conjunction with high Synergetic Culture contribute to the successful practice of 

knowledge management processes. These two sources of personal power (expert, 

referent) have also been found most effective and more strongly related to employees’ job 

satisfaction, organizational commitment, and performance ((Yukl, 2010; Carson, Carson, 

& Roe, 1993; Podsakoff & Schriesheim, 1985) in past studies. In context of knowledge 

intensive organizations it can be stated that organization that display open and 

cooperative practices there automatically, leaders will also be expected to displays 

qualities that supports knowledge management practices and by doing so they will 

become a role model for knowledge workers to emulate and look up to, therefore use of 

Referent Power in such environment will foster Knowledge Management. Expert Power 

will also be very effective in such circumstance because it involves sharing ones skills and 

expertise with other member of the organization and such culture consists of norms and 

practices that promote the free-flow of information among employees and across 

department lines. Hence, exercising Expert Power becomes imperative to further foster 

such culture and Knowledge Management. However, past researches show that Asian 

cultures have a group-oriented mentality naturally inclined to share and such culture is 

conducive for building trust among colleagues which could facilitate the socialization 

process in knowledge sharing (Chan & Ng, 2003). Coercive Power  

In organizations with low Synergetic Culture, it was noted from the results that 

Expert power, Referent power and Legitimate Power were related to most of the 

dimensions of Knowledge Management but Reward Power did not have any significant 

relationship and Coercive Power had significant negative relationship with all the 

dimensions of Knowledge management. Moreover Legitimate Power, Expert Power, 

Coercive Power, Reward Power and Referent Power were significant predictors of all the 

nine dimensions of Knowledge Management. The maximum variance was explained by 

Legitimate Power and it also appeared as best predictor (β = .86, p < .00) with respect to 

Knowledge Sharing and Understanding. It is apparent that in organizations with low 

Synergetic Culture, which is not very conducive to work, the top management is not able 

to influence the organizational members to contribute to Knowledge Management there 

leaders will lean towards highly bureaucratic structures with rules, standards, procedures, 
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necessary authorization, warnings, and punishment to manage their employees. 

Forstenlechner and Lettice (2007) also found managers’ authority to increase knowledge 

dissemination. While in organizations with high Synergetic Culture, the top management 

encourages the employees to be open about their ideas and opinions and at the same 

time there are care and concern for the members both at the professional and personal 

levels. Therefore, the leaders are able to influence the members to take risks and 

contribute their maximum capacity for the success of the organization. Thus, it could be 

concluded that, the Synergetic Culture has enhanced the relationship between Bases of 

power and Knowledge Management in organizations with high Synergetic Culture as 

compared to low Synergetic Culture organizations. Expert Power was a significant and 

positive predictor of Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation and Capacity to 

Internalized Knowledge dimensions only in low Synergetic Culture. It is clear that in 

knowledge intensive organizations Expert Power will work most of the times and through 

sharing their expertise and knowledge leaders will create an impression in the minds of 

organizational members that their leader is enthusiastic to share his knowledge which will 

further affect followers’ knowledge sharing. This finding is in line with previous study which 

found that it is most important that knowledge workers perceive their leaders as being 

actively engaged and committed to supporting knowledge and learning activities (Burtha, 

2001). Reward Power will be nonfunctional even in low Synergetic Culture rather it 

negatively predicted Knowledge Sharing and Understanding. The reason can be that 

leaders often use incentives as a substitute for giving employees what they need to do a 

good job i.e. providing useful feedback, social support and self-determination. Another 

reason could be that it reduces the intrinsic motivation. Amabile et al. (1996) claimed that 

intrinsic motivation is more important to trigger non-routine behaviors than extrinsic 

rewards. Her research suggests one should avoid using money to “bribe” people to come 

up with innovative ideas. Referent Power was another significant negative predictor of 

Knowledge Sharing and Understanding and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and 

Application in low Synergetic Culture, as organizational members are independent 

individuals who decide what knowledge they want to contribute and how they intend to 

use it (Politis, 2005). They trust their personal expertise and do not deem their leader to 

be correct based on the leader’s personal appeal (Politis, 2005). Moreover Coercive 

Power predicted Knowledge Internalization Culture negatively but Organizational Learning 

positively. This indicates that threats, rejection or disapproval towards employees can 

sometimes force them to make some effort in trying to learn and update their knowledge 

base but that will happen only very small in percentage rather, it will make them feel being 
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deprived of opportunities to enhance their knowledge base by participating in workshops, 

conferences etc. which in turn might hamper culture of the organization in terms of 

knowledge internalization. In general also coercive power has been associated with leader 

ineffectiveness (Aguinis et al., 2008; Elangovan and Xie, 2000). Similar finding has been 

reported by Politis (2005) which shows that reprimanding employees is a barrier for 

knowledge acquisition.  

In context of Closed Culture asymmetrical distribution was found when the sample 

was divided into high and low groups. It was N = 40 in the case of high Closed Culture 

whereas N = 16 in organizations low on the dimension of Closed Culture. As per central 

limit theorem, when the sample size is sufficiently large (N > 30) the data is normally 

distributed (Gilbert & Churchill, 2001; Stuart, 1984). Nevertheless, in this case the sample 

size was less than 30 for the small group. It was also noted that, higher values of 

correlation coefficients and beta were produced in case of smaller sample as compared to 

the larger sample. Results were affected due to these variations in sample sizes. Thus it 

would not be appropriate to contrast the results as it cannot be said with assurance that 

the discrepancy in these results were because of the variables impact and not caused by 

the disparity in sample size. Therefore, these results were excluded from discussion part. 

Moreover, after investigating the moderating effect of organizational culture on the 

relationship between bases of power and Knowledge Management, the obtained results 

showed that, in most of the cases, organizational culture improved the relationship 

between bases of power and Knowledge Management in organizations with strong culture 

such as high Active Customer Oriented Culture, Synergetic Culture, and Employee 

Oriented Culture as compared to organizations which are contrary to these dimensions of 

organizational culture. It was also found from the results, that the variance explained by 

bases of powers is higher in the case of Employee-Oriented Culture than other 

dimensions of organizational culture. This entailed that Employee-Oriented Culture was 

the most favorable culture which enabled leaders to foster Knowledge Management 

processes. This partially answers the eighth research question proposed in the present 

study that what kind of culture facilitates Knowledge Management. It is both Referent and 

Expert Power (personal power) which played the vital roles in fostering Knowledge 

Management. Legitimate Power, Reward Power and Coercive (organizational power) had 

mixed effect on the Knowledge Management activities. These findings support 

Hypothesis 4A, which stated that there will be high positive relationship between bases 

of power and Knowledge Management in organizations with strong culture as compared to 
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weak cultures and it partially supported Hypothesis 4E which stated negative relationship 

between Coercive Power and Knowledge Management activities. It was scrutinized from 

previous researches, that a culture encompassing elements like, faith, dedication, concern 

for employee wellbeing, acceptance of mistakes, orientation to existing knowledge and 

psychological security (DeLong & Fahey, 2000; Gupta, Iyer & Aronson, 2000) creates a 

genial and friendly work atmosphere that fosters the learning practices among the 

organizational members in the organizations which is synonymous to capacity to innovate 

and related to the ability to apply knowledge in organizations (Sinkula, 1994). Learning is 

also found to be a predictor of knowledge creation (Lee & Choi, 2003). Moreover, 

Referent Power would be effective in such culture because the leaders influence their 

subordinates by giving autonomy, individual attention to their requirements, providing 

learning and challenging opportunities that also display faith, admiration, and acceptance 

for mistakes that takes place as learning progresses (Bass & Avolio, 1994). Such leaders 

also motivate their organizational members to develop novel ideas and explanation to 

problems by sharing their own knowledge, at times when needed and inspires them to rise 

above their personal interest and share knowledge amongst members for the 

development and profit of the organization all together. Alavi, Kayworth & Leidner (2005) 

also cite expertise, innovativeness, collaboration and autonomy as the values of 

organizational culture that lead to effective Knowledge Management. Hence, personal 

power (Referent and Expert Power) in conjunction with this kind of culture will enhance 

Knowledge Management. This finding is congruent with previous studies which show that, 

the personal sources of power are more strongly related to employees’ job satisfaction, 

organizational commitment, and job performance than are the organizational power 

sources (Lunenburg, 2012). 

Moderating effect of Organizational Culture on the relationship between Bases of Power 

and Organizational Effectiveness 

In case of organizations high on Active/Passive Customer orientation it was 

observed that Expert, Referent and Legitimate Power had significant positive relationship 

with all the dimensions of organizational effectiveness, except for Reward Power, which 

had significant relationship only with Quantity and Flexibility. Coercive Power on the other 

hand had significant negative relationship with Adaptability. It is important to mention here 

again (mentioned in chapter 2) that, high scores on the questionnaire indicated Passive 

Orientation towards the customers, therefore the organizations high on this dimension can 

be classified as having inactive or passive orientation towards their customers. This 
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clearly indicates that such organization are less focused on taking customers need in top 

priority, customers feedback etc. It was noted that Expert Power affected organizational 

effectiveness positively in passive customer oriented culture. It also explained maximum 

variance and emerged a best predictor (β = .68, p < .00) with respect to Quality. This 

shows that leader have to rely more on sharing their skills and experiences to guide the 

employees, they have to spend more time explaining and convincing by logical arguments 

what is expected of them and why due to passive culture. This indicates that leaders are 

expected to be able to share with organizational members what they do not already know 

and fuel thought-provoking ideas that leads to the acquisition, dissemination and 

development of new knowledge for the benefit of the organization (Politis, 2005) which is 

likely to enhance the Quality. Past studies also show that meaningful participation by 

people who have unique and relevant expertise can increase decision quality (Vroom & 

Jago, 1988) which can further affect the organizational effectiveness. Referent Power was 

also found to have positive significant effect on Quantity and Adaptability dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness. This implies that the use of personal magnetism to influence 

organizational members is effective in the case of present study. The plausible 

explanation is that they may like and respect the leader, and this can be the influencing 

factor in encouraging their increased involvement in Knowledge Management practices, 

which will reflect in organizational effectiveness in terms of Quantity and Adaptability. This 

finding supports the statement by Bohn (1998) that leaders have the capability to show 

vision, organize teams, stay the course, and ultimately help the whole organization win. 

Also group performances, measured as financial outcomes have been linked to 

charismatic leadership (Barling, Weber & Kelloway, 1996) which comes close to Referent 

Power. However, surprisingly Coercive Power was found to have positive affect on 

Quantity. Which indicates that leaders use of threat, disapproval etc. influenced 

organizational members to produce more, although past studies have found that, where 

power is coercive, the response of subordinates is almost always negative (Jacobs, 

1979). The reason for the opposite finding in the present study can be attributed to the 

passive customer oriented culture of the organization, which is least affected by any kind 

of urgency or demand of the customer otherwise, so in such circumstances organizational 

members readily accept coercive measures and comply to the demands of the leader, 

which can only reflect in organizational effectiveness in terms of Quantity but not in 

Quality. Moreover, Coercive Power may only induce passive commitment  in  terms  of  

Harris and Eoyang's  (1977)  typology where people have  a strong intention to  remain  

but low  motivation  to  contribute  their  best  efforts  toward the  mission, therefore in 
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such circumstance only Quantity can increase. Previous study also showed that, people 

subject to coercive power are either indifferent to, or opposed to, the wielder of authority 

(Lee & Low, 2008).  

In context of organizations low on Active/Passive Customer Orientation, it was 

observed that Expert, Referent and Legitimate Power had significant positive relationship 

with most of the dimensions of organizational effectiveness, but Coercive Power was 

negatively related to most of the dimensions. Reward power had no significant 

relationship with any dimension of organizational effectiveness. It is important to mention 

here (mentioned in chapter 2) that, low scores on the questionnaire indicated Active 

Orientation towards the customers, therefore the organizations low on this dimension can 

be classified as having active orientation towards their customers and they focus on the 

needs of their customers and try to satisfy them. It was found that Expert Power explained 

maximum variance and it also emerged as best predictor (β = .47, p < .00) with respect to 

Efficiency. Referent Power also had positive impact on organizational effectiveness in 

Active Customer Oriented Culture. This displays that by using personal power (Expert and 

Referent) leaders will be able to enhance the effectiveness of the organization. When the 

customers’ requirements are given the utmost importance the effectiveness will 

automatically increase. Among technical and scientific staff, expertise emerges as a very 

important cue for acceptance and recognition of the superiors’ direction as reflected in the 

present result. The present results supported the general view that “personal” power has a 

positive effect on the work outcomes. This finding is in line with the argument that Great 

leaders make things happen by utilizing personal power (Pfeffer, 2011). 

In the organizations high on Employee vs. Job Orientation, it was detected that 

Expert Power, Referent Power and Legitimate Power had significant relationship with 

most of the dimensions of organizational effectiveness, whereas Coercive Power and 

Reward Power were found to have negative relationship with most of the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness. It is important to mention here (mentioned in chapter 2) that, 

high scores on the questionnaire indicated Job Orientation, therefore the organizations 

high on this dimension can be categorized as having Job Oriented Culture. It was found 

that Legitimate Power explained maximum variance, but both Legitimate Power and 

Referent Power emerged as best predictors (β = .50, p < .00, in both the cases) with 

respect to Quality and Adaptability, respectively. This indicates that when the focus of the 

organization is to get the job done punctually, then probably there exists a subtle mutual 

understanding between superiors and subordinates. So subordinate recognizes that his 
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superior's job is to tell him what to do, i.e., tell him what the organization's requirements 

are and so they readily accept his authority. Socio-cultural factors can also be ascribed as 

another reason because prevailing social structures in India reinforce the dependency of 

Indian subordinates and render them "susceptible to the authoritarian style of their 

superiors" (Sinha & Sinha, 1976). Expert Power was found to affect Quantity positively in 

the present research. These implies that expert knowledge and information sharing by 

leaders’ support accelerate the decisions making process which is especially relevant in 

the process of innovation (Amabile et al., 1996; Axtell et al., 2000) and is also expected to 

result in fast and high production. Previous findings also show that intellectual stimulation 

(encouraging innovative thinking) can enhance individual and team performance (Lowe et 

al., 1996) which is likely to affect effectiveness of the organization. Referent Power also 

enhanced organizational effectiveness in terms of Adaptability in Job Oriented Culture. It 

is clear that personal magnetism of leader can motivate to adapt to its external 

environment because followers will be inclined towards their leader request as they trust 

their leader. Previous studies have also mentioned that Referent power can lead to 

enthusiastic and unquestioning trust, compliance, loyalty, and commitment from 

subordinates (Lunenburg, 2012) which is apt to result into complete focus on Job 

requirement, identification and satisfaction of the changing needs of customers which is 

more importantly required in knowledge intensive organizations where the environment is 

“dynamic” and uncertain (Yukl, 2009). In Job Oriented Culture Reward Power of the 

leader was not found to have positive impact on the performance of the employees and so 

is reflected in reduced Adaptability. A viable explanation could be a clear link between the 

organizational members’ contribution and leaders’ ability to reward is lacking. Being at the 

top, the gap could pose as a barrier to timely and appropriate rewarding which can induce 

organizational member to ignore or deny the relevance of an external threat and a shared 

belief that there is nothing to learn from competitors (Tushman & O'Reilly, 1996) hence 

the result will be decreased organizational effectiveness in terms of Adaptability. Perhaps, 

when leaders are closer to employees, the results would be different as they would be 

better able to observe and reward accordingly. 

In case of organizations low on Employee vs. Job Orientation, It is important to 

mention here (mentioned in chapter 2) that, low scores on the questionnaire indicated 

Employee Orientation, therefore the organizations low on this dimension can be 

categorized as having Employee Oriented Culture. It was observed that Expert, Referent, 

Legitimate and Reward Power were related positively to most of the dimensions of 
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organizational effectiveness. The maximum variance was explained by Expert Power, 

which was also the best predictor (β = .50, p < .00) with respect to Flexibility. This means 

that in a culture which is more concerned about the needs, problems and welfare of the 

employees, leaders will recognize the organizational members as valued intellectual 

assets to the organization and so will guide them by sharing their own expertise, 

encourage them to innovate, enhancing learning and increasing knowledge sharing 

amongst organizational members to gain Flexibility. This finding is in harmony with the 

statement that “A big part of the chief knowledge officers’ job is getting employees to 

abandon their territorial ways and share what they know” (De Tienne et al., 2004), which 

is anticipated to result into organizational effectiveness. The sociologist Charles Perrow 

has also pointed out that managers who supervise complex technology, which is more 

likely to represent knowledge driven organizations depend more on their expertise to 

solve important organizational problems as compared to the managers who supervise, 

more routine work (Kipnis et al., 1984). Referent Power also had positive impact on 

organizational effectiveness, because it produces a high level of internalization or inner 

acceptance (Lee & Low, 2008), therefore organizational members will be more committed 

towards and will internalized the vision of their leader because they have a desire to be 

like their leader, hence they will try to give their best and work hard to enhance both 

Quality and Efficiency. This finding supports the previous finding that a committed 

member’s definite desire to maintain organizational membership would have a clear 

relationship to the motivation to participate. Willingness to exert considerable effort on 

behalf of the organization and the belief in and acceptance of the organization's goals, in 

combination, have implications for the member's motivation to produce for the 

organization in accordance  with explicit organizational mandates, as well as in terms of 

Katz's (1964) spontaneous and innovative behaviors (Angel & Perry, 1981). However 

Coercive Power was found to have negative effect on Efficiency. This shows that in 

Employee Oriented Culture if power is coercive, the response of subordinates is almost 

always negative. There will be resistance, noncompliance where possible and so 

organizational effectiveness will definitely be hampered. It is also been pointed out by 

Bass (1988) the process of arousing the subordinate interests and dormant capabilities is 

often more important than to promise or threaten while leading them. 

In organizations high on Synergetic Culture it was found that Expert, Referent, 

Legitimate and Reward Power had significant and positive relationship with most of the 

dimensions of the dimensions of organizational effectiveness. On the other hand Coercive 
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Power was found to have significant negative relationship with most of the dimensions. 

Referent Power explained maximum variance and it also appeared as best predictor (β = 

.48, p < .00, in both the cases) with respect to both Quality and Adaptability dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness. This implies that in high Synergetic Culture where 

employees make collective efforts to realize the shared goals of high productivity. People 

will feel pride in association with the organization and the leader (i.e. Identification), which 

increases their willingness to perform for the organization. Therefore, organizational 

member are likely to make their organization more successful through an increase in the 

quality of products, their acceptance for change and risk taking behavior. Nevertheless, 

Coercive Power predicted Efficiency negatively. This indicates that, possibly the use of 

Coercive Power heightens the level of conflict between employees and leader which 

results in the organizational members dissatisfaction with the relationship, particularly in 

Synergetic Culture where there is more emphasis on participation. Such dysfunctional 

outcomes can decrease employees’ knowledge sharing and performance consequently 

leading to decreased Efficiency. This is confirmed by Jayasingham, Ansari and Jantan 

(2010) that threat no longer works in a knowledge-based context. It is likely that being 

independent, employees decide when, what, and how they will acquire, share, and utilize 

their knowledge. Any use of force or threat will not be able to compel employees to be 

involved in Knowledge Management practices. 

In case of organizations low on Synergetic Culture it was observed that Expert, 

Referent and Legitimate Power had significant positive relationship with all the dimensions 

of organizational effectiveness but Reward Power was not related to any dimension 

significantly. Moreover Coercive Power had significant negative relationship with Quality 

dimensions of organizational effectiveness. Maximum variance was explained by Referent 

Power it also emerged as best predictor (β = .63, p < .00) with respect to Adaptability. 

This implies that although these organizations are low on Synergetic Culture still they 

have some elements of cooperation and participation therefore leaders’ appeal will have 

positive influence on the performance of the employees because employees have a 

favorable impression about their leader and they believe that what leader is requesting is 

for the benefit of organization as well as for the employees which will result in compliance. 

Similarly leaders’ use of Expert Power will induce organizational members to share and 

accumulate knowledge as the leader himself takes the first step of sharing his expertise 

and skills. A true leader is one who goes the way and shows the way. Therefore personal 

power (Expert and Referent) are likely to result in raised organizational effectiveness. In 
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fact, it was found in earlier studies that, the possession of adequate Expert and Referent 

Power clearly distinguished successful entrepreneurs from unsuccessful ones (Aguinis et 

al., 2008; Jayasingam, 2001). However, Reward Power predicted Efficiency negatively in 

the present study. This means providing material incentives will not function in low 

Synergetic Culture, even more in knowledge based organizations. The reason can be that 

it does not improve work involvement (Jong & Hartog, 2007) and that is why Efficiency is 

low. Furthermore, in some organizations employees consider knowledge sharing an extra-

role behavior, i.e., it is not included in formal job descriptions (Wang & Noe, 2010) 

therefore in such organizations rewards might not work well enough to motivate 

employees to perform efficiently. This finding is in line with previous research which 

shows, that financial rewards may not be the best incentive to stimulate idea generation 

(Jong & Hartog, 2007). 

Finally, from the results obtained after exploring the moderating effect of 

organizational culture on the relationship between bases of power and organizational 

effectiveness, it could be concluded that in most cases, organizational culture enhanced 

the relationship between bases of power and organizational effectiveness in organizations 

with strong culture such as high Synergetic Culture, Active Customer Oriented Culture, 

and Employee Oriented Culture as compared to organizations which are opposite to these 

dimensions of organizational culture. It was also observed that Expert, Referent (personal 

power) and Legitimate Power were most effective forms of power that functioned well 

enough to enhance organizational effectiveness, even in weak cultures. Reward Power 

was negatively affecting organizational effectiveness and Coercive had mixed results in 

context of organizational effectiveness. These findings partially support Hypothesis 4B, 

which stated that there will be high positive relationship between bases of power and 

organizational effectiveness in organizations with strong culture as compared to those 

with weak culture. Hypothesis 4F i.e. there will be negative relationship between 

Coercive Power and organizational effectiveness in organizations with strong culture as 

compared to those with weak culture was partially supported because Coercive Power 

had mixed results. 

Moderating effect of Organizational Culture on the relationship between Downward 

Influence Strategy and Knowledge Management 

In case of organizations high on Active/Passive Customer Orientation dimension it 

is important to clarify that in the questionnaire high scores symbolized Passive Customer 
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Orientation, therefore such organizations are categorized as having passive orientation 

towards their customers in relation to their requirements, requests and dissatisfaction. In 

such type of culture organizational members are less pains taking and more avoidant. It is 

evident from the results that all the dimensions of downward influence strategy except for 

Sanctions (Negative) were having significant positive relationship with most of the 

Knowledge Management dimensions. It is clear from stepwise multiple regression results 

(Table 3.39) that ingratiation will enhance Knowledge Management process in terms of 

Knowledge Internalization Culture, Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, 

Organizational Learning and Knowledge Utilization. Probably when the culture of 

organization is indifferent towards their customers the leaders’ effort to influence 

organizational members by "acting humble" and “making them feel important", might 

persuade them to share their knowledge, accumulate new knowledge and imbibe it for 

future usage. Also on part of leader it is more likely to use Ingratiation when frequent 

assistance is sought from the organizational members (Kipnis et al., 1980), which is more 

typical of knowledge intensive organizations where more focus is on collaborative 

researches and joint ventures. Higgins, Judge and Ferris (2003) also found Ingratiation to 

have positive effects on work outcomes, particularly performance. Assertiveness also 

affected Knowledge Management positively. This implies that in Passive Customer 

Oriented Culture demanding and using a forceful manner to get what one wants are likely 

to be found. A direct order in the command tone of voice is sometimes necessary to alarm 

subordinates into immediate action towards their work. Previous finding by Higgins et al. 

(2003) also showed that assertiveness had a positive relationship with extrinsic success. 

Exchange of Benefits also predicted Knowledge Accumulation and Capacity to Internalize 

Knowledge positively. It is obvious that in Passive Customer Oriented Culture where 

organizational members are not self initiators, possibly they can be made to work in 

exchange of rewards or favors. Previous researches have shown this type of contingent 

reward style leadership to be positively related to followers’ commitment, satisfaction, 

organizational citizenship behavior and performance (Bycio, Hackett & Allen, 1995; Hunt 

& Schuler, 1976; Podsakoff, Todor, Grover & Huber, 1984; Goodwin, Wofford & 

Whittington, 2001). Showing Expertise on the other had negatively predicted Task Specific 

Knowledge Sharing. The reason can be that sometimes, the group simply does not need 

leaders knowledge, i.e., as when the task is familiar and the group is highly accomplished 

at doing it. If he continues to supervise or show his knowledge, this can lead without fail to 

resentment by the group which is likely to reflect in their knowledge sharing behavior. This 

finding is in concordance with the statement that subordinates are likely to be upset by a 
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manager who acts superior and arrogantly flaunts his/her greater expertise (Ansari, 1990). 

Sanctions (Positive) had positive impact on Knowledge Management activities, it was also 

the best predictor (β = .69, p < .00) with respect to Task Specific Knowledge Sharing. This 

implies that followers will display expected levels of performance i.e. knowledge sharing in 

the present case by providing desired rewards for desired or acceptable performance. 

Podsakoff et al. (1982) also suggested that only performance contingent reward behavior 

was found to affect subordinate performance significantly. 

In context of organizations low on Active/Passive Customer Orientation it is 

important to clarify that in the questionnaire low scores symbolized Active Customer 

Orientation, therefore organizations low on this dimension are categorized as having 

active orientation towards their customers. It was observed that all the dimensions of 

downward influence strategy, except for Sanctions (Negative) had significant positive 

relationship with most of the Knowledge Management dimensions. Exchange of Benefits 

was not related to any dimension of Knowledge management in any way. Ingratiation 

explained maximum variance and it also emerged as beast predictor (β = .59, p < .00) in 

relation to Knowledge Sharing and Understanding. The explanation could be that culture 

of organization is more focused on the needs and demands of their customers that they 

are liable to take care of, if they have to be effective and successful. Therefore by using 

the other enhancement tactic of Ingratiation leader poses an instrumental dependency, it 

is one of the most frequently used tactics of attraction management in Indian 

organizations. The leader through this tactic tries to induce a sort of social responsibility in 

the organizational members by showing dependency on them, which requires people to 

help those who are helpless and who depend on them (Shankar & Ansari, 1993) hence it 

is more likely that organizational member will share their knowledge if they see another 

person is dependent on them for that information. Assertiveness was found to predict 

Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, and Knowledge Utilization positively. Previous 

studies have also found Assertiveness as most often used downward influence tactic 

(Kipnis, Schmidt & Wilkinson, 1980). In an active orientation towards customers probably 

leaders keep on demanding, telling organizational members to comply, expressing anger 

verbally, pointing out rules so that their customers have no grudges against them and they 

can give their best. Exchange of Benefits had negative impact on Knowledge 

Management process. The reason can be that giving favors can induce compliance than 

internalization from the organizational members (Leong, Bond & Fu, 2007) and they may 

remain apathetic to the goal, so their performance is carried out with minimal effort 
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(Kelman, 1958; Nail et al., 2001). Thus outcome is more likely be superficial and transitory 

i.e. reduced knowledge sharing. Personalized Relationship was also found to have 

negative impact on Knowledge Sharing and Understanding. It implies that influencing 

other by helping them in their personal matters or giving the special treatment might not 

necessarily ensure their performance. The reason can be attributed to Indian culture, as 

Indian subordinates tend to depend excessively on their superiors with whom they want to 

cultivate a personalized rather than contractual work relationship. They readily accept the 

authority of their superiors and yield to their demands. Work is not valued in itself (Sinha, 

1980) and so it is likely to impede their participation in Knowledge Management activities. 

Rationality was found to have positive impact on knowledge accumulation behavior. This 

is obvious that in knowledge intensive organizations influencing the employees by writing 

detailed plans, explaining the reasons for a request, giving facts and data are expected to 

be perceived favorably by the employees, as the organizational members themselves are 

competent in their fields so providing facts will convince them better to share and acquire 

knowledge when they are aware of the reason behind it. This finding supports the 

statement by Ansari, Tandon & Lakhtakia (1989) that the more rational the organizational 

climate the greater the use of rational tactics (e.g., rationality). Sanctions (Negative) had 

negative impact on Knowledge Utilization. The reason could be that in a knowledge driven 

organizations employees are well educated and expert in their domain, hence threatening 

or other coercive measure might induce a feeling of dissatisfaction in them which is likely 

to hamper their Knowledge Management activities. Previous studies have also found 

negative relationship between Sanctions (Negative) and satisfaction (Tripathi & Tripathi, 

2001). 

In organizations high on Employee vs. Job Orientation it is important to clarify that 

in the questionnaire high scores symbolized Job Orientation, therefore organizations high 

on this dimension are categorized as having Job Oriented Culture. It was observed from 

the correlation table (Table 3.42) that all the dimension of downward influence strategy, 

except Exchange of benefits and Sanctions (Negative) were positively correlated to all the 

dimension of Knowledge Management. Sanctions (Negative) was the negative predictor of 

Capacity to Internalize Knowledge, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task-Specific 

Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational 

Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge Utilization and Knowledge Accumulation 

(individual and database utilization). This indicates that with Sanctions (Negative), leader 

uses demands, threats, frequent checking, in an attempt to influence organizational 
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members to carry out a request , but pressure or fear of punishment is unlikely to result in 

commitment except in the rare situation. Moreover, in a Job Oriented Culture although 

there is pressure on leader to get the job done from employees on time, still coercive 

measures to do so will not materialize in positive outcomes. This finding is in line with the 

previous findings that threat and punishment no longer works in a knowledge-based 

context. It is likely that being independent, knowledge workers decide when, what, and 

how they will acquire, share, and utilize their knowledge (Jayasingam et al., 2010). 

Assertiveness also predicted Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Organizational 

Learning, Knowledge Accumulation positively. It is apparent that in a Job oriented Culture 

leaders want the organizational members to comply with their commands so that job 

demands can be fulfilled on time and they could deliver their services efficiently, therefore 

Assertiveness which is a compliance evoking tactic (Nail et al., 2001) is expected to have 

positive effect on Knowledge Management activities. In preceding studies also 

Assertiveness has been consistently reported to be used more in downward influence 

attempts than in other directions of influence (Kipnis et al., 1980; Yukl & Tracey, 1992). 

Exchange of Benefits was a negative predictor of Knowledge Sharing and Understanding. 

This implies that, by stating the benefits or personal favors in exchange for the completion 

of duties or may be another favor by employee might also involve constantly reminding 

subordinates about the possibility of getting negative consequences if they fail to complete 

such requests could also be considered as an exercise of downward pressure tactics 

(Yukl & Falbe 1990; Yukl & Tracy 1992) which could have negatively affect on their 

participation in knowledge sharing behavior. The utilization of influence tactics that 

emphasize pressure is likely to foster a more negative organizational citizenship behavior 

to be precise in the present case, voluntarily sharing knowledge. Previous research by 

Tripathi and Tripathi (2001) has also reported that Exchange of Benefits has significant 

negative correlations with Social and Extrinsic Satisfaction of employee, which is likely to 

hamper their performance. Showing Expertise was positive predictor for Knowledge 

Sharing and Understanding, Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application. Leaders’ 

uses of his knowledge, competence or experience are absolutely essential particularly in a 

knowledge driven organization. Organizational members recognize the leaders’ expertise 

and perceive him/her to be a credible source of information and advice and in turn they 

also share their knowledge freely. This finding is in line with the statement that Leadership 

in a knowledge organization is of great importance because we are dealing with 

knowledge workers, with specialized expertise therefore leading them can be done only 

through intellectual power (Ribiere & Sitar, 2003). Rationality also predicted Knowledge 
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Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, and 

Knowledge Utilization positively. This shows that leaders use of logical arguments and 

factual information to convince the organizational members that the leaders’ request or 

proposal is feasible and consistent with shared objectives, which will also benefit them, is 

likely to increase knowledge sharing and acquiring. Moreover the leaders in a knowledge 

based organizations are expect to have expertise in their area (Expert Power) which will 

automatically increase their use of logical arguments and factual evidence giving 

behavior. As expert power increased, so did the use of rational persuasion (Faeth, 2004). 

Sanctions (Positive) was a significant positive predictor of Knowledge Internalization 

Culture and Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing. Leaders may use rewards to facilitate the 

building of a knowledge sharing culture. If leader rewards an act of knowledge sharing 

behavior of an employee it not only motivates other also to follow the same behavior but 

also it is likely to be repeated by the member himself hence enhanced Knowledge 

Management. This finding is in harmony with previous finding by Liao (2008) that a 

manager's control of rewards for desired behavior (i.e., reward power) were positively 

related to employees' self-reported knowledge sharing. Ingratiation was a negative 

predictor of Knowledge Internalization Culture. The reason could be that in a Job Oriented 

Culture use of Ingratiation tactic might be perceived as manipulative by the employees to 

execute the job demands. Another explanation could be that such leaders who use 

ingratiation might be perceived as having lack of their own expertise and creative abilities 

to distinguish themselves due to which they seek to influence through ingratiation. Thus 

this lack of skill uniqueness and incompetence in leaders might have negative impact on 

organizational members and they might not comply with leaders’ request. On the similar 

line Jones (1964) has also noted that ingratiation is a potentially dangerous play. 

Sometimes ingratiation may bring punishment from the target person if he discovers that 

he is getting manipulated.  

In context of organizations low on Employee vs. Job Orientation it is important to 

clarify that in the questionnaire low scores symbolized Employee Orientation, therefore 

organizations low on this dimension are categorized as having Employee Oriented 

Culture. It was noted that all the dimension of downward influence strategy except for 

Sanctions (Negative) were significantly and positively correlated to most of the dimension 

of Knowledge Management. Stepwise multiple regression analysis results (Table 3.45) 

showed that Ingratiation explained maximum variance and it also appeared as best 

predictor (β = .58, p < .00, in both the cases) for both Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing 
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and Application and Knowledge Utilization. This implies that in Employee Oriented Culture 

leaders attempt to use words which would make their organizational members feel good 

and thereby, induce them to work. The explanation could be that in a knowledge intensive 

environment one can gather information by making the target perceive the agent in 

favorable terms. Giving certain amount of (due or undue) importance (ingratiation), might 

foster knowledge sharing environment where employees voluntarily share their 

information. Cultural values can be attributed as another factor responsible for dominant 

use of Ingratiation in Indian settings and one example could be excessive dependency 

reported in Indian culture (Meade, 1967). Therefore dependence proneness which is a 

tendency “to seek support, help, and protection in return for compliance and unconditional 

loyalty” (Sinha, 1970), possibly makes the individual more Ingratiation oriented because 

societal values are supportive of Ingratiation. Exchange of benefits was found to have 

positive impact on Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing, Capacity to Internalize Knowledge 

in Employee Oriented Culture. This shows that if benefits or favors that are given to the 

organizational members are helping them to have greater self-esteem, facilitating his 

work, giving advice, giving direction, and so on are likely to function positively and 

enhance Knowledge Management. As mentioned by Murray, Sivasubramaniam, and 

Jacques (2001), positive exchanges are typically reciprocated with positive outcomes from 

the subordinates. Another reason can be attributed to cultural factors. McCarthy et al. 

(2012) after examining the use of favors in India, suggested that although formal 

institutions exist, they function poorly and lack the legitimacy to be relied upon to achieve 

business goals. In the institutional void created by corruption, being successful 

necessitates relying on alternative means to accomplish one’s goals, such as engaging in 

favors exchange as a “system” to replace the void in the system (Khanna & Palepu, 1997; 

Puffer, McCarthy, & Boisot, 2010). Rationality was a significant and positive predictor for 

Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and 

database utilization), Capacity to Internalize Knowledge, whereas Sanctions (Negative) 

was negative predictor for Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. This indicates that in 

Employee Oriented Culture, leaders use of softer and rational way such as a friendlier and 

light-humored but logical mode to convince employees as compared to forceful, 

threatening, or sarcastic mode will have better results in terms of knowledge sharing and 

utilization. Falbe and Yukl (1992) also consider Rationality as one of the most used and 

moderately effective influence tactic and Sanctions (Negative) in form of pressure as one 

of the least effective influence tactic. 
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In organizations high on Synergetic Culture which symbolizes cooperation 

amongst employees and more committed toward organizational goals it was observed 

that all the dimensions of downward influence strategy were significantly and positively 

related to all most all the dimension of Knowledge Management except for, Sanctions 

(Negative) which had significant negative relationship with most of the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management. It was also noted that more high and significant correlation 

values were found in high Synergetic Culture as compared to low Synergetic Culture. It is 

evident from the stepwise multiple regression analysis results (Table 3.51) that 

Ingratiation explained maximum variance and it was also the best predictor (β = .59, p < 

.00) with respect to Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application. This means that in 

high Synergetic Culture where organizational members themselves are forthcoming and 

participative so leaders may resort to softer power measure of Ingratiation because it can 

either create a positive image of the ingratiation or gets the target in a good mood (Yukl & 

Falbe, 1990; Yukl &Tracey, 1992) which can result in positive outcomes. Moreover a 

prevalent tendency among Indian people like other people of traditional societies is 

dependence proneness (Sinha, 1970). This is a tendency "to seek support, help, and 

protection from superiors in return for compliance and unconditional loyalty” (Sinha & 

Sinha, 1976) and according to Jones (1964), compliance and unconditional loyalty are 

Ingratiation tactics, which are anticipated to promote Knowledge Management activities. 

Assertiveness was significant predictor for Knowledge Sharing and Understanding. This 

indicates that in high synergetic Culture demanding and persistently pressurizing will be 

taken in positive manner and organizational members might comply with demands of 

leader. Another explanation could be that India like other Asian cultures has a high power 

distance and a collectivistic orientation (Hofstede, 1980). One would naturally expect 

these vertical, hierarchical cultures to endorse the use of assertive tactics, at least 

towards their subordinates (Leong et al., 2007). Exchange of benefits predicted 

Knowledge Internalization Culture positively. It is clear that particularly in high Synergetic 

Culture which has an element of mutual trust, exchange behaviors are likely to be 

perceived as ethically acceptable if organizational member believe that they are not 

maliciously intended forms to influence behavior of organizational member, in that case it 

might result in desired consequences that is increase knowledge sharing. Furthermore, in 

Indian settings there is a great deal of emphasis on social and relational interactions 

constituting a relationship-centered world where social order and stability are largely 

dependent on properly differentiated relational roles (King, 1991) therefore favor giving 

and favor seeking are well accepted and reciprocated. Rationality positively predicted 
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Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge Utilization, 

Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing, Capacity to Internalize Knowledge, Knowledge 

Internalization Culture and Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization). 

Rationality involves the use of facts and data to support the development of logical 

arguments. It is by far the most common and effective strategy. In knowledge driven 

organizations a leader can convince ambitious organizational members that the best way 

to get promoted is to volunteer for special assignments to gain visibility (Ansari, 1990) is 

likely to enhance knowledge sharing amongst the employees. Personalized Relationship 

was the positive predictor for Knowledge Internalization Culture and Knowledge 

Accumulation. Previous studies show that Personalized Relationship would enhance the 

job satisfaction (Tripathi & Tripathi, 2001). Therefore if organizational members are 

satisfied with their work it is expected they will perform better. Besides that, Indian 

superiors are expected to extend warmth, affection, care and nurturance to their 

subordinates or juniors who must reciprocate by being loyal, trustworthy, dependent and 

respectful, etc. According to Kakar (1978) and Sinha (1980) nurturance is the preferred 

attitude of the superior towards his subordinates. Sanctions (Negative) was found to 

negatively predict Knowledge Internalization Culture, Capacity to Internalize Knowledge 

and Knowledge Utilization. It is clear that in a high Synergetic Culture that to in a 

knowledge based organization use of threat and punishment might not result into positive 

outcomes. Use of threat to coerce organizational members to utilize knowledge in an 

environment that is based on relationship and trust would definitely stir feelings of 

dissatisfaction. This finding supports the statement that an organization where most 

managers use pressure and persistence to get things done may attract and retain a very 

different type of workforce than an organization where managers gain support through 

rational persuasion and fact based logic (Cable & Judge, 2003). 

In context of organizations low on Synergetic Culture it was observed that all the 

downward influence strategy dimensions were positively correlated with some of the 

dimensions of Knowledge Management, except for Exchange of Benefits and Sanctions 

(Negative) which were negatively related to some of the Knowledge Management 

dimensions. It was noted that Exchange of Benefits apart from being the best predictor (β 

= -.58, p < .00) with respect to Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application it also 

explained maximum variance. It can be argued that contrary to high Synergetic Culture, in 

low Synergetic Culture organizational members might perceive Exchange of Benefits as 

maliciously intended forms to influence behavior of organizational member, as they are 
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comparatively less mutually trusting of each other, in that case it might backfire and result 

in reduced knowledge sharing and utilization. Assertiveness predicted Organizational 

Learning positively. It implies that direct demand, command, order, directive, or instruction 

can result in positive effects on Organizational Learning, as an arrogant demand is 

unlikely to result in subordinate commitment but demanding politely can usually be more 

effective and stimulate the organizational member to acquire new information. In previous 

findings also Assertiveness is consistently reported to be used more in downward 

influence attempts than in other directions of influence (Schermerhorn & Bond, 1991; Sun 

& Bond, 2000; Yukl & Tracey, 1992). Ingratiation was a positive predictor for Knowledge 

Sharing and Understanding and Organizational Learning. This indicates that by making 

the organizational members perceive leader favorably leader can make them believe that 

it is their best interest to listen to their leader and share their knowledge and also to learn 

from others to meet the organizational demands. Higgins et al, (2003) also reported in 

their study that Ingratiation displayed mean non-zero relationships with work outcomes. 

Thus, individuals who exhibit ingratiatory behaviors, appear to have a greater chance of 

succeeding in their careers than individuals who use this tactics to a lesser degree. 

Rationality and Showing Expertise predicted Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and 

Application positively. This implies that by using rational arguments, sharing his own 

knowledge and expertise probably leader can foster the similar behavior in the 

organizational members also. Similar finding have been reported previously that in 

knowledge-based organization where knowledge leaders need to grasp the fact that 

power derived from the possession of specific knowledge rather than hierarchical position, 

facilitates the influence process (Macneil, 2003). Sanctions (Positive) predicted 

Knowledge Internalization Culture and Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing positively. This 

shows that rewards, approval or praise by leader can be helpful in fostering knowledge 

sharing culture. On the similar line Amabile (1988) claimed that rewards may well be used 

to trigger high-quality application behavior of employees. In line with this, other research 

indicates that material rewards can be helpful, but they should be in line with other leader 

behaviors like providing support and recognition (Eisenberger & Cameron, 1996). 

Sanctions (Negative) was found to have negative impact on Knowledge Accumulation, 

Knowledge Utilization and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. This displays that using 

threat, rejection or disapproval by leader to influence the organizational member to share, 

utilize or accumulate knowledge will result into negative outcome. This finding is in 

harmony with past research that shows reprimand or punishment will not only obliterate 
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organizational members’ initiatives to create, share, or apply knowledge but also dampen 

future attempts by others (Amar, 2002). 

Finally, from the results obtained after exploring the moderating effect of 

organizational culture on the relationship between downward influence strategy and 

Knowledge Management, it could be concluded that in most cases, organizational culture 

enhanced the relationship between downward influence strategy and Knowledge 

Management in organizations with strong culture such as high Synergetic Culture, Active 

Customer Oriented Culture, and Employee Oriented Culture as compared to organizations 

which are contrary to these dimensions of organizational culture. It was also observed that 

Ingratiation was most effective forms of influence in strong Culture and Sanctions 

(Positive) was most effective forms of influence in weak culture which functioned well to 

enhance Knowledge Management activities. On the other hand Exchange of Benefits and 

Sanctions (Negative) negatively affected the Knowledge Management process. These 

findings partially support Hypothesis 4C, which stated that there will be high positive 

relationship between downward influence strategy and Knowledge Management process 

in organizations with strong culture as compared to those with weak culture. Hypothesis 

4G i.e. there will be negative relationship between Sanctions (Negative) and Knowledge 

Management in organizations with strong culture as compared to those with weak culture 

was also partially supported because mixed results were obtained in context of negative 

sanctions. 

Moderating effect of Organizational Culture on the relationship between Downward 

Influence Strategy and Organizational Effectiveness 

In case of organizations high on Active/Passive Customer Orientation dimension it 

is important to clarify that in the questionnaire high scores symbolized Passive Customer 

Orientation, therefore organizations high on this dimension are classified as having 

passive orientation towards their customers in relation to their requirements, requests and 

discontentment. It was observed that all the downward influence strategy dimensions 

were having positive significant relationship with most of the organizational effectiveness 

dimensions, except for Sanctions (Negative) which was negatively correlated to 

Adaptability. It was apparent from the stepwise multiple regression results (Table 3.54) 

that Showing Expertise explained maximum variance with respect to Quantity. It denotes 

that in an organization that is unresponsive towards its customer’s necessities probably 

the leader relies more on sharing his expertise and experiences to connect people to 
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people and people to information to create competitive advantage and survive in the 

current turbulent business environment. Noting their leaders’ willingness to share their 

expertise, organizational members are encouraged to emulate similar behavior (Connelly 

& Kelloway, 2003; Migdadi, 2009) and hence more knowledge sharing takes place. Tahir 

et al. (2010) also opines that Knowledge Management is more a human resource 

management exercise than just a technology based discipline. Ingratiation was a 

significant positive predictor for Quantity, Quality, Flexibility and Adaptability. It signifies 

that in Passive Customer Oriented Culture Ingratiation is likely to enhance organizational 

effectiveness in terms of Quantity, Quality, Flexibility and Adaptability. Previous studies 

have also found that Ingratiation is a moderately effective influence tactic in generating 

commitment (Falbe & Yukl, 1992), thus commitment towards one’s work might reflect in 

the Quantity, Quality of the work and if the organizational members are committed 

towards their work probably they will also work hard to adapt to turbulent environment and 

cope with emergencies more readily and successfully. Another explanation could be that 

in a knowledge intensive environment one can gather information by making the 

organizational members perceive the leader in favorable terms or by making inducing 

them in good mood, keeping them happy etc. Giving certain amount of importance 

(ingratiation), might foster knowledge sharing environment where employees voluntarily 

share their information. Cultural values can be attributed as another factor responsible for 

dominant use of Ingratiation in Indian settings. Meade (1967) asserted that Indian culture, 

by and large, is authoritarian, and Indians foster excessive dependency in their children. 

Joint family system was also driven by authoritarian leadership (Lewis, 1962). Similar 

findings have been mentioned by Sinha (2009) that in societies like India self-seeking and 

calculative behavior have been found to be a dominant strategy and findings have shown 

that Ingratiation lead to rewards (Pandey, 1978). Personalized Relationship predicted 

Efficiency positively. It can be reasoned that being social animals maintaining inter-

personal relations are essential for all human beings. Therefore in Passive Customer 

Oriented Culture, if leaders are able to cultivate Personalized Relationships with their 

subordinates then it facilitates the distribution of rewards such as the assignment of 

interesting tasks and personal recognition (O’Regan & Ghobadian, 2004) which might 

tempt the organizational members to work efficiently so that they can continue this 

relationship with the leader in order to enjoy benefits in future. Similar findings have been 

reported by Tripathi and Tripathi (2001) that shows Personalized Relationship is positively 

related to job satisfaction and effectiveness. Sanctions (Negative) negatively predicted 

Adaptability dimension of organizational effectiveness. This implies that reprimanding or 
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pressurizing organizational members will not result in increased organizational 

effectiveness. The reason could be that Negative (Sanctions) are used to reduce or stop 

the occurrence of unwanted behavior but that does not necessarily reinforce the wanted 

behavior i.e. accepting the environmental changes quickly. Therefore it might not reflect in 

the organizational effectiveness in terms of Adaptability, particularly in a knowledge-based 

environment that thrives on trial-and-error and flexibility in learning, coercive measures 

may generate a negative reaction (Jayasingham, Ansari & Jantan, 2010). 

In organizations low on Active/Passive Customer Orientation dimension it is 

important to clarify that in the questionnaire low scores symbolized Active Customer 

Orientation, therefore organizations low on this dimension are classified as having active 

orientation towards their customers in relation to their requirements, requests and queries. 

It was observed from the correlation results (Table 3.40) that Showing Expertise, 

Assertiveness, Ingratiation, Rationality and Sanctions (Positive) were positively and 

significantly related to most of the dimensions of organizational effectiveness, except for 

Sanctions (Negative) which had significant negative correlation with all the dimensions 

except for, Quantity and Quality. Moreover Personalized Relationship and Exchange of 

Benefits were not related to any dimension of organizational effectiveness. It was evident 

from the Table 3.55 that Rationality positively predicted Adaptability and Quality. This 

shows that in an Active Customer Oriented Culture where demands and request of the 

customers is respected and taken into utmost consideration it will be necessary for the 

leader to influence organizational members by directly confronting them with rational 

arguments, factual evidence, and suggested solutions (Ting-Toomey, 1985) to improve 

the Quality of the outcome and increase the Adaptability (for instance explaining why the 

change is important for the Individual, department and organization). Such leaders are 

also wise enough to supply reasons on how the group defines its goals/objectives in a 

way that is consistent with the demands of the environment in which it functions. This 

helps the organizational members to anticipate possible consequences of the decisions 

taken and prevent turmoil or catastrophes in extreme cases further leading to fast 

recovery. It has been reported that Rationality which is also known as rational persuasion 

is one of the most effective influence tactics, regardless of the direction of influence (Yukl, 

Kim, & Falbe, 1996; Yukl & Tracey, 1992). Showing Expertise positively predicted 

Quantity and Efficiency. This suggests that in order to clinch the role of an effective 

facilitator and stimulator in a knowledge-based environment and encourage people to 

create and utilize knowledge, the leader not only needs to possess highly developed 
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expertise but also to impart that knowledge and expertise to other organizational members 

for the development of new knowledge which is likely to enhance Efficiency of the 

organizational member eventually leading to increased Quantity. This finding is in line with 

previous finding that if a manager himself has highly developed learning and skills then 

their own attitude towards learning is communicated to team members which has powerful 

impact on their motivation and willingness to share information (Cunningham & Iles, 

2002). Exchange of Benefits was the positive predictor for Flexibility. It appears that, in 

highly uncertain environment of knowledge intensive organizations where the focus is 

responding promptly to the customer demands, leaders are more willing to rely on the use 

of informal rapport-building, gift-giving, and exchange of favors in order to shape the task 

priorities and approval to flexible situations of the influence target, because these 

relationship-based tactics offer them more assurance and comfort (Kerr & Jermier, 1978) 

and so this tactic is anticipated to result in increased organizational effectiveness in terms 

of Flexibility. Past studies have also shown that effective leaders use quality relational 

exchanges to satisfy the psychological contract and achieve enhanced follower 

performance (Coyle-Shapiro & Conway2005). Sanctions (Negative) negatively predicted 

Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability. This indicates that threatening the employees to 

share their knowledge will not be an effective influence tactic because threat or imposition 

of ideas might not work in knowledge driven organizations where employees are well-

educated and competent in their area and cannot be dealt like a manual worker. 

Therefore they cannot be compelled to share their expertise or novel ideas if they are 

reluctant to do so and pressurizing them might result into reduced organizational 

effectiveness. Moreover, any kind of threat or pressure is likely to amplify the turmoil or 

stressful situation rather fostering acclimatization, which is also confirmed by 

Jayasingham, Ansari and Jantan (2010) that threat no longer works in a knowledge-based 

context.  

In case of organizations with high score on Employee vs. Job Orientation it is 

important to clarify that in the questionnaire high scores symbolized Job Orientation, 

therefore organizations high on this dimension are classified as having job oriented 

culture. It was observed that most of the dimensions of downward influence strategy were 

positively correlated to some of the effectiveness dimensions, except for Assertiveness 

which was not significantly related to any dimension of organizational effectiveness. Also 

Sanctions (Negative) and Exchange of Benefits were negatively related to the dimensions 

of organizational effectiveness. Sanctions (Negative) negatively predicted Quality, 
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Quantity, Efficiency and Flexibility. It implies that even in job oriented culture where there 

is pressure on fulfilling the job requirements any kind of coercive measure will have 

negative consequences in terms of organizational effectiveness. It is likely that being 

independent, employees decide when, what, and how they will acquire, share, and utilize 

their knowledge. Any use of force or threat will not be able to compel employees to be 

involved in Knowledge Management practices. Similar finding were reported by Politis 

(2005) that coercive power has an overall negative impact on the receiver which definitely 

will result in reduced effectiveness. Rationality positively predicted Quality, Efficiency and 

Adaptability, it also emerged as the best predictor (β = -.40, p < .00). It denotes that if 

leaders influence organizational members by giving logical arguments, facts, data and 

reason behind their requests or demands probably they will be able to convince the 

organizational members to enable the exchange of collective knowledge, which could then 

be transformed in innovation and change, leading to organizational effectiveness. Past 

researches also show that Rationality could be used effectively to assign work, change 

behavior, get assistance and get support (Yukl, Guinan & Sottolano, 1995). Ingratiation 

was positive predictor for Quality. Previous studies have also found that Ingratiation is a 

moderately effective influence tactic in generating commitment (Falbe & Yukl, 1992), thus 

commitment towards one’s work might reflect in the Quality of the work. Another 

explanation could be that a leader can work hard and demonstrate superior knowledge or 

performance to gain compliance from the organizational members or she/he might use a 

variety of ingratiating tactics instead of hard work for his effective and comfortable survival 

in his organization, which is quite prevalent due to “Aram Culture” in Indian work settings 

(Sinha & Sinha, 1974). Exchange of Benefits was negatively predicting Efficiency and 

Adaptability. This shows that Exchange of Benefits or favors will have negative impact on 

organizational effectiveness, as it is not necessary that providing a favor to an employee 

will also reflect in his/her performance in terms of Efficiency. Exchanging favors might 

have a favorable impact on their personal relationship but not on the organizational 

output. Moreover if organizational members perceive that leader is influencing them by 

exchanging favors for his/her own personal benefit and not for the organizational benefit 

then it might induce organizational members to refuse to comply with the leaders’ 

commands. Previous studies have also shown that Exchange of Benefits had negative 

relationship with organizational effectiveness (Tripathi & Tripathi, 2001). Personalized 

Relationship was predicting Quality negatively. This implies that Personalized 

Relationship is decreasing the effectiveness in terms of Quality. It implies that providing 

mutual benefits might benefit the person but that does not essentially lead to enhanced 
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organizational performance in terms of Quality. Personalized Relationship has been cited 

very often in Indian culture which is evident by the findings of Tripathi and Tripathi (2009) 

who reported that Personalized Relationship is so much inherent in the Indian culture that 

people are often busy in obliging others just for their profits while work and organizational 

interest suffers. Sanctions (Positive) was a positive predictor for Adaptability. This 

indicates that reinforcing the organizational members for quickly coping up with the 

turbulent environment is likely to result in increased Adaptability. This finding is congruent 

with the previous finding that the administration of positive reinforcers contingent upon a 

subordinate’s behavior is often essential to the shaping and maintenance of behaviors 

important to Organizational Success (Scott, 1977). 

In organizations high on Employee vs. Job Orientation it is important to clarify that 

in the questionnaire low scores symbolized Employee Orientation, therefore organizations 

low on this dimension are classified as having Employee Oriented Culture. It was evident 

from the correlation results (Table 3.44) that Ingratiation was positively related to all the 

dimensions of organizational effectiveness but other dimensions of downward influence 

strategy were positively correlated to some of the dimensions of organizational 

effectiveness except for, Sanctions (Negative) which had negative correlation with 

Flexibility. Findings in Table 3.57 showed that Showing expertise explained maximum 

variance with respect to Quantity. This indicates that in Employee oriented Culture a 

leader’s role as a facilitator is to give clarification and further information to organizational 

members to smooth the progress of their understanding, this will enable organizational 

members to make full contribution in knowledge sharing amongst themselves and 

produce more new knowledge (MacNeil, 2003). Ingratiation positively predicted Quality, 

Efficiency and Adaptability. This shows that leaders’ use of enhancement of the self and 

other enhancement etc. tactics of Ingratiation in getting their way will have positive 

outcomes in Employee Oriented Culture. Moreover importantly, Ingratiation is pervasive in 

the Indian society, regardless of subcultural variations. Although Ingratiation involves 

some risk in the Western society because the ingratiator's strategy maybe sensed by the 

target person (Jones, 1964), it does not involve as much risk in the Indian society 

(Pandey, 1988), where business relationships are outwardly accommodating but latently 

ingratiating and manipulative (Sinha, 1990). Previous studies have also found Ingratiation 

to have an impact on an organization’s effectiveness (Allen et al., 1979; Ralston, 1985). 

Personalized Relationship was negative predictor for Efficiency. This shows that in an 

Employee Oriented Culture which is more concerned with the employees’ welfare as well 
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as performance, leaders’ reliance on influencing organizational members by cultivating 

Personalized Relationships to share knowledge is likely to have negative effect on 

Efficiency. Moreover, in Indian settings vertical power relationships are not strictly 

formalized, a person wants to win the favor of his senior in return of compliance and 

unconditional loyalty though it might not help the work outcomes (Jones, 1964; Singh & 

Singh, 1994). Sanctions (Positive) was a positive predictor for Efficiency. It means that 

people prefer rewards and rewarding them for the desired behavior increases their 

Efficiency. But it should be kept in mind that in a knowledge based organization these 

rewards should have some reasons behind them. Organizational members do not want to 

be rewarded just for ingratiation but for the appropriate behavior they have performed and 

for which they deserve to be rewarded (Tripathi & Tripathi, 2001, 2009). Sanction 

(Negative) negatively predicted Flexibility. It is clear that giving threats or creating fear in 

organizational members mind will withdraw them from further taking any kind of risk or try 

new methods, hence it is likely to reduce their Flexibility. Similar findings have been 

reported by Jayasingam et al. (2010) that any use of force or threat will not be able to 

compel knowledge workers to be involved in Knowledge Management practices. 

In organizations high on Synergetic Culture it was observed that all the dimensions 

of downward influence strategy were positively correlated to most of the organizational 

effectiveness dimensions except for, Sanctions (Negative) which was negatively related to 

Quality, Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability. It is evident from Table 3.60, that 

Ingratiation explained maximum variance and positively predicted Quality and Flexibility. 

In a synergetic work culture, superiors are fair and firm. They themselves do hard work 

and thereby provide role models to their subordinates. They make their expectations 

clear, give directions, back their subordinates, and are available for help, particularly to 

those who are working hard and sincerely. They adopt a nurturant-task style of leadership 

(Sinha, 1980). According to Sinha (1980), the nurturant - task leadership style is based on 

the Indian middle - class values of personalized relationships, dependence proneness, 

and sneh - shradha (superior's affection for the subordinate and subordinate's deference 

toward the superior). Ingratiation will probably be successful in such a climate because 

ingratiatory tactics such as instrumental dependency, target gratification, and 

disparagement of self are consistent with Indian middle-class work values. Sanctions 

(Positive) was a positive predictor for Quantity and Efficiency. In high Synergetic Culture 

influencing organizational members by rewarding them for desired behavior will lead to 

repetition of that behavior hence more knowledge sharing and utilization will take place, 
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which are most likely to result into enhanced Quantity and Efficiency. This finding is in line 

with the statement that for knowledge sharing to be successful, organizations must create 

a culture whereby knowledge sharing is both encouraged and rewarded’’ (Broady-Preston 

& Williams, 2004). Rationality was a positive predictor for Adaptability. Rational 

persuasion aims at encouraging subordinates to think critically, rationally or creatively and 

to express their ideas.   When using rational persuasion tactic, leaders create an 

environment that encourages the reframing of problems through the use of explanations, 

factual evidence, and logical arguments (Yukl, 2002; Yukl & Seifert, 2002). Rational 

persuasion is widely used (Aguinis et al., 1996; Yukl & Falbe, 1990; Yukl & Seifert, 2002) 

by leaders to obtain subordinate’s commitment to a request (Yukl et al., 1996; Kelloway & 

Barling, 2000). Sanctions (Negative) negatively predicted Efficiency, Adaptability and 

Flexibility. This indicates that using pressure will have negative effect on organizational 

effectiveness. Past studies recorded that supervision to the extent that the superior 

exercises pressure tactics is found to have a negative impact on the subordinates’ 

satisfaction (Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, Snoeck & Rosenthal, 1964). 

 In case of organizations low on Synergetic Culture it was observed that all the 

dimension of downward influence strategy were positively correlated to most of the 

dimensions of organizational effectiveness, except for Sanctions (Negative) which was 

found to have negative relationship with Quality, Efficiency and Adaptability. Stepwise 

multiple regression analysis results (Table 3.61) showed that Rationality positively 

predicted Adaptability and Quality and it also emerged as best predictor (β = .58, p < .00). 

This means that if leader uses logical arguments and factual evidence to show that a 

proposal or request is feasible, that it is relevant for attaining important task objectives it is 

more likely to result in increased organizational effectiveness in terms of Quality. Past 

studies have found similar results that Rationality displayed mean non-zero relationships 

with work outcomes. Thus, individuals who use logic and data to justify their requests, 

appear to have a greater chance of succeeding in their careers than individuals who use 

these tactics to a lesser degree (Higgins et al, 2003). Showing Expertise predicted 

Quantity and Efficiency positively. This indicates that leaders are expected to be able to 

share with organizational members what they do not already know and fuel thought-

provoking ideas that lead to the acquisition, dissemination and development of new 

knowledge for the benefit and effectiveness of the organization (Politis, 2005). 

Assertiveness was a positive predictor for Quantity. It means that demanding repeatedly 

to comply with a command might result in increased Quantity. Moreover, even low 
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synergetic work culture, compared to a soft work culture, is privileged to have a strong 

tradition, maintained by an assertive management which is found to introduce and 

maintain systems of close supervision, adequate rewards, and ample welfare measures 

subject to the profit of the organization (Sinha, 1994) therefore Assertiveness is likely to 

function well in that culture which leads the individual employees to make collective efforts 

to realize high productivity. Exchange of Benefits was positive predictor for Flexibility but 

negative predictor for Efficiency. This indicates that by giving personal favors leaders can 

influence organizational members to adapt to changing situations but they cannot 

encourage them enough to give maximum output because that requires going extra yard 

on the part of employee and the favor that he would be getting might not be proportional 

to the hard work required from the side of the employee hence lower Efficiency. on the 

similar line Homans (1961) proposed a general rule of distributive justice: "A man in an 

exchange relation with another will expect that the rewards of each man be proportional to 

his costs - the greater the rewards, the greater the costs - and that the net rewards, or 

profits, of each man be proportional to his - investments the greater the investments, the 

greater the profits". Sanctions (Positive) negatively predicted Adaptability. This implies 

that any kind of reinforcement to organizational members might not work to induce them 

to acceptance and quickly acclimatize to their changing environment. It is clear that 

routine changes might cause work overload on the employees resulting in decreased 

Adaptation to unstable environment. Sanctions (Negative) negatively predicted Quality, 

Flexibility and Adaptability. This shows that creating fear or reprimanding organizational 

members will lead to decreased organizational effectiveness. The reason could be that in 

a knowledge driven organization organizational members normally get involved in 

Knowledge Management practices for their own interest (Gal, 2004) and so no force can 

make them involve unless they want to. 

Finally, from the results obtained after exploring the moderating effect of 

organizational culture on the relationship between downward influence strategy and 

organizational effectiveness, it can be concluded that in most cases, organizational culture 

enhanced the relationship between downward influence strategy and organizational 

effectiveness in organizations with strong culture such as high Synergetic Culture, Active 

Customer Oriented Culture, and Employee Oriented Culture as compared to organizations 

which are contrary to these dimensions of organizational culture. It was also observed that 

Ingratiation was most effective form of influence in strong as well as weak Culture and 

Rationality was most effective form of influence in weak culture, which enhanced 
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organizational effectiveness. On the other hand Sanctions (Negative) had negative affect 

on the organizational effectiveness in both strong as well as weak cultures, whereas 

Exchange of Benefits and Personalized Relationship had mixed effect on organizational 

effectiveness. These findings partially support Hypothesis 4D, which stated that there will 

be high positive relationship between downward influence strategy and organizational 

effectiveness in organizations with strong culture as compared to those with weak culture. 

However Hypothesis 4H i.e. there will be high negative relationship between Sanctions 

(Negative) and organizational effectiveness in organizations with strong culture as 

compared to those with weak culture was partially supported as mixed results were 

obtained.  

Moderating Role of Trust 

Moderating effect of Trust on the relationship between Bases of Power and Knowledge 

Management 

In organizations high on Trust in organizations it was found that all the dimension 

of bases of power positively correlated with most of the dimensions of Knowledge 

Management, except for Coercive Power. Stepwise multiple regression analysis results 

(Table 3.63) showed that maximum variance was explained by Expert Power with respect 

to Knowledge Internalization Culture. It also emerged as the best predictor (β = .59, p < 

.00) and positively predicted Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task Specific 

Knowledge Sharing and Application, Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, 

Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization), Task Specific Knowledge 

Sharing. This implies that use of Expert Power in organizations high on Trust in 

Organizations is likely to have positive impact on Knowledge Management practices. 

Researchers have long advocated that effective leaders should possess specialized 

knowledge and be experts in their relevant field in order to guide subordinates (Aguinis et 

al., 2008; Yukl, 2006) and facilitate the Knowledge Management Process also. Legitimate 

Power increased Task Specific Knowledge Sharing. This suggests that leaders’ use of 

their position power to punish and reward employees can result in increased task related 

knowledge sharing, probably due to high Trust in Organization that they will not be 

harmed if they share their expertise and organization is fair towards them. This finding is 

in line with past research that revealed that higher levels of trust are expected to result in 

more positive attitudes, higher levels of cooperation and other forms of workplace 

behavior, and superior levels of performance (Dirks & Ferrin, 2001). Referent Power 
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positively predicted Knowledge Utilization and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. In 

knowledge networks leaders are expected to demonstrate concerns, keep promises, 

moral and fair, open honest, discreet, consistent, integrated and deliver expected results 

(Ribiere & Sitar, 2003) to positively influence knowledge utilization and internalization. 

Consequently, a leader who displays personal qualities that supports knowledge sharing 

will become a role model for organizational members to emulate (Jayasingam & Ansari, 

2010). 

In case of organizations low on Trust in Organizations it was observed that all the 

dimensions of bases of power positively correlated with most of the Knowledge 

Management dimensions, except for Coercive Power. Moreover, Reward Power was not 

related significantly to any dimension of Knowledge Management. Table 3.65 shows that 

Legitimate Power positively predicted Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding, Task-Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application and Organizational 

Learning. This denotes that in organizations low on Trust in Organization Legitimate 

Power will contribute significantly and positively in facilitating Knowledge Management. 

This may be due to lack of trust which stops employees to voluntarily share their 

knowledge therefore, to make them come forward and share leader will prefer to use his 

positional power to control and command by making such policies and procedures which 

will bound the organizational members to share their knowledge, as previous studies 

show that If subordinates view the use of power as legitimate, they comply (Gibson, 

Ivancevich, Donnelly, & Konopaske, 2012). Expert Power increased Organizational 

Learning, Knowledge Accumulation and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. This can be 

due to the fact that in knowledge intensive organizations leaders are well informed and 

knowledgeable and they realize that further revising the knowledge is also equally 

important as acquiring it, As a result, they might be more likely to share their knowledge 

with others which will also facilitate Knowledge Management process. Earlier finding that 

employees with a higher level of education and longer work experience are more likely to 

share their expertise and have positive attitudes toward sharing (Constant et al., 1994) is 

supported by this finding. Referent Power negatively predicted Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application. This shows that in 

knowledge driven organization leaders personal appeal can have negative effect on 

knowledge sharing and application. The reason can be attributed to the fact that known to 

be independent, knowledge-workers determine what knowledge they want to contribute 

and how they aim to apply it (Amar, 2004; Politis, 2005). They trust their own proficiency 
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and do not reckon their leader to be correct based on the leader’s personal appeal (Politis, 

2005). Reward Power was a negative predictor for Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding. This clearly proves that in organizations deficient on trust, where other are 

secretive about the expertise every employee will be discourage to share his/her 

knowledge. Organizational members might feel why they should lose their expertise by 

passing it on to others by which others benefit instead of them. Moreover from the 

perspective of economic exchange theory knowledge sharing will only occur when its 

rewards exceeds it costs (Kelly & Thbaut, 1978; Constant et al., 1994), therefore 

organizational members are likely to feel that reward is not more than what they gave 

when the trust is lacking among them, hence it might not work and affect Knowledge 

Management negatively. Coercive Power negatively predicted Knowledge Internalization 

Culture but it positively predicted Organizational Learning. This indicates that using 

coercive measure will increase Organizational Learning but decrease Knowledge 

Internalization. Coercive Power can induce organizational members to comply with his 

demands which might have positive effect on internalizing the knowledge but it will have 

negative effect on new learning of knowledge, as it requires commitment from the side of 

employee which is least likely to be generated by Coercive Power. This finding is 

congruent with previous finding that coercive power may lead to temporary compliance by 

subordinates, it produces the undesirable side effects of frustration, fear, revenge, and 

alienation. This in turn may lead to poor performance, dissatisfaction, and turnover 

(Pfeffer, 1992). 

In organizations high on Trust in Supervisor it was observed that all the 

dimensions of bases of power significantly and positively correlated to almost all the 

dimensions of Knowledge Management, except for Coercive Power which was negatively 

related to Knowledge Utilization. As evident from Table 3.67, that Expert Power positively 

predicted Knowledge Internalization Culture, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, 

Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application and Organizational Learning, 

Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) 

and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing. Expert power is closely related to a climate of 

trust. A leader’s influence can be internalized by subordinates, that is, when a leader uses 

expert power, attitudinal conformity and internalized motivation on the part of subordinates 

will result (Pfeffer, 1992) because employees will perceive accuracy in the information 

provided by the leader due to trust, which is expected to have positive effect on 

Knowledge Management activities. On the similar line Rich (1997) opined that trust in 
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one's manager directly results in increased satisfaction because managers are 

responsible for many duties that have a major effect on an employee's job satisfaction, 

such as performance evaluations, guidance on job responsibilities, and training. Referent 

Power predicted Knowledge Utilization and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. Leaders’ 

use of their charismatic authority (Weber, 2009) to influence the employees will result in 

positive outcomes when trust in supervisor is high, because when organizational 

members perceive that leader is sincerely sharing (referent power) his knowledge they 

might also utilize knowledge in a better way. Chances are high that organizational 

members will admire the leader due to high trust and will comply with leaders’ demand 

which will enhance their collaboration leading to increased learning and utilization of 

knowledge, affecting their performance positively. Moreover previous researchers have 

found that commitment is most common outcome of Referent Power (Green, 1999) and it 

can lead to enthusiastic and unquestioning trust, compliance, loyalty, and commitment 

from subordinates (Pfeffer, 1992). Coercive Power was significant but weak predictor of 

Task Specific Knowledge Sharing. Contrary to previous studies (Politis, 2005; Riege, 

2007; Jong & Hartog, 2007) it positively affected Task Specific Knowledge Sharing in the 

present research. Past studies have shown that coercive power may lead to temporary 

compliance by subordinates (Pfeffer, 1992) and compliance is sometimes all that is 

needed to get the work done (Falbe & Yukl, 1992). Therefore it can be argued that when 

trust in the leader is high, probably his threats will be perceived positively and employees 

will comply with his demands because, high trust results in more positive attitudes, higher 

levels of cooperation and other  forms of workplace behavior (Dirks & Ferrin, 2001 ). 

In organizations low on Trust in Supervisor it was observed that all the dimensions 

of bases of power positively correlated to most of the dimensions of Knowledge 

Management, except for Coercive Power. It is evident from Table 3.69 that, Legitimate 

Power positively predicted Organizational Learning, Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding, Knowledge Utilization, Task Specific Knowledge Sharing. It also emerged 

as the best predictor (β = .96, p < .00). This implies that use of Legitimate Power will have 

positive effect on Knowledge Management activities in organizations low on Trust in 

Supervisor. In past also Legitimate Power demonstrated weaker, yet significant, positive 

relationships in some situations such as helping relationships (Burke & Wilcox, 1971) and 

compliance (Rahim, 1989). Referent Power negatively predicted Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding and Knowledge Utilization. It is clear that in knowledge based 

organizations, organizational members might not follow leader merely on the basis of 
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his/her personal appeal, as the employees themselves are proficient, mature and 

competent in their area. So they are least likely to consider their leaders correct by default 

particularly when trust is low in the supervisor. Expert Power positively predicted 

Knowledge Accumulation and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. Knowledge sharing in a 

team is not automatic, and the leader has the potential to strongly influence the extent of 

knowledge sharing in organization by taking the first step in that direction and sharing 

his/her expertise, provide advice on technical issues, and develop the team’s expertise. If 

leaders show such behavior organizational members are also motivated to follow their 

leader which is likely to result in enhanced knowledge accumulation and internalization. 

This finding is congruent with the findings by Jayasingam et al. (2010) who found that 

leaders with Expert Power had the potential to improve the extent of knowledge 

acquisition and dissemination practices. Reward power negatively predicted Knowledge 

Sharing and Understanding. This probably implies that organizational members in a 

knowledge intensive organization normally get involved in Knowledge Management 

practices for their own interest (Gal, 2004) and intrinsic satisfaction and not merely 

extrinsic rewards. This finding supports previous finding by McDermott and O’Dell (2001) 

that professionals share knowledge mainly to have a sense of involvement and 

contribution than receiving any other form of rewards. Coercive Power negatively 

predicted Knowledge Internalization Culture but it was a positive predictor for 

Organizational Learning. This suggests that use of threat or pressure might induce 

organizational members to acquire and exploit new knowledge probably because it will 

also benefit the individual also. But coercive measures will be ineffective in creating 

conducive conditions for knowledge internalization by encouraging the employees to 

participate in knowledge sharing programs, possibly due to fear of losing their importance 

in their organization, as trust on the supervisor is low. Similar finding have been reported 

in the past studies also that reprimanding employees is a barrier for knowledge acquisition 

(Politis, 2005). 

In organizations high on Competence and Reliability Based Trust it was found that 

all the dimensions of bases of power positively correlated with almost all the dimensions 

of Knowledge Management, except foe Coercive Power. It is evident from Table 3.71 that, 

Referent Power explained maximum variance with respect to Capacity to Internalize 

Knowledge and it also emerged as the best predictor (β = .62, p < .00).  It was also a 

positive predictor for Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task Specific Knowledge 

Sharing and Application, Organizational Learning, Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge 
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Accumulation and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing. Probably when trust is high in the 

competence and reliability of the supervisor, leaders’ personal magnetism, display of 

concern, encouragement for trust building and social interaction that are essential for 

knowledge sharing (Connelly & Kelloway, 2003) also works favorably to enhance 

Knowledge Management. This finding is in line with earlier research that showed 

Individualized consideration dimension positively influenced knowledge sharing (Chen, 

2004). Expert Power increased Knowledge Internalization Culture, Knowledge 

Accumulation, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) and Task 

Specific Knowledge Sharing in organizations high on Competence and Reliability Based 

Trust. It can be argued that in the process of innovation, a superior is expected to lead via 

expert knowledge by imparting professional guidance, competence, or useful experience, 

to the organizational members and it is likely to have positive impact on Knowledge 

Management process. The findings support the argument that investment of expertise and 

skills by the supervisor is essential in the innovation process, because it stimulates the 

creativity (Mumford et al., 2002) which is one of the critical factors for the survival of 

knowledge intensive organizations. Legitimate Power decreased Knowledge 

Accumulation and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing in organizations high on Competence 

and Reliability Based Trust. Most studies on power found legitimate power to be 

negatively related or unrelated to leader effectiveness (Aguiniset al., 2008; Yukl, 2010). 

Essentially a knowledge-based organization functions best as a symbiosis (Jayasingam & 

Ansari, 2010) and leaders are expected to avoid drawing their power from their formal 

position (Amar, 2002). 

In case of organizations low on Competence and Reliability Based Trust it was 

found that all the dimensions of bases of power positively correlated with most of the 

dimensions of Knowledge Management, except for Coercive Power. It is clear from Table 

3.73, that Legitimate Power positively predicted Organizational Learning, Knowledge 

Utilization, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and 

Application and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing. It implies that leaders’ use of positional 

power to influence organizational members is likely to be successful in facilitating 

Knowledge Management activities. Possibly when faith in the competence of the 

supervisor is low, leaders have to show their “control and command” power to get 

compliance from them. Forstenlechner and Lettice (2007) also found managers’ authority 

to increase knowledge dissemination. Expert Power positively predicted Knowledge 

Internalization Culture, Knowledge Accumulation and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge, 
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Organizational Learning and Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database 

utilization). Leaders with expertise can embrace the role of knowledge coaches or experts 

to help novices learn how to create and utilize knowledge through guided experience 

(MacNeil, 2003; Amar, 2002). This finding is in harmony with previous findings that 

leaders who encouraged intellectual stimulation were found to have a positive effect on 

knowledge acquisition (Politis, 2002) knowledge sharing (Chen, 2004), and overall 

Knowledge Management practices (Crawford, 2005). Referent Power negatively predicted 

Knowledge Sharing and Understanding and Reward Power negatively predicted 

Knowledge Sharing and Understanding and Knowledge Utilization. This denotes that 

personal appeal and rewards are unlikely to foster Knowledge Management in the 

organizations having low trust in the competence and reliability of the supervisor. These 

findings supported findings by Politis (2002, 2005) who stated that both Referent Power 

and Reward Power disabled rather than enabled Knowledge Management activities. 

In context of organizations high on Trust Based on Emotional Bonding it was 

observed that all the dimensions of bases of power positively correlated with most of the 

dimensions of Knowledge management, except for Coercive Power. As evident from 

Table 3.75, that expert Power explained maximum variance and it was also appeared as 

the best predictor (β = .63, p < .00) with respect to Knowledge Internalization Culture. 

Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and 

Application, Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation and Knowledge 

Accumulation (individual and database utilization), Knowledge Utilization, Task Specific 

Knowledge Sharing were also positively predicted by Expert Power. It is clear if leaders 

share their special knowledge or expertise in a relevant area to other members, possibly 

they can influence organizational member to participate in Knowledge Management 

activities because they can promote and support behavioral skills and traits of 

organizational members indispensable for knowledge acquisition (Politis, 2005) and 

overall Knowledge Management practices (Crawford, 2005). Legitimate Power negatively 

predicted Knowledge Internalization Culture and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing. It can 

be argued that leaders in knowledge driven organizations should not rely on the display of 

positional power, possibly because organizational members in knowledge intensive 

organizations might not accept his demands due to his high position in hierarchy rather 

they would prefer more rational approach to influence them. This finding is in concordance 

with the previous finding that knowledge leaders need to grasp the fact that power derived 

from the possession of specific knowledge and not hierarchical position, facilitates 
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influencing knowledge workers (MacNeil, 2003). Referent Power positively predicted 

Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. Referent Power has been found to be positively 

related to employees’ job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and performance 

(Lunenburg, 2012) therefore it can be inferred that it can have positive effect on Capacity 

to Internalization Knowledge. 

In case of organizations low on Trust Based on Emotional Bonding it was found 

that Expert Power, Referent Power and Legitimate Power positively correlated with most 

of the dimensions of Knowledge Management, except for Coercive Power. Moreover, 

Reward Power did not correlate significantly to any dimension of Knowledge 

Management. As apparent from Table 3.77, that Legitimate Power positively predicted 

Organizational Learning, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task Specific 

Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge Utilization and Task Specific Knowledge 

Sharing. This implies that when Trust Based on Emotional Bonding is low probably 

leaders using legitimate Power will be perceived more reliable, as their actions are 

governed by particular set of rules provided to them by the position they hold and just out 

of their personal choice. Expert Power increased Knowledge Internalization Culture, 

Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation and Capacity to Internalize 

Knowledge. It is clear that in knowledge driven organizations leaders should be able to tell 

organizational members what they do not already know and stimulate a healthy debate 

that leads to the development and application of new knowledge (Jayasingam & Ansari, 

2010) which further enhances Knowledge Management process. Both Referent Power 

and Reward Power negatively predicted Knowledge Sharing and Understanding. This 

denotes that use of personal appeal and incentives might not work in knowledge based 

organizations to induce organizational members to share their knowledge and expertise. 

The reason can be that organizational members are mature and independent enough that 

they no longer perceive the need for a leader to be nurturing and providing incentives. 

This finding is in line with previous findings of Politis (2005) that leaders’ referent power 

and rewards no longer encompasses the anticipated influence on organizational 

members. 

Finally, from the results obtained after exploring the moderating effect of trust on 

the relationship between bases of power and Knowledge Management, it could be 

concluded that in most cases, trust enhanced the relationship between bases of power 

and Knowledge Management in organizations high on Trust in Organizations, Trust in 

Supervisor, Competence and Reliability Based Trust and Trust Based on Emotional 
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Bonding as compared to organizations which are low on these dimensions of trust. It was 

also observed that Expert Power and Referent Power (Personal Power) was most 

effective forms of influence in organizations high on trust whereas Legitimate Power was 

most ineffective. On the other hand Legitimate Power had positive and Referent Power 

negative impact on Knowledge Management in organizations low on trust. Besides that, 

Reward Power had negative affect on the Knowledge Management practices in both 

organizations high as well as low on trust and Coercive Power had mixed effect on 

Knowledge Management process. These findings partially support Hypothesis 3A, which 

stated that there will be high positive relationship between bases of power and Knowledge 

Management in organizations high on trust as compared to those low on trust because 

Reward Power negatively affected Knowledge Management process in organizations high 

on trust. Coercive Power positively affected Knowledge Management process in 

organizations high on trust hence Hypothesis 3C which stated that there will be high 

negative relation between Coercive Power and Knowledge Management in organizations 

high on Trust as compared to those organizations with low Trust was not supported by the 

results in the present study. 

Moderating effect of Trust on the relationship between Bases of Power and Organizational 

Effectiveness 

In organizations high on Trust in Organization it was observed that all the 

dimensions of bases of power positively correlated with almost all the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness, except for Coercive Power. Stepwise multiple regression 

analysis results (Table 3.78) showed that Referent Power explained maximum variance 

with respect to Flexibility. It appeared as the best predictor (β = .46, p < .00) and also 

positively predicted Adaptability. This implies that if leader displays traits such as 

flexibility, tolerance of mistakes, mutual trust and cooperation, and optimism about the 

future which are important for innovation, probably employees will have favorable 

impression of them. They might feel fearless and optimistic under the influence of such a 

leader and be flexible to work in turbulent work conditions which are expected to result 

into enhanced Adaptability and Flexibility. On the similar line past studies have reported 

that change-oriented aspects of transformational leadership such as inspirational 

motivation (vision articulation) can enhance individual and team performance (Lowe et al., 

1996). Expert Power increased Quantity, Quality and Efficiency in organizations high on 

Trust in Organization. This shows that leaders who use their knowledge and expertise to 

influence organizational members are likely to have positive effect on organizational 
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effectiveness. The reason could be that by using their expertise and experience they 

speed up the production cycle by making the employees more efficient and creative, 

hence increased Quantity and Quality of work outcome. Previous researches have also 

shown that leaders with expertise can also inspire knowledge workers to develop new 

ideas or stimulate their creative streak (O’regan & Ghobadian, 2004; Jong & Hartog, 

2007). Coercive Power negatively predicted Efficiency and Adaptability. In Indian social 

and organizational settings people obey and follow only those whom they fear (Singh & 

Pandey, 1988) but this scenario does not seem to hold any weight in knowledge intensive 

organizations, as organizational members are competent in their domain, highly 

demanded in market so job mobility is not a problem for them. Therefore force or fear of 

demotion etc. is unlikely to induce them to participate in Knowledge management 

activities, eventually leading to reduced organizational effectiveness. 

In organizations low on Trust in Organizations it was noted that all the dimensions 

of bases of power positively correlated to most of the organizational effectiveness 

dimensions, except for Coercive Power. Moreover, Reward Power did not correlate 

significantly to any dimension of organizational effectiveness. It is evident from Table 3.79 

that, Referent Power explained maximum variance with respect to Adaptability and it also 

emerged as the best predictor (β = .63, p < .00). This means that by using personal 

charisma leader can encourage the employees to be more accepting for changing work 

conditions, as the leader knows that employees admire him and will listen to him, 

therefore compliance with leaders’ demands is anticipated. Expert Power positively 

predicted Quantity, Quality, Efficiency and Flexibility. higher level employees spend a 

good deal of their time managing and coordinating the tasks of those lower in the 

hierarchy, hence it is expected from them that they share information and knowledge 

which enables employees at different levels in the organization to do their jobs more 

effectively (Kelly, 2007) and in turn leads to increased organizational effectiveness. 

Reward Power has been found to reduce the Efficiency. It is possible that in high 

knowledge intensive environment, where there is social obligation to share knowledge 

“contingent reward” will be counterproductive and maladaptive. Similar findings have been 

reported by Lin (2007) who investigated the effect of rewards on knowledge sharing and 

also found that rewards did not significantly impact on employee attitudes and behavior 

intentions of knowledge sharing. 

In organizations high on Trust in Supervisor it was observed that all the 

dimensions of bases of power positively correlated to most of the dimensions of 
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organizational effectiveness, except for Coercive Power. It was noted from the stepwise 

multiple regression results (Table 3.80) that Referent Power positively predicted Flexibility 

and Adaptability. It implies that when the Trust in Supervisor is high leaders personal 

charm might induce organizational members to comply with his requests because 

employees already have admiration for him and trust makes it even stronger and such 

committed followers will most probably feel motivated to share their ideas and expertise 

with each other and their “referent” leader. Moreover, leaders who display sincerity and 

concern (personality elements) for organizational members are likely to have favorable 

impact on the way employees adjust in turbulent environment. Besides that higher level of 

trust increases the likelihood that one will take a risk (e.g., cooperate, share information, 

adapt to change) and/or increases the amount of risk that is assumed. Risk-taking 

behavior, in turn, is expected to lead to positive outcomes (Mayer et al., 1995). Expert 

Power increased Quantity and Quality in organizations high on Trust in Supervisor. This 

denotes that to be effective facilitator leaders should share their expertise and knowledge 

with others, because that makes the leaders’ own attitude towards learning and sharing 

knowledge communicated to organizational members, which is likely to have a positive 

impact on their motivation and willingness to share their knowledge (Cunningham & Iles, 

2002) which is expected to reflect in enhanced organizational effectiveness in terms of 

Quantity and Quality. Coercive Power negatively predicted Efficiency. It is clear that 

creating fear of punishment or threat may prevent any innovation occurring through 

learning, making mistakes and sharing knowledge which is likely to reduce the Efficiency 

of the organizational members (MacNeil, 2003). 

In organizations low on Trust in Supervisor it was found that all the dimension of 

bases of power positively correlated to most of the dimensions of Organizational 

effectiveness, except for Coercive Power. Furthermore, Reward Power was not related 

significantly to any dimension of organizational effectiveness. As evident from Table 3.81, 

that Referent Power positively predicted Adaptability and it also appeared as the best 

predictor (β = .71, p < .00). Organizational members are thought to be motivated through 

intense emotional attraction to the charismatic individual, an attraction that develops 

beyond ordinary esteem, affection and admiration (Willner, 1968) which has been 

reported in previous studies to generate high level of commitment (Bycio et al., 1995). 

Therefore it can be argued that commitment is likely to enhance organizational 

effectiveness. Expert Power positively predicted Quantity, Quality, Efficiency and 

Flexibility. Researchers have long advocated that effective leaders should possess 
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specialized knowledge and be experts in their relevant field in order to guide subordinates 

(Aguinis et al., 2008; Yukl, 2006). Therefore leaders can facilitate organizational 

effectiveness by sharing their own skills and knowledge to other organizational members. 

Reward Power negatively predicted Efficiency. This indicates that leaders who provide 

rewards if followers perform in accordance with contrast disable rather than enable 

knowledge sharing behavior which is likely to reduce the employee effectiveness. 

Explanation could be that if organization members perceive leaders (contingent reward 

leaders) as restricting their freedom of action, then it might decline their motivation for 

efficient performance, particularly when the trust in supervisor is low as they might 

perceive the rewarding behavior some kind of trap to take advantage of them rather 

acknowledge their efforts. Legitimate Power positively predicted Quality. This implies that 

use of authority power can have positive effect on the Quality of the work outcome. 

Moreover if employees perceive the root of the power to be legitimate they are more likely 

to comply. 

Organizations high on Competence and Reliability Based Trust it was observed 

that all the dimensions of bases of power positively correlated with almost all the 

dimensions of organizational effectiveness, except for Coercive Power. It is clear from the 

Table 3.82, that Referent Power positively predicted Adaptability, Flexibility and Quality. In 

a knowledge network, leaders are expected to adopt personal mentoring and internal 

consulting (McCrimmon, 1995) and help build a culture of trust by demonstrating 

concerns, keeping promises, morality fairness, openness, honesty, discretion, 

consistency, integrity and delivering expected results (Ribiere & Sitar, 2003). These 

qualities of a leader induce employees to imitate similar actions which are likely to 

increase the organizational effectiveness. Expert Power positively predicted Efficiency. 

This suggests that when the trust is high in the competence and reliability of the 

organizational members Expert Power will have facilitating effect on Efficiency of the 

employees. The reason could be that organizational members perceive the information 

provided to them by their leader as accurate because they have faith in his/her 

competence and they expect him/her to be expert in the relevant area. This leads to 

acceptance of information from a superior and using it to perform efficiently. This finding is 

in line with past research that Individuals’ belief about leader’s ability and integrity leads to 

risk taking, information sharing and positive work outcomes (Mayer et al., 1995). Coercive 

Power negatively predicted Efficiency. It is clear that no threat or reprimand will be 

effective in knowledge driven organizations. Similar findings have been reported in 
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previous studies also that reprimand or punishment will not only obliterate knowledge 

workers’ initiatives to create, share or apply knowledge, but also dampen future attempts 

by others (Amar, 2002) which are expected to reduce the employees’ efficient 

performance also. 

In organizations low on Competence and Reliability Based Trust it was noted that 

Expert Power, legitimate Power and Referent Power positively correlated to all the 

dimensions of organizational effectiveness, whereas Coercive Power negatively 

correlated to some of the dimensions. Moreover, reward Power did not correlate 

significantly to any dimension of organizational effectiveness. As evident from Table 3.83, 

that Referent Power explained maximum variance with respect to Adaptability. The 

change-oriented behaviors are especially relevant for top management because they are 

the ones who identify threats and opportunities, interpret events and explaining why major 

change is needed, articulate an inspiring vision, take risks to promote change, build a 

coalition of supporters for a major change, and determine how to implement a new 

initiative or major change (Yukl, 2006) which creates favorable impression of the leaders 

and influences employees to perform effectively. Several recent survey studies found 

evidence of a relationship between CEO transformational or charismatic leadership and 

indicators of company financial performance (Jung, Chow, & Wu, 2003; Tosi, Misangyi, 

Fanelli, Waldman, & Yammarino, 2004; Waldman, Javidan, & Varella, 2004). Expert 

Power increased Quantity and Quality in organizations low on Competence and Reliability 

based Trust. Leaders are expected to share information and knowledge which enables 

employees at different levels in the organization to do their jobs more effectively which is 

anticipated to increase the Quality and Quantity of the work outcome. This finding 

supported the statement that willingness to share knowledge with others may be driven by 

a desire to contribute to organizational performance (Hislop, 2005). Legitimate Power was 

a positive predictor for Quality, Efficiency, Adaptability and Flexibility. It shows that use of 

positional power will have positive effect on the organizational effectiveness in 

organizations low on Competence and Reliability Based Trust. Because leaders can make 

knowledge management a regular feature in personnel reviews and ongoing assessments 

(including the appraisals leading to the decision on the promotion to partnership), hence 

employees will undoubtedly take knowledge management far more seriously. This is likely 

to reflect in the enhanced organizational effectiveness. Reward power negatively 

predicted Adaptability. This means that rewards will not persuade organizational members 

to perform effectively rather it will result in rejection of leaders demands, as it might be 
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perceived as manipulative. This finding supported the previous research by Fong and Chu 

(2006) that showed one of the least critical factors for knowledge sharing is rewards. 

In organizations high on Trust Based on Emotional Bonding it was observed that 

all the dimensions of bases of power positively correlated to most of the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness, except for Coercive Power. It is clear from the stepwise 

multiple regression analysis results (Table 3.84) that Referent Power positively predicted 

Flexibility, Efficiency and Adaptability. Leaders will prefer to use their charismatic authority 

(Weber, 2009) to influence the employees because if they admire the leader chances are 

high that they will comply with leaders’ demand which will affect their performance 

positively. Moreover previous researches have found that commitment is most common 

outcome of Referent Power (Green, 1999). Therefore commitment towards ones work is 

likely to be reflected in the work outcomes. Expert Power positively predicted Quantity, 

Quality and Efficiency. This indicates that when emotion based trust is high Expert power 

is likely to have positive impact on organizational effectiveness, probably because 

organizational members have faith that leaders intentions are not to harm them rather to 

help and coach them to perform efficiently and generate creative ideas to further enhance 

innovation. The findings support the argument that investment of expertise and skills by 

the supervisor is essential in the innovation process, because it stimulates the creativity 

(Mumford et al., 2002) which is a critical factor for the survival of knowledge intensive 

organizations. Legitimate Power was a negative predictor for Quantity and Efficiency. This 

denotes that when emotion based trust is high Legitimate Power will have detrimental 

effect on organizational effectiveness. Possibly because organizational member are 

supportive and helpful, since the presence of trust is regarded as a necessary condition in 

the facilitation of co-operative work practices and the effective use of resources (Dogdson 

& Rothwell, 1994). Therefore it can be argued that in such scenario usage of Legitimate 

Power might be viewed as unnecessary display of authority which is likely to result in 

noncompliance of organizational members leading to reduced organizational 

effectiveness. The effect of legitimate power has been found to be inconsistent. However, 

most studies on power found legitimate power to be negatively related or unrelated to 

leader effectiveness (Aguinis et al., 2008; Yukl, 2010). Coercive Power negatively 

predicted Efficiency. Leader’s use of coercive Power will communicate a negative learning 

climate, as employees do not want to be blamed for small mistakes, punished by ridicule 

or criticized (Antonacopoulou, 1999) which are expected to have negative impact on 

organizational effectiveness. 
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In organizations low on Trust Based on Emotional Bonding it was noted that all the 

dimensions of bases of power positively correlated to most of the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness, except for Coercive power. As apparent from Table 3.85, 

that Referent power positively predicted Adaptability. This shows that Legitimate Power 

will have positive impact on organizational effectiveness in terms of Adaptability in 

organizations low on Trust Based on Emotional Bonding. This finding is in line with past 

researches that have shown charismatic leaders to receive higher performance 

evaluations (Bass, 1985). Expert Power positively predicted Quantity, Quality, Efficiency 

and Flexibility. Hubbard et al. (2002) believe that knowledge leadership, apart from 

possessing the ability to establish predictable and stable processes, needs to encourage 

innovation and creativity. Therefore, the knowledge leaders must have a sound 

knowledge and competence in the relevant field and they should also be willing to share 

that for the benefit of organization. On the similar line Kluge et al. (2001) pointed out that 

while leaders across all the levels of organization have unique and important role to play 

in managing knowledge, it is particularly important for the CEO to be involved in 

knowledge-sharing processes. Further, they state that if the boss takes knowledge 

seriously, the rest of the company will follow automatically. Legitimate Power positively 

predicted Quality and Adaptability. Probably when emotional based trust is low, leaders 

have to rely on their position power to get the work done from the organizational 

members, as legitimate power may lead to minimum compliance (Pfeffer, 1992), which is 

expected to have positive effect on organizational effectiveness. Reward Power negatively 

predicted Adaptability. It is clear that contingent reward is negatively related to 

organizational effectiveness in the present study. Reason could be that, if leaders transact 

with followers but do not consistently fulfill their agreements, then they might be viewed as 

contingent reward leaders who are less effective (Tsui, 1984) and so employees might 

overlook their demands leading to reduced Adaptability. 

Finally, from the results obtained after exploring the moderating effect of trust on 

the relationship between bases of power and organizational effectiveness, it could be 

concluded that in most cases, trust enhanced the relationship between bases of power 

and organizational effectiveness in organizations high on Trust in Organizations, Trust in 

Supervisor, Competence and Reliability Based Trust and Trust Based on Emotional 

Bonding as compared to organizations which are low on these dimensions of trust. It was 

also observed that Referent Power was most effective forms of influence that facilitated 

organizational effectiveness in organizations high on trust whereas Legitimate Power was 
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most ineffective. On the other hand both Referent Power and Expert Power had positive 

impact on organizational effectiveness in organizations low on trust. Besides that, Reward 

Power had negative impact on the organizational effectiveness in organizations low on 

trust, but it did not emerge as a significant positive predictor in organizations high on trust. 

Coercive Power had negative effect on organizational effectiveness in organizations high 

on trust. These findings partially support Hypothesis 3B, which stated that there will be 

high positive relationship between bases of power and organizational effectiveness in 

organizations high on trust as compare to those with low trust. On the other hand 

Hypothesis 3D i.e. there will be negative relationship between Coercive Power and 

organizational effectiveness in organizations high on trust as compared to those with low 

trust was supported. 

Moderating effect of Trust on the relationship between Downward Influence Strategy and 

Knowledge Management 

In case of organizations high on Trust in Organization it was observed that all the 

dimensions of downward influence strategy were positively related to most of the 

knowledge Management dimensions, except for Sanctions (Negative) which had negative 

correlation with the dimensions of Knowledge Management. Moreover Assertiveness was 

not related to any dimension of Knowledge Management. It was evident from Table 3.87 

that Sanctions (Positive) explained maximum variance and it was a positive predictor for 

Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Knowledge Internalization Culture. This indicates 

that in organizations high on Trust in Organization dimension where positive social 

interaction culture exists, employees can expect fair treatment from their organization etc. 

both management and employees socialize and interact frequently with each other. It is 

expected that reinforcement will have positive effect on knowledge sharing behavior of the 

organizational members in such culture, as the employees can believe that knowledge 

shared will have no detrimental effect on their career. Previous studies have shown that 

there is clear need for trust before team members can respond openly and incorporate 

new knowledge in order to develop useful decision (Gruenfeld, et al., 1996). Ingratiation 

was a positive predictor for Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, 

Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation and Capacity to Internalize 

Knowledge. It implies that Ingratiation will have positive effect on knowledge sharing and 

internalization. The reason can be attributed to the cultural factors as in Indian settings the 

nurturant - task leadership style is most suited and used which is based on the Indian 

middle - class values of personalized relationships, dependence proneness, and  sneh - 
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shradha  (superior's affection for the subordinate and subordinate's deference toward the 

superior) (Sinha, 1980). Therefore probably such relationship based environment induces 

more trust towards the organization and so Ingratiation will probably be successful in such 

a climate because ingratiatory tactics such as instrumental dependency, target 

gratification, and disparagement of self are consistent with the Indian middle-class work 

values. Showing Expertise predicted Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Knowledge 

Utilization, and Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization) positively. It 

is clear that when trust is high more knowledge sharing will take place and when leader 

himself takes the lead by sharing his own expertise it will motivate the employees also to 

follow similar actions and facilitate Knowledge Management activities. As stated by Politis 

(2003) that if experts do not feel safe, they may share only parts of their terminologies and 

conceptual systems. Therefore “Trust is, after all, the single most important precondition 

for knowledge exchange” (Rolland & Chauvel, 2000). Sanctions (Negative) negatively 

predicted Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task Specific Knowledge Sharing, 

Knowledge Internalization Culture, Knowledge Utilization. This denotes that use of 

coercive measures will result in reduced knowledge sharing and utilization when trust in 

organization is high because it might induce dissatisfaction in employees which will lower 

their motivation to share knowledge. This finding is in line with the previous finding that 

one of the aspects of trust that is pertinent to an organization is its association with 

employee motivation and job satisfaction (Kelloway & Barling, 2000).  

In context of organization low on Trust in Organization dimension it was found that 

all the dimensions of downward influence strategy were positively correlated to some of 

the dimensions of Knowledge Management, except for Sanctions (Negative) and 

Exchange of Benefits which were found to have negative relationship with most of the 

Knowledge Management dimensions. Stepwise multiple regression analysis results (Table 

3.89) showed that Exchange of benefits was a negative predictor for Task Specific 

Knowledge Sharing and Application, of Knowledge Sharing and Understanding and 

Knowledge Utilization. This means that when there is lack of trust in organization 

exchanging favors might reduce the knowledge sharing behavior of the organizational 

members, as employees might perceive malicious intentions behind it due to low trust. 

Organizational trust is an important component to motivating employees via affective 

commitment (Ford, 2003) which is likely to result in enhanced Knowledge management 

but in case of low Trust in Organization it might have negative outcomes. Ingratiation 

predicted Knowledge Sharing and Understanding and Organizational Learning. It is clear 
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that Ingratiatory behaviors are inevitable in work organizations (Gandz & Murray, 1980). 

Probably when there is low Trust in Organizations leaders will rely more on Ingratiation to 

influence employees because through manipulative self-presentation (Pandey, 1978) 

leaders might be able to convince organizational members to share their knowledge and 

also acquire new knowledge. Showing Expertise positively predicted Task Specific 

Knowledge Sharing and Application. This suggests that if leaders involve in constructive 

debate to clarify complex issues and foster creativity it might allow the leader to actualize 

its members’ expertise also. This finding is in line with past researches that, the ability to 

share knowledge between units contributes significantly to the organizational performance 

of firms (Argote, Ingram, Levine & Moreland, 2000). Assertiveness positively predicted 

Organizational Learning. This implies that leasers can encourage organizational members 

to acquire new knowledge by constantly demanding to do so. This finding is in harmony 

with past researches that the strategy of Assertiveness was significantly related to both 

the personal and organizational goals of attempts to influence (Kipnis et al., 1980). 

Rationality was a negative predictor for Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application. 

Although Rationality is by far the most common and effective strategy (Ansari, 1990), but 

possibly when Trust in Organization is low use of facts and data to support the 

development of logical arguments by the leader might be perceived by the organizational 

members as leader acting superior and arrogantly flaunting his/her greater expertise 

which might result in to lack of participation in Knowledge Management activities by 

employees. This finding supports the statement that an important aspect of knowledge 

work, is to unpack how disembodied or externalized knowledge is rendered credible and 

trustworthy (Ellingsen, 2003). Sanction (Positive) was a positive predictor for Knowledge 

Internalization Culture and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing. This clearly indicates that 

incentives like pay raises, recognition or promotion etc. are liable to induce organizational 

members to participate more in Knowledge Management activities. Moreover, it can also 

create a positive social interaction culture, with respect to knowledge sharing. In line with 

this, other research indicates that material rewards can be helpful, but they should be in 

line with other leader behaviors like providing support and recognition (Eisenberger & 

Cameron, 1996). Sanction (Negative) negatively predicted Knowledge Accumulation, 

Knowledge Utilization and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. It is apparent that threat or 

imposition of ideas might not work in knowledge driven organizations where employees 

are well-informed and competent in their area and can not be dealt like a manual worker. 

Therefore it is likely to reduce the participation of employees in knowledge sharing and 
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utilization behavior. Falbe and Yukl (1992) also consider negative sanctions in form of 

pressure as one of the least effective influence tactic. 

In case of organizations high on Trust in Supervisor it was observed that all the 

dimension of downward influence strategy were positively correlated with most of the 

knowledge management dimensions, except for Sanctions (Negative) which was 

negatively related with most of the dimensions of Knowledge Management. It is evident 

from Table 3.91 that Sanctions (Positive) positively predicted Task Specific Knowledge 

Sharing and Knowledge Internalization Culture. It also emerged as best predictor (β = .34, 

p < .00). This denotes that leader’s ability to influence others’ behavior by providing them 

with things they want to receive can lead to better performance. These positive sanctions 

can be either financial, such as pay raises or bonuses or nonfinancial, including 

promotions, favorable work assignments, more responsibility, new equipment, praise, and 

recognition etc. Furthermore when employees have high trust on their supervisor or 

leader, possibly they perceive their leader as “fair” in such case leaders are better able to 

make clear the connection between the behavior and the reward (Nelson & Quick, 2012) 

which are accepted positively by organizational members and can increase knowledge 

sharing. Ingratiation was a positive predictor for Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and 

Application, Capacity to Internalize Knowledge, Organizational Learning and Knowledge 

Accumulation. This suggests that when Trust in Supervisor is high use of ingratiation 

tactics is likely to have positive outcomes in terms of Knowledge Management activities. 

The reason can be that In the Indian culture, business relationships tend to be 

personalized (Shankar, Ansari & Saxena, 1994) so it can be argued that these 

personalized relationships are also based on some element of trust in this case Trust in 

Supervisor (Shradha). Therefore when business environment is such then Ingratiation is 

expected to be used more by the leaders (Sinha, 1980). Assertiveness predicted 

Knowledge Sharing and Understanding positively. It is clear that assertiveness is one of 

most often used in downward attempts (Kipnis, Schmidt & Wilkinson, 1980) and probably 

when the employees have faith in their leader his consistent demands are also perceived 

as beneficial for the organizational members and organization as whole. This finding is in 

concordance with the research of Rempel et al. (1985) that faith, or the belief that others 

will act in caring ways, is the most important aspect of interpersonal trust. Rationality 

predicted Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Knowledge Utilization, and Knowledge 

Accumulation (individual and database utilization) positively. According to Cook and Wall 

(1980) trust is “confidence in the ability of others” therefore if organizational members 
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have high trust in the ability of their leader probably they will accept the facts and logic 

provided by the leader thinking that leaders request is based on proper research and not 

just on his personal opinion. Therefore employees are likely to comply with leaders’ 

demands as well as share and exploit knowledge without any fear of losing their unique 

value. Sanctions (Negative) was a negative predictor for Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding, Knowledge Internalization Culture, Knowledge Utilization, Task Specific 

Knowledge Sharing and Application, and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. This 

indicates that punishment in any form is likely to have negative effect on Knowledge 

Management process. It will evoke fear in the mind of organizational members leading to 

withdrawal from participating in Knowledge Management activities. This was also 

confirmed by Jayasingham, et al. (2010) that threat no longer works in a knowledge-based 

context. It is likely that being independent, employees decide when, what, and how they 

will acquire, share, and utilize their knowledge. 

In context of organizations low on Trust in Supervisor it was observed that all the 

dimensions of downward influence strategy were positively correlated to some of the 

dimensions of Knowledge Management except for, Sanctions (Negative) which had 

negative relationship with most of the dimension of Knowledge Management. Moreover, 

Exchange of Benefits, Personalized Relationship had mixed results (Table 3.92). It was 

found that Sanctions (Positive) predicted Task Specific Knowledge Sharing, Knowledge 

Internalization Culture positively. Organizational rewards are identified as useful in 

motivating individuals to perform desired behaviors (Bartol & Locke, 2000) thus leaders 

use of positive sanctions make the employees believe that their contribution in form of 

knowledge is being recognized and appreciated by the leader. Hence they are expected 

to participate more in knowledge sharing behavior in future. This finding is in line with past 

studies that found performance-based reward systems significantly affect employee 

knowledge-sharing in the context of both public and private sector organizations (Kim & 

Lee, 2006). Ingratiation predicted Organizational Learning. This shows that through 

flattery and praise leaders can get the work done from the organizational members. 

Probably when there is low trust in supervisor, leaders try to be prudent while influencing 

the employees so that they can persuade them to acquire new knowledge. Assertiveness 

predicted Organizational Learning and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing. This denotes 

that when Trust in Supervisor is low probably leaders will be more dependent on 

pressurizing or forcefully demanding to comply with their demands. Organizational 

members might obey orders just because their boss is superior in position and not 
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because he is superior in knowledge or competence. As opined by Falbe and Yukl (1992) 

that compliance is sometimes all that is needed to accomplish a task objective. Exchange 

of Benefits was a negative predictor for Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task 

Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application. It also emerged as the best predictor (β = -

.53, p < .00). This indicates that in organizations low on Trust in Supervisor, exchanging 

favors might result in decrease in Knowledge Management activities. It can be inferred 

that when trust on supervisor is low, due to fear of exploitation individuals might get 

anxious about giving away valuable knowledge while being offered little in return. 

Therefore they might hoard their knowledge.  This finding is in harmony with the findings 

of Dirks and Ferrin (2001) that trusting relationships lead to greater knowledge exchange. 

Showing Expertise was found to positively predict Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, 

Knowledge Accumulation. This denotes that by sharing their own experiences leaders can 

motivate organizational members to get involved in knowledge sharing and accumulation. 

Leaders should provide advice on technical issues, develop the team’s expertise, monitor 

the quality of the team’s work and initiate new approaches to team tasks (Bainet et al., 

2005). Empowering team leadership is found to improve employee’s job autonomy, which 

is essential for team members to undertake conscious, voluntary knowledge sharing 

(Bennis & Townsend, 1997). Personalized Relationship negatively predicted Knowledge 

Accumulation. This means that giving personal favors might be reciprocated but not in 

form of work outcome. The reason can be attributed to cultural factors as Personalized 

Relationship has been cited very often in Indian culture (Tripathi & Tripathi, 2009). On the 

similar line Dayal (1976) has stated that social relationship and organizational 

performance is not separated in India. Loyalty often gets priority over efficiency so intrinsic 

work values are sure to suffer in such work culture. Sanctions (Negative) predicted 

Knowledge Utilization and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge negatively. It implies that in 

knowledge based organizations no matter Trust in Supervisor is high or low, threat or 

coercive measures are not going to increase knowledge sharing. Past studies also 

showed that coercive power was negatively related to criterion variables such as 

commitment, satisfaction and entrepreneurial success (Hinkin & Schriesheim, 1989; 

Elangovan & LinXie, 2000; Jayasingam, 2001). 

In case of organizations high on Competence and Reliability Based Trust it was 

found that all the dimensions of downward influence strategy were positively correlated 

with most of the Knowledge Management dimensions, except for Sanctions (Negative). It 

is evident from Table 3.95 that Ingratiation explained maximum variance and also 
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emerged as the best predictor (β = -.60, p < .00) with respect to Capacity to Internalize 

Knowledge. It also positively predicted Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task 

Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge Internalization Culture, 

Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge Utilization and Task 

Specific Knowledge Sharing. This implies that when organizational members have high 

faith in the competence and reliability of the leader, probably leaders use of Ingratiation 

tactic gets successful in influencing organizational members to participate in Knowledge 

Management activities. Because the employee believes that leader is knowledgeable 

about a given subject area and so they can rely on him without any apprehension. 

According to McAllister (1995) trust involves “mutual care and concern and co-worker 

reliability and competence” due to which organizational member might be more sensitive 

to the instrumental dependency posed by the leader as an ingratiatory tactic. This finding 

is in line with past studies that confirmed that when team members trust each others’ 

capabilities and competencies they share information more freely (Zand, 1972). 

Assertiveness predicted Knowledge Sharing and Understanding positively. This implies 

that even leaders’ constant pressure might result into positive work outcomes because of 

high trust in his competence and reliability, as high trust increases higher level of 

cooperation, and superior levels of performance and positive attitude (Dirks & Ferrin, 

2001). Rationality positively predicted Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database 

utilization). This indicates that when employees have high trust in the competence of 

leaders, possibly their use of rational arguments to convince employees and make their 

objectives clear can result into enhanced knowledge sharing, because providing facts and 

data will reduce the ambiguity. Previous studies have also pointed that trust helps to 

reduce that ambiguity via interpretation (Dirks & Ferrin, 2001) and figures and facts will 

facilitate interpretation positively. In other words, because of the moderate ambiguity, 

individuals' interpretive processes will shape how the partner's action is perceived, and 

thus will shape the individual’s response to that action (Dirks & Ferrin, 2001). 

In context of organizations low on Competence and Reliability Based Trust it was 

found that all the dimension of downward influence strategy were positively correlated to 

some of the dimensions of Knowledge Management except for Exchange of Benefits and 

Sanctions (Negative) which had negative relationship with some of the dimensions of 

Knowledge Management. It is apparent from Table 3.97 that Sanctions (Negative) 

negatively predicted Capacity to Internalize Knowledge, Knowledge Sharing and 

Understanding, Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, Organizational 
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Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge, Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge 

Internalization Culture and Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization). 

This shows clearly that negative sanction in any form for instance rejection, disapproval or 

demotion etc. is likely to affect almost all the Knowledge Management dimensions 

negatively. Moreover it will also induce dissatisfaction in organizational members and they 

might hold back their voluntary acts of sharing knowledge. This finding supports previous 

findings of Organ (1990) that dissatisfaction produces a “damper effect, under low levels 

of perceived fairness or satisfaction, individuals who might normally be motivated to 

engage in citizenship behaviors will withhold them. Assertiveness predicted Knowledge 

Sharing and Understanding, Organizational Learning, Knowledge Utilization and Task 

Specific Knowledge Sharing. This denotes that consistent demand and pressure as an 

influence tactic might induce organizational members to participate in Knowledge 

Management activities. The reason could be that organizational members want to reduce 

that pressure by complying with the request of the leader because organizational 

members in knowledge driven organizations, prefer more autonomy (Bennis & Townsend, 

1997) and less pressure. Previous researches have also shown that Assertiveness could 

be used effectively to assign work, change behavior, get assistance and get support (Yukl, 

Guinan & Sottolano, 1995). Exchange of Benefits negatively predicted Knowledge Sharing 

and Understanding and Task Specific Knowledge Sharing. This denotes that giving favors 

or seeking favors might result into decreased Knowledge Management. A plausible 

explanation could be that due to low trust employees might perceive that leader is only 

promising benefit but will not actually fulfill his promise as there is no specified future 

obligation, therefore this will affect their commitment towards their work and they might 

feel why should they share their expertise with others when there is doubt about that 

same will be reciprocated. Hence it can result in decreased knowledge sharing. On the 

similar line Kramer (1999) states that, to the extent that people within an organization 

have confidence in the fact that role occupancy signals both an intent to fulfill obligations 

and competence in carrying them out, individuals can adopt a sort of presumptive trust. 

Sanctions (Positive) positively predicted Knowledge Internalization Culture and Task 

Specific Knowledge Sharing. This clearly indicates that providing incentives can have 

positive impact on Knowledge Management process. Incentives including recognition and 

rewards have been recommended as interventions to facilitate knowledge sharing and 

help build a supportive culture (Liebowitz, 2003; Nelson, Sabatier, & Nelson, 2006). 

Ingratiation was found to predict Knowledge Internalization Culture negatively, which is 

quite obvious because of low trust in the competence and reliability of the leader probably 
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use of sweet talk or flattery as influence tactic will fall flat. The source of pejorative 

connotations of the term is the common consensus that ingratiation involves manipulative 

intent and deceitful execution (Jones, 1964). It may be considered as a manipulative self-

presentation which departs from normative expectations (Pandey, 1978) therefore use of 

such tactic might induce the feeling of deceit and duplicity in the organizational members 

which is likely to affect the knowledge sharing environment negatively. On the similar line 

Jones (1964) has also noted that ingratiation is a potentially dangerous play. Sometimes 

ingratiation may bring punishment from the target person if he discovers that he is getting 

manipulated. Showing Expertise positively predicted Knowledge Internalization Culture 

and Knowledge Accumulation. This suggests that leader’s support and their 

encouragement as well as their engagement in knowledge sharing also increased 

employees' knowledge exchange and employees perceptions of usefulness of knowledge 

sharing (Cabrera et al., 2006; Kulkarni, Ravindran, & Freeze, 2006), particularly when 

trust is low in the competence and reliability of the leader empowering organizational 

members through sharing their own know-how leaders’ can further foster voluntary 

sharing of knowledge. Personalized Relationship negatively predicted Knowledge 

Internalization Culture. It implies that cultivating personalized relations might be beneficial 

for the individual per se but not for the organization as a whole and it might negatively 

affect the culture of the organization signaling a wrong message that only by maintain 

relationship employees can excel in their career. Tripathi and Tripathi (2009) also found 

Personalized Relationship to be negatively related to job satisfaction. On the similar line 

Dayal (1976) also noted social relationship and organizational performance is not 

separated in India and loyalty often gets priority over efficiency. Rationality predicted 

Organizational Learning positively. This means that leader can persuade organizational 

members to acquire and exploit new knowledge by giving them reasonable argument that 

it will ultimately benefit the employee only go grow further. Past studies have also reported 

that the leader must coordinate the different viewpoints found within the team to facilitate 

knowledge sharing (Eppler & Sukowski, 2000) and learning. 

In context of organizations high on Trust Based on Emotional Bonding it was 

observed that all the dimensions of downward influence strategy were positively 

correlated with most of the Knowledge Management dimensions except for Sanctions 

(Negative) and Exchange of Benefits. Moreover Assertiveness did not have any significant 

correlation with any dimension of Knowledge Management. Stepwise multiple regression 

analysis results (Table 3.99) showed that Ingratiation explained maximum variance with 
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respect to Knowledge Accumulation and it also predicted Task Specific Knowledge 

Sharing and Application, Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning, 

Knowledge Accumulation Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. This indicates that when 

there is emotional bonding between leader and organizational members Ingratiation tactic 

is likely to have positive effect on Knowledge Management process. One explanation 

could be that organizational members want to maintain gratifying relationship with leader 

for future social interchange and so they comply with his requests. Another plausible 

explanation could be that due to high emotion based trust organizational members believe 

that leader would not intentionally harm them rather he will be benevolent towards them, 

therefore in such situation Ingratiatory tactic is likely to have positive effect on Knowledge 

Management process. This finding is congruent with the statement that trust in 

management as the faith in the benevolent trustworthy intentions of management affects 

workplace behavior, e.g., employees’ knowledge sharing behavior (Renzl, 2008). 

Sanctions (Positive) was a positive predictor for Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and it 

also emerged as best predictor (β = .35, p < .00). Organizational rewards are identified as 

useful in motivating individuals to perform desired behaviors (Bartol & Locke, 2000). Such 

rewards range from monetary incentives such as increased salary and bonuses to non-

monetary rewards such as promotion and job security (Hall, 2001). Therefore it can be 

inferred that leaders’ use of positive sanction will enhance knowledge sharing. Previous 

research provides evidence that real or perceived rewards encourage employees to share 

their knowledge (Al-Alawi et al., 2007; Gupta & Govindarajan, 2000;; Lin, 2007; 

Wickramasinghe & Widyaratne, 2012). Showing Expertise positively predicted Knowledge 

Sharing and Understanding, Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge Accumulation (individual 

and database utilization. This indicates that if leaders share their expertise and learning 

experiences organizational members are likely to emulate that behavior. Possibly due to 

high emotion based trust leaders’ knowledge sharing act will facilitate cooperation 

amongst organizational members. This finding is in harmony with previous finding that 

high trust produced high levels of information exchange and integrative (cooperative) 

behavior (Kimmel et al., 1980). Sanctions (Negative) was a negative predictor for 

Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and 

Application, Knowledge Utilization and Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. This means 

that negative sanction in form of threat, pressure, disapproval etc will have detrimental 

effect on Knowledge management activities. It can be inferred that when emotion based 

trust is high and leaders reprimand, withholding key information, undesirable work 

assignments etc. the organizational members it is likely to instigate the feeling of betrayal 
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and psychological contract breach. This finding is in line with past research that coercive 

power produces the undesirable side effects of frustration, fear, revenge, and alienation. 

This in turn may lead to poor performance, dissatisfaction, and turnover (Pfeffer, 1992). 

In organizations low on Trust Based on Emotional Bonding it was observed that all 

the dimensions of downward influence strategy were positively correlated with most of the 

Knowledge Management dimensions, except for Exchange of Benefits and Sanctions 

(Negative). It is evident from Table 3.101, that Rationality was a positive predictor for 

Organizational Learning. It implies that leaders will use logical arguments and facts to 

influence organizational members to learn new techniques or methods when there is low 

emotion based trust. This can be supported by the findings of Kipnis et al. (1980) which 

reported a frequent use of rationality tactics to improve a target person’s performance. 

Sanctions (Positive) was a positive predictor for Knowledge Internalization Culture and 

Task Specific Knowledge Sharing. This may be due to the fact that, contingent reward 

behavior of helps the leader to provide clear cut goals and objectives to the followers and 

provide rewards to them in exchange for successful completion of targeted goals. Hence, 

due to the clarity of the roles which they have to perform in order to accomplish the goals 

and also the reward associated with its successful completion, organizational members 

engage in knowledge management process such as task specific knowledge sharing, 

building a culture of knowledge internalization, upgradation of skills and knowledge etc. 

which contributes to the successful implementation of Knowledge Management. Showing 

Expertise predicted Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task Specific Knowledge 

Sharing and Application, Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation positively. 

This indicates that leaders’ display of their knowledge and competence in work domain is 

likely to prompt organizational members to involve in knowledge management activities. 

The reason could be that the employees have confidence in the competence of the leader 

on the basis of which they can take risk. This finding is congruent with previous research 

that when organizational members trust each others’ capabilities and competencies they 

share information more freely (Zand, 1972). Sanctions (Negative) was a negative 

predictor of Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application, Knowledge Utilization, 

Capacity to Internalize Knowledge, Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation. 

This shows that threatening, warning and embarrassing etc. is least likely to work in 

knowledge based organizations, rather it will hamper the Knowledge Management 

process. The reason could be that negative sanction induces fear which is a major threat 

to cooperative behavior and is anticipated to lead to decreased knowledge sharing. 
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Exchange of Benefits negatively predicted Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, and 

Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and Application. This indicates that leaders sometimes 

request that employees engage in actions outside the prescribed roles in exchange of a 

favor. To the extent that individuals trust their managers, they are likely to be able to 

devote all their resources (attention, effort) to role performance, norm conformance, rule 

compliance, and/or managers’ requests. But if trust is low probably the role, norm, rule, or 

leaders request is likely to exert a much weaker effect on the individual's behavior, as the 

individual diverts resources for self-protection, hence negative effect on knowledge 

management activities. Assertiveness positively predicted Organizational Learning and 

Task Specific Knowledge Sharing. It implies that assertively demanding something from 

organizational members can have positive effect on their knowledge sharing and 

knowledge acquisition behavior. The reason could be attributed to collectivist cultures of 

India (Karam et al., 2012). In this regard, Fu et al. (2004) found that in-group collectivism 

was found to be positively related to “harder” influence strategies such as assertiveness, 

which is quite often used and accepted (Ralston et al.,2001). Personalized Relationship 

also negatively predicted Knowledge Accumulation. This shows that leaders help in work 

or personal matters, support etc will have negative effect on knowledge acquisition 

behavior. Possibly in knowledge intensive organizations favors are not valued much.  

Finally, from the results obtained after exploring the moderating effect of trust on 

the relationship between downward influence strategy and Knowledge Management, it 

could be concluded that in most cases, trust enhanced the relationship between 

downward influence strategy and Knowledge Management in organizations high on trust 

such as high Trust in Organization, Trust in Supervisor, Competence and Reliability 

Based Trust, and Trust Based on Emotional Bonding as compared to organizations which 

are low on these dimensions of trust. It was observed that Ingratiation was most effective 

and often used form of influence tactic particularly in organizations high on trust. Although 

it was also effective in organizations low on trust but the correlation table showed that 

Ingratiation had more positive and significant correlations with Knowledge Management 

dimensions in high trust groups as compared to low trust groups where it correlated 

significantly with only some of the Knowledge Management dimensions. Sanctions 

(Positive) was also an effective form of influence in both organizations high as well as low 

on trust, which enhanced Knowledge Management. On the other hand Sanctions 

(Negative) had negative effect on the Knowledge Management process in both 

organizations high and low on trust. Exchange of Benefits and Personalized Relationship 
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had negative impact on Knowledge Management process when used in organizations low 

on trust. These findings support Hypothesis 3E, which stated that there will be high 

positive relationship between downward influence strategy and Knowledge Management 

in organizations high on trust as compared to those low on trust. Moreover due to mixed 

results only partial support was found for Hypothesis 3G i.e. there will be high negative 

relationship between Sanctions (Negative) and Knowledge Management in organizations 

high on trust as compared to organizations low on trust. 

Moderating effect of Trust on the relationship between Downward Influence Strategy and 

Organizational Effectiveness 

In case of organizations high on Trust in Organization it was observed that all the 

dimensions of downward influence strategy had significant positive correlation with most 

of the organizational effectiveness dimensions, except for Exchange of Benefits and 

Sanctions (Negative). Moreover, Assertiveness and Personalized Relationship did not 

have significant correlation with any dimension of organizational effectiveness. As evident 

from Table 3.102 Sanctions (Negative) was a negative predictor for Flexibility, Efficiency, 

Quality and Adaptability. This implies that in organizations high on Trust in Organization, 

negative sanctions will decrease the organizational effectiveness in terms of Flexibility, 

Efficiency, Quality and Adaptability. The reason can be that use of threat or coercive 

measures towards employees is likely to create the feelings of disappointment in them, 

which can negatively affect the effectiveness. Past studies have also found Sanctions 

(Negative) to be negatively related to effectiveness (Tripathi & Tripathi, 2009). Ingratiation 

positively predicted Flexibility. The leader tries to seek the positive evaluation of the 

subordinates by giving compliments to them to enhance their self-esteem. Generally, 

sweet and pleasant words are used to make the subordinates feel important (Ansari, 

1990) which in turn is likely to result in commitment. Previous studies have also found that 

Ingratiation is a moderately effective influence tactic in generating commitment (Falbe & 

Yukl, 1992), thus commitment towards one’s work might reflect in the Flexibility towards 

ones work. Showing Expertise was a positive predictor for Efficiency. This shows that 

Showing Expertise will increase Efficiency in organizations high on Trust in Organization. 

It is absolutely essential that the subordinates recognize the leader's expertise and 

perceive him/her to be a credible source of information and advice. Because in an 

emergency, subordinates might have to be a "take charge" manager who appears to know 

how to direct the group in coping with the problem (Ansari, 1990) in other words 

organizational members are likely to become more efficient when leaders share their 
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expertise with them. Sanctions (Positive) positively predicted Quantity and Adaptability. 

Organizations should require and reward managers for providing the support necessary 

for encouraging knowledge sharing among employees. Management support for 

knowledge sharing may be demonstrated by emphasizing sharing “lessons learned” 

instead of “mistakes made” (Teo, 2005). The statement mentioned above clearly explains 

the importance of positive sanctions. Exchange of Benefits had negative effect on 

Flexibility and Adaptability, when Trust in Organizations was high. It is clear that 

knowledge sharing in most of the organizations is a voluntary behavior to help others and 

asking employees to share their expertise in exchange of something can be considered as 

“giving bribe” by organizational members and might generate negative reactions in them. 

This is liable to reduce their helping behavior of voluntarily sharing their knowledge and 

hence can result in decreased organizational effectiveness. Other studies also recorded 

that superiors’ use of exchange tactic are likely to be negatively linked to subordinates’ 

organizational citizenship behavior (Kipnis & Schmidt, 1988; Schriesheim & Hinkin 1990; 

Falbe & Yukl, 1992; Sparrowe, Soetjipto & Kraimer, 2006). Rationality increased 

Adaptability in organizations high on Trust in Organization. There are good reasons to be 

cautious in responding to threats and opportunities. Untested innovations and bold new 

ventures can be very risky, and a financial disaster may result if a new initiative or major 

change is based on wishful thinking rather than careful analysis of risks and capabilities 

(Finklestein, 2003). Therefore leaders in such circumstance have to play a vital role to 

convince the organizational members logically to adapt to such situations. 

In organizations low on Trust in Organizations it was found that all the dimensions 

of downward influence strategy were positively correlated to most of the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness, except for Exchange of Benefits and Sanctions (Negative). 

Stepwise multiple regression analysis results (Table 3.103) showed that Rationality 

increased Adaptability and Quality in organizations low on Trust in Organization. It also 

emerged as the best predictor (β = .58, p < .00). It can be inferred that explaining logically 

with facts and data makes the task more clear for the organizational members. If they are 

internally agree with the logic probably they will be more commitment which can result in 

increased organizational effectiveness in terms of Adaptability and Quality. This finding is 

in line with past finding that commitment would appear to militate against the individual’s 

(and therefore the organization’s) ability to adapt to change (Salancik, 1977). 

Assertiveness predicted Quantity positively in organizations low on Trust on Organization. 

It implies that expressing anger verbally, pointing out rules to comply might increase 
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compliance from organizational members and thus enhance only quantity of the 

knowledge sharing. This can be supported by the findings of Kipnis et al. (1980) which 

reported a frequent use of Assertiveness and Rationality tactics to improve the target 

person’s performance. Sanctions (Positive) positively predicted Adaptability. This implies 

that incentives can increase the organizational members’ acceptance and adaptation to 

changes in the work environment. This finding supports the statement that recognition and 

reward programs based on loyalty, service, and skill acquisition increases the 

performance of the individual (Yukl, 2009) which can lead to better adaptation to internal 

as well as external environment. Exchange of Benefits increased Flexibility but decreased 

Efficiency, when used in organizations low on Trust in Organizations. Vertical power 

relationship in India is not strictly formalized. It is an emotional bond between superior and 

subordinate which generates a feeling of affection-deference in them (Singh & Singh, 

1994). Therefore leaders win the favors of juniors by making a show of nurturance and 

dependence in form of providing them some benefits which might encourage them to be 

more flexible in their working conditions but does not guarantee that they will also perform 

efficiently, as they will be more occupied with reciprocating the mutual benefits. Sanctions 

(Negative) was a negative predictor for Quality, Flexibility and Adaptability. This shows 

that punishment in any form is likely to reduce the effectiveness of the organization. This 

finding lends supports to some other researchers that concluded “forcing” influence tactics 

is counterproductive in engaging employee commitment and motivation (Emans et al, 

2003, Falbe & Yukl, 1992; Yukl & Tracey, 1992, Yukl et al., 1996) and decreases helping 

behavior (Sparrow et al., 2006). Therefore it is expected that negative sanctions will have 

detrimental effect on organizational effectiveness. 

In organizations high on Trust in Supervisor it was observed that all the 

dimensions of downward influence strategy positively correlated with most of the 

organizational effectiveness dimensions, except for Exchange of Benefits and Sanctions 

(Negative). Moreover Assertiveness and Personalized Relationship did not have any 

significant correlation with any dimension of organizational effectiveness. It is clear from 

Table 3.104 that when Trust in Supervisor is high use of Sanctions (Negative) will reduced 

Flexibility, Efficiency and Quality. It is clear that employees today are better-educated and 

more articulate. They can no longer be commanded in the same way as before. There 

need to be much more involvement and participation at work (Stewart, 1994) and they can 

not be compelled to be involved in work by using coercive measures rather it will induce 

rejection in them, which is likely to lead to low organizational effectiveness. As Yukl and 
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Tracey (1992) also suggest that pressure is seen as an inappropriate form of influence 

behavior and target resentment about an agent's use of coercion is likely to result in target 

resistance. Rationality increased Adaptability in organizations which had high Trust in 

Supervisor. It can be argued that high trust in supervisor increases the credibility of the 

leader and so organizational members willingly accept the explanation provided by 

him/her to employees to adjust to turbulent work environment. Showing Expertise 

predicted Efficiency positively. This suggests that leaders are expected to be able to share 

with organizational members what they do not already know and fuel thought-provoking 

ideas that leads to the acquisition, dissemination and development of new knowledge for 

the benefit of the organization (Politis, 2005; Macneil, 2003). When organizational 

members note that their leader is willing to share their expertise, they are also encouraged 

to emulate the similar behavior, (Connelly & Kelloway, 2003; Migdadi, 2009) which in turn 

enhances the efficiency of the organizational members. Sanctions (Positive) increased 

Quantity and Quality in organizations high on Trust in Supervisor. It is clear that quantity is 

enhanced by the frequent use of Rational Rewards (Triathi & Tripathi, 2009). Rewarding a 

desired behavior will result into repetition of that behavior, consequently it will increase 

quantity and Quality as well. Wolfe and Loraas (2008) found that incentives can promote 

knowledge sharing regardless of its type (monetary or nonmonetary). Exchange of 

Benefits negatively predicted Flexibility and Adaptability. It can be argued that superior 

should be cautious in employing exchange influence tactic to highly competent 

subordinate in knowledge driven organizations. The work is highly complex and ego 

involving in such organizations and accepting and exchange gifts etc. might be 

discomforting and against their self-image, thus evoking a negative feeling, finally 

resulting into decreased organizational effectiveness. Previous researches have also 

suggested that leader should refrain from using “unnecessary” approach that may be 

counter-productive such as using an exchange approach on highly competence employee 

(Lian & Tui, 2012). Ingratiation increased Flexibility and Adaptability in organizations high 

on Trust in Supervisor. A prevalent tendency among Indian people like other people of 

traditional societies is dependence proneness (Sinha, 1970). This is a tendency “to seek 

support, help, and protection from superiors in return for compliance and unconditional 

loyalty”. According to Jones (1964), compliance and unconditional loyalty are ingratiation 

tactics. Therefore on the ground of the above statements it can be argued that when trust 

in supervisor is high probably tactics like Ingratiation will be effective, as organizational 

member will have more faith and dependence on him/her. Thus it is likely to increase the 

organizational members coping with unpredictable situations. 
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In organizations low on Trust in Supervisor it was noted that all the dimensions of 

downward influence strategy positively correlated with most of the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness, except for Exchange of Benefits and Sanctions (Negative). It 

is evident from Table 3.105 that Showing Expertise positively predicted Quantity and 

Efficiency. It also emerged as best predictor (β = .65, p < .00). It can be argued that when 

trust in supervisor is low Showing Expertise tactic will be most effective and have positive 

impact on organizational effectiveness. If knowledgeable leaders freely provide other 

members with hard-to-find knowledge or specialized skills they increase employees 

efficiency by helping them solve complex problems or nurture innovative ideas, which is 

likely to have positive effect on the efficiency with which organizational members work 

leading to more Quantity. According to Srivastavaet et al. (2006) and Bain t et al. (2005) 

knowledge sharing in a team is not automatic, and the leader has the potential to strongly 

influence the extent of knowledge sharing, and probably one possible way of doing that is 

through their own expertise sharing. Rationality was a positive predictor for Quality and 

Adaptability. This implies that when Trust in Supervisor is low Rationality increases the 

organizational effectiveness. One reason could be that leaders want to make an impact on 

organizational member (Kapoor & Ansari, 1988) or for obtaining organizational goals for 

which  rational tactics are likely to be used more often (Kapoor & Ansari, 1988). Exchange 

of Benefits was a negative predictor for Efficiency and a positive predictor Flexibility. 

People do not divorce their social habits even in the formal work situation. People feel 

uncomfortable working in highly contractual, lifeless, and mechanical organizations. They 

extend the social relationship to the place of work and tend to personalize it (Mendonca & 

Kanungo, 1990) by exchanging favors, gifts etc. which tends to decrease the efficiency of 

the individual because that might benefit the employee to accomplish individual goal per 

se and not the organizational goal. But on the other hand it increases organizational 

members Flexibility to adjust to quick changes in their work environment in lieu of those 

favors, as that does not cost them much. Sanctions (Positive) increased Flexibility in 

organizations low on Trust in Supervisor. Past studies have shown that without trust the 

internal knowledge market will not function effectively because employees will be afraid of 

sharing their knowledge if they will not be rewarded appropriately (Hwang & Burgers, 

1997), therefore rewarding the appropriated behavior is necessary to increase the 

employee flexibility in the organization low on Trust in Supervisor. Sanctions (Negative) 

negatively predicted Quality and Adaptability. It implies that in organizations low on Trust 

in Supervisor, use of threat or pressure will reduce the organizational effectiveness in 
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terms of Quality and Adaptability. Falbe and Yukl (1992) also consider negative sanctions 

in form of pressure as one of the least effective influence tactic. 

In context of organizations high on Competence and Reliability Based Trust it was 

observed that all the dimension of downward influence strategy positively correlated with 

most of the organizational effectiveness dimensions, except for Sanctions (Negative) 

which negatively correlated to Quantity and Quality. As evident from Table 3.106, 

sanctions (Negative) explained maximum variance with respect to Flexibility and it also 

negatively predicted Efficiency and Adaptability. This implies that no matter trust is high or 

low, pressure or threat will have harmful effects on organizational effectiveness. Use of 

threat to coerce organizational members to utilize knowledge in an environment that is 

based on relationship and trust would definitely stir feelings of dissatisfaction. Again, this 

can be attributed to the informal structure characterized by strong interpersonal 

relationships and collaborative culture (Migdadi, 2009; Serenko et al., 2007). Sanctions 

(Positive) positively predicted Quantity and Efficiency. It can be argued that rewarding the 

knowledge sharing behavior of an employee might send strong signals to other individuals 

also to share their knowledge, which is likely to have positive effect on both the Quantity 

and Efficiency of the organizational members. There exists a substantial amount of 

evidence (Podsakoff et al., 1982) that rewards made contingent upon performance cause 

subsequent increase in performance. Ingratiation positively predicted Quality, Flexibility 

and Adaptability and it also emerged as the best predictor (β = .41, p < .00). It can be 

argued that the way “buttering up the boss” used to determine organizational 

advancement and success (Kipnis & Vanderveer, 1971) in the similar fashion “buttering 

up the subordinates” is possibly becoming equally important in today’s knowledge based 

environment, as the hierarchies are getting flatter, subordinate are becoming more 

competent and work environment more complex and competitive. Therefore Ingratiation 

tactic might have positive impact on organizational effectiveness. 

In case of organizations low on Competence and Reliability Based Trust it was 

found that all the dimensions of downward influence strategy positively correlated with 

most of the dimensions of organizational effectiveness, except for Sanctions (Negative). 

Moreover, Exchange of Benefits was not related significantly to any dimension of 

organizational effectiveness. Stepwise multiple regression analysis results (Table 3.107) 

showed that Showing Expertise increased Quantity and Efficiency in organizations having 

low Competence and Reliability Based Trust. This implies that if shared, leaders’ 

competence and knowledge in work domain can enhance organizational effectiveness 
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because employees at times need advice from another expert and perspective. This 

finding is in harmony with previous research that although knowledge-workers strongly 

embrace the “I did it on my own” concept that advocates solving all problems on their own 

(Amar, 2002) using their wider skills, expertise, and work responsibilities (Amar, 2004; 

Janz & Prasarnphanich, 2003; MacNeil, 2003), they still seek expert guidance indirectly 

from their respective leaders to solve their problems, without even realizing it (Amar, 

2002). Sanctions (Positive) positively predicted Flexibility. The use of any form of rewards 

has been claimed to be a powerful tool to reinforce behaviors needed for performance. A 

good number of studies on reward power or contingent reward have reported reward as a 

powerful motivator in influencing knowledge-workers’ behavior and commitment 

(Crawford, 2005; Jayasingam et al., 2010). Rationality positively predicted Quality and 

Adaptability. It is clear that influencing organizational members with specialized expertise 

requires leaders to lead through intellectual power, conviction, persuasion, and interactive 

dialog (Ribiere & Sitar, 2003). Therefore leaders’ intellectual power and logical dialogues 

can guide employees to perform better and enhance the organizational effectiveness in 

terms of Quality and Adaptability. Personalized Relationship decreased Quality in 

organizations low on Competence and Reliability Based Trust. Basically, organizational 

workers in knowledge intensive organizations are matured and independent enough that 

they no longer perceive the need for a leader to be supportive and nurturing. Instead, they 

want their leaders to “walk the talk.” They expect their leaders to be great role models who 

display values such as honesty and integrity (Jayasingam & Ansari, 2010). Therefore it 

can be argued that influencing employees by showing warmth and care might not be very 

helpful when it comes to get the quality work done from the organizational members. 

Similar results have been reported by Politis (2001, 2002, 2005) and Jayasingam et al., 

(2010) who found being considerate to workers and subsequently being likeable to be 

negatively related to Knowledge Management process. Exchange of Benefits negatively 

predicted Efficiency and Adaptability. This implies that when trust in competence and 

reliability is low in the organization, Exchange of Benefits is likely to reduce the 

organizational effectiveness. The reason could be that due to low trust, employees might 

generate fear of losing their unique value and knowledge, as giving away knowledge may 

cause the source to lose his/her unique value relative to what others know, and benefits 

arise to all others except the contributor (Wasko & Faraj, 2005). In such circumstance if 

benefit offered by the leader is not proportional to what organizational members are giving 

or losing the exchange tactic might fail and lead to reduced Efficiency and Adaptability. 

Ingratiation was a positive predictor for Adaptability. It should also be noted that many of 
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the Ingratiation activities and behaviors are considered respectable and serve as social 

lubricants. Moreover when organization is low on trust in competence and reliability 

probably leaders use of Ingratiation to show their goodness to organizational members 

who are equally or more competent, might work effectively to get the work done from 

them. In a dyadic matrix, Thibaut and Keliey (1959) suggest that a person who is relatively 

low in power can increase the goodness of his own outcomes through behavioral 

compliance with the high-power person’s wishes. Jones (1964) argues that there are other 

ways in which the relatively powerless person can obtain better outcomes. This possible 

way, according to Jones (1964), could be ingratiation.  Sanctions (Negative) negatively 

predicted Quantity, Quality and Flexibility. Exercising threat or punishment is likely to have 

negative impact on organizational effectiveness. Past studies have also revealed that 

leaders who used punishment to control their subordinates caused negative effects on 

levels of satisfaction and commitment (Hinkin & Schriesheim, 1989; Elangovan & Lin Xie, 

2000) which is also expected to have negative effect on effectiveness of the organization 

in terms of Quantity, Quality and Flexibility. 

In organizations high on Trust Based on Emotional Bonding it was observed that 

all the dimensions of downward influence strategy positively correlated with most of the 

dimensions of organizational effectiveness, except for Exchange of Benefits and 

Sanctions (Negative). Besides that, Showing Expertise, Assertiveness and Personalized 

Relationship did not have significant correlation with any dimensions of organizational 

effectiveness. It is apparent from Table 3.108 that Sanctions (Negative) explained 

maximum variance with respect to both Efficiency and Flexibility and it also emerged as 

the best predictor (β = -.35, p < .00). It also negatively predicted Quality and Adaptability. 

This implies that use of threat to gain compliance seems to be an easy way out, but 

reliance on power to punish to force organizational members to comply with the leader’s 

request will be deemed ineffective in the long run leading to reduced organizational 

effectiveness, more so in knowledge driven organizations. Because employees there 

need more autonomy and flexibility at work place which can be attributed to their wider 

skills, expertise, and work responsibilities (Amar, 2004; Janz & Prasarnphanich, 2003; 

MacNeil, 2003). Therefore, they do not enjoy working under close supervision or direct 

control (Kubo & Saka, 2002).  Rationality positively predicted Adaptability. This implies 

that by giving logical arguments and factual evidence leaders can show organizational 

members how to cope up with their emergencies or changing environment and adapt to it. 

On the similar line past studies have identified rational persuasion as one of the most 
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effective tactics in gaining subordinates’ commitment to safety related tasks or initiatives 

(Clarke & Ward, 2006). Exchange of Benefits negatively predicted Flexibility and 

Adaptability. Relationship-based strategy like giving gifts (offering gifts to the target), 

informal engagement (inviting the target to a non-work environment to make the request) 

etc. are less likely to have positive effect on organizational effectiveness, because 

organizational members might view giving favors to motivate them as manipulative and 

self-serving rather than serving organization. Ingratiation positively predicted Quantity, 

Flexibility and Adaptability. Ingratiation is quite pervasive and successful in Indian risk free 

work settings. Past studies have also revealed that climate is an important determinant of 

ingratiation. Because the climate of Indian organizations is generally either authoritarian 

(Meade & Whittaker, 1967) or nurturant - task oriented (Ansari, 1986), and Ingratiation is 

likely to be successful in such climates (Shankar et al., 1994). 

In case of organizations low on Trust Based on Emotional Bonding it was noted 

that all the dimensions of downward influence strategy positively correlated with most of 

the dimensions of organizational effectiveness, except for Sanctions (Negative). As 

evident from Table 3.109 that Showing Expertise explained maximum variance with 

respect to Quantity. It also emerged as the best predictor (β = .57, p < .00) and positively 

predicted Efficiency. It implies that leaders hold the key to the source of information and 

they hold the power of controlling the availability and accuracy of information, therefore 

leaders should share and cultivate a scholarly network and foster network, and sharing of 

information needed for the development of expert intelligence (Smith & Rupp, 2002) which 

leads to increased organizational effectiveness. Rationality increased Adaptability in 

organizations low on Trust Based on Emotional Bonding. According to Farmer et al. 

(1997) rational strategy, using logic and reason, was more consistent with the notion of 

internationalization (Kelman, 1958) thus it is anticipated that if the employees internalize 

with the logic or requests made by the leader they will be more committed towards their 

work which is likely to lead to enhance organizational effectiveness. Exchange of Benefits 

will decrease the Efficiency when used in organization low on Trust Based on Emotional 

Bonding. It has been reported in past studies that trust also affects how one interprets the 

past (or present) actions of the other party, and the motives underlying the actions (Dirks 

& Ferrin, 2001) thus on this ground it can be argued that when emotion based trust is low 

possibly organizational members might perceive leaders intentions as manipulative and 

selfish if they use exchange tactic, which is likely to have negative effect on their 

efficiency. Ingratiation predicted Quality positively. This shows using Ingratiation will 
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increase the Quality of the work. The reason could be that in a knowledge intensive 

environment one can gather information by making the target perceive the agent in 

favorable terms. Giving certain amount of (due or undue) importance (ingratiation), might 

foster knowledge sharing environment where employees voluntarily share their 

information. Similar findings have been mentioned by Sinha  (2009) that in societies like 

India self-seeking and calculative behavior have been found to be a dominant strategy, 

moreover Ingratiation also leads to rewards (Pandey, 1978). Sanctions (Positive) 

positively predicted Flexibility. People desire rewards in form of praise, appreciation, 

promotion etc. therefore rewarding the appropriate behavior is likely to have positive effect 

on the Flexibility of the employees towards their work conditions. A clear link between 

organizational members’ contribution and the reward system strongly motivates them to 

embrace change and display considerable involvement in Knowledge Management 

practices (Smith & Rupp, 2003). Sanctions (Negative) negatively predicted Quantity, 

Quality and Adaptability. Pressure or threat is unlikely to result in commitment rather 

resistances or in some cases compliance are more possible reactions (Falbe & Yukl, 

1992) whereas adapting to volatile work conditions probably needs more attachment and 

determination towards ones’ work which cannot be inculcated by threatening the 

employee, thus it is likely to be hampered. 

Finally, from the results obtained after exploring the moderating effect of trust on 

the relationship between downward influence strategy and organizational effectiveness, it 

could be concluded that in most cases, trust enhanced the relationship between 

downward influence strategy and organizational effectiveness in organizations high on 

trust such as high Trust in Organization, Trust in Supervisor, Competence and Reliability 

Based Trust, and Trust Based on Emotional Bonding as compared to organizations which 

are low on these dimensions of trust. It was also observed that Showing Expertise, 

Sanctions (Positive), Rationality and Ingratiation were most effective and often used form 

of influence tactic particularly in both organizations high and low on trust. Sanctions 

(Negative) and Exchange of Benefits were most ineffective form of influence in both 

organizations high as well as low on trust, which reduced organizational effectiveness. 

These findings partially supported Hypothesis 3F, which stated that there will be high 

positive relationship between downward influence strategy and organizational 

effectiveness in organizations high on trust as compared to those with low trust. Moreover, 

partial support was also obtained for Hypothesis 3H i.e. there will be high negative 
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relationship between Sanctions (Negative) and organizational effectiveness in 

organizations high on trust as compared to those with low trust. 

Impact of Knowledge Management on Organizational Effectiveness 

In order to study the effect of Knowledge Management on the organizational 

effectiveness, correlation and stepwise multiple regression results were carried out. 

The correlations results (Table 3.110) revealed that all the dimensions of 

organizational effectiveness i.e. Quantity, Quality, Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability, 

positively and significantly correlated to all the dimensions of Knowledge Management i.e. 

Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task Specific Knowledge Sharing and 

Application, Knowledge Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning, Knowledge 

Accumulation, Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database 

utilization), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing, Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. The 

correlation results itself make it clear that there is strong positive relationship between 

Knowledge Management and organizational effectiveness. In other words if Knowledge 

Management increases organizational effectiveness will also increase. This proves the 

positive impact of Knowledge Management on organizational effectiveness. Therefore the 

results support Hypothesis 5A which stated that Knowledge Management will have 

significant positive impact on organizational effectiveness. 

Stepwise multiple regression results (Table 3.111) showed that Capacity to 

Internalize Knowledge explained maximum variance with respect to Flexibility. It also 

emerged as the best predictor (β = .35, p < .00) for Flexibility. It was a positive predictor 

for Quantity and Adaptability as well. This implies that if organizations encourage a 

knowledge sharing and acquiring culture by offering incentive to organization members to 

generate new ideas, giving them educational opportunities to improve adaptability to new 

tasks etc. then it is likely to have positive impact on organizations effectiveness in terms of 

Flexibility, Quantity and Adaptability. It is easier to make innovative changes in an 

organization that is flexible. Similar findings have been reported in past also that showed 

innovation in products and services is facilitated by strong cultural values for creativity, 

flexibility, and tolerance of mistakes (Baer & Frese, 2003). Knowledge Utilization was a 

positive predictor for Quality, Efficiency, Flexibility and Adaptability. This suggests that 

utilizing organization wide knowledge through different ways like exchanging data or 

participating in workshops etc. will have positive impact on organizational effectiveness. 

Zheng, Yang and McLean (2010) also found positive impact of knowledge Management 
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on organizational effectiveness. Knowledge Accumulation was a positive predictor for 

Quality. It is clear that more the knowledge the chances are greater to have better work 

outcomes, as more information or knowledge gives clear understanding of the task and is 

likely to foster creativity and innovation. Previous researches have also found that 

knowledge creation and sharing have been found to contribute to improved performance 

and innovation (McEvily & Chakravarthy, 2002). Organizational Learning positively 

predicted Efficiency and Adaptability. According to Weick (1991) Organizational Learning 

is said to occur when new knowledge is generated and this new knowledge further 

facilitates the process of Knowledge Management. This finding is in line with past 

researches that showed Adaptation is facilitated by organizational learning about effective 

ways to deal with threats and opportunities, and effective ways to leverage core 

competencies (Wang & Noe, 2010). Furthermore, Organizational Learning has been 

found to enhance firms’ innovativeness, which in the presence of adequate resources 

results into increased competitive advantage and performance of the firm (Sabherwal & 

Becerra-Fernandez, 2003). Knowledge Internalization Culture was a positive predictor for 

Flexibility. It implies that creating a conducive environment for organizational members to 

learn and utilized educational opportunities is expected to increase the Flexibility, as 

employees will be better equipped to face new challenges and situations. Task Specific 

Knowledge Sharing and Application positively predicted Quantity, Quality, Flexibility and 

Adaptability. This denotes that sharing task relevant information increases organizational 

effectiveness. Sharing of knowledge occurs when an individual is willing to assist as well 

as learn from others in the development of new competencies (Sawhney & Prandelli, 

2000). Senge (1998) says that to “learn” means to “digest”, to “absorb”, and to “apply”. 

The ultimate goal of sharing employees’ knowledge is the attempt at transferring all 

individuals’ experiences and knowledge to organizational assets and resources, in order 

to advance the overall organizational effectiveness (Salopek, 2000). 

Conclusions 

This study tried to answer the questions raised in the chapter 1 regarding (1) 

Which bases of power has a positive effect on Knowledge Management in research 

oriented organizations? (2) Which bases of power has a positive effect on organizational 

effectiveness? (3) What are the different downward Influence Strategies that facilitate 

Knowledge Management? (4) What are the different downward Influence Strategies that 

facilitate organizational effectiveness? (5) What is the impact of downward influence 

strategies practiced by top management on Knowledge Management? (6) Does Trust 
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moderate the relationship between leadership (bases of power and downward influence 

strategy) and Knowledge Management? (7) Does trust foster organizational 

effectiveness? (8)  Does organizational cultures moderate the relationship between 

leadership (bases of power and downward influence strategy) Knowledge Management? 

(9) Which kind of culture promotes Knowledge Management and is beneficial to the 

organization in terms of effectiveness? (10) What is the impact of Knowledge 

Management processes on organizational effectiveness? Therefore, hypotheses were 

framed in reference to these questions.  

The first ten hypotheses were in reference to the relation of bases of power with 

Knowledge Management and organizational effectiveness it was hypothesized that certain 

types of bases of power will be positively related with Knowledge Management activities 

and organizational effectiveness. Secondly, there will be negative relationship between 

Coercive Power and Knowledge Management and organizational effectiveness. It was 

found that Expert Power, Referent Power, Reward Power and Legitimate Power were also 

significant predictors of most of the dimensions of Knowledge Management and 

organizational effectiveness. Moreover, it was found in the present study that Expert 

Power and Legitimate Power played vital roles in the enhancement of Knowledge 

Management process. The reason can be that noting their leaders’ willingness to share 

their expertise, employees are encouraged to emulate similar behavior (Connelly & 

Kelloway, 2003; Migdadi, 2009) and leaders control over valued resources is also an 

important factor in facilitating Knowledge Management processes through which he/she 

controls and commands the organizational members to follow his/her demands. On the 

other hand Referent Power and Expert Power (personal power) enhanced organizations 

effectiveness. Great leaders make things happen by utilizing personal power (Pfeffer, 

2011). But use of Reward Power decreased both Knowledge Management and 

organizational effectiveness. This probably implies that knowledge workers normally get 

involved in Knowledge Management practices for their own interest (Gal, 2004) and 

intrinsic satisfaction and not merely extrinsic rewards. These results support most recent 

theoretical developments by Jayasingam et al. (2010) and Politis (2005) that showed 

Expert Power to have positive effect on Knowledge Management activities and Reward 

Power to have negative or no effect on Knowledge Management activities. 

In context of relationship of downward influence strategy with Knowledge 

Management and organizational effectiveness the present research it was also observed 

that Sanctions (Positive) had significant positive impact on both Knowledge Management 
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and organizational effectiveness. A plausible explanation could be that leader’s use of 

Sanctions (Positive) in terms of “approval, status, pay raise or respect” for appropriate 

behavior tends to increase the organizational members’ knowledge sharing behavior 

because each individual feels that their efforts are being acknowledged and appreciated. 

Previous researches have also claimed rewards to be a powerful motivator in influencing 

Knowledge Workers’ behavior (DeTienne et al., 2004; Forstenlechner & Lettice, 2007).  

From the perspective of followers, the consistent honoring of transactional agreements 

builds trust, dependability, and perceptions of consistency with regard to leaders, each of 

which form a basis for effective performance (Avolio & Bass, 1995). This ensures the 

subordinates to engage in activities which facilitate the Knowledge Management process. 

Next our study confirms that Sanctions (Negative) no longer works in knowledge based 

context. It negatively influenced both Knowledge Management activities and 

organizational effectiveness. It is likely that being independent, organizational members 

decide when, what, and how they will acquire, share, and utilize their knowledge. Any use 

of force or threat will not be able to compel knowledge workers to be involved in 

Knowledge Management practices (Jayasingam et al., 2010). It has been advised by 

Politis (2005) also that coercive measures should be avoided if enterprise is to take 

advantage available among employees in impacting its efficiency, effectiveness, 

productivity, and hence its competitive position. In the present study Ingratiation also 

played extremely vital role. It facilitated Knowledge Management and organizational 

effectiveness as well. The explanation could be that in a knowledge intensive environment 

one can gather information by making the target perceive the agent in favorable terms. 

Giving certain amount of (due or undue) importance, showing a need, asking politely, 

acting friendly or humbly, or pretending that the other person is really going to make the 

decision (Ingratiation), might foster knowledge sharing environment where employees 

would voluntarily share their information. Previous studies have also found that 

Ingratiation is a moderately effective influence tactic in generating commitment (Falbe & 

Yukl, 1992), thus commitment towards one’s work is likely to reflect in the Quantity and 

Quality of the work. Cultural values can be attributed as another factor responsible for 

dominant use of Ingratiation in Indian settings and one example could be excessive 

dependency reported in Indian culture (Meade, 1967). Therefore dependence proneness 

which is a tendency “to seek support, help, and protection in return for compliance and 

unconditional loyalty” (Sinha, 1970), possibly makes the individual more Ingratiation 

oriented because societal values are supportive of Ingratiation. Rationality and Showing 

Expertise also had positive effect on Knowledge Management and organizational 
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effectiveness in the present study but Personalized Relationship and Exchange of 

Benefits had mixed results.  

Therefore it can be concluded that in knowledge based economy usage of Expert 

Power, Sanctions (Positive) and Ingratiation are likely to have positive impact on 

Knowledge Management and organizational effectiveness but Reward Power and 

Sanctions (Negative) will have detrimental effect on Knowledge Management and 

organizational effectiveness. 

In context of the impact of organizational culture on leadership and Knowledge 

Management, it was found that organizational culture improved the relation of leadership 

(bases of power and downward influence strategy) with Knowledge Management and 

organizational effectiveness, in organizations having strong culture such as Active 

Customer Orientation, high Synergetic Culture, and Employee Oriented Culture as 

compared to the organizations having weak cultures. Strong cultures exemplify care and 

welfare for employees, readiness to take risks, motivation to propose novel ideas and 

viewpoints, abiding by the laws and regulations of the organizations as well as promptly 

responding to needs of the customers. Previous studies have revealed that such kind of 

culture also facilitates Knowledge Management (De Long & Fahey, 2000; Gupta, Iyer & 

Aronson, 2000; Forstenlechner & Lettice, 2007; Lee & Choi, 2003; Ribieri & Sitar, 2003; 

Zheng et al., 2010). In this study also, it was found that leaders use bases of power and 

downward influence strategy, in accordance to the organizational culture prevalent in the 

organizations, to influence the behaviors of the organizational members to contribute to 

Knowledge Management. In the present study predominant use of personal power 

(Referent and Expert Power) in strong culture and Legitimate Power in weak culture were 

found to enhance both Knowledge Management and organizational effectiveness, 

whereas Reward Power and Coercive Power in most of the cases had negative impact on 

Knowledge Management and organizational effectiveness. In context of downward 

influence strategy it was observed that Ingratiation was highly preferred influence strategy 

in strong culture whereas Sanctions (Positive), sanctions (Negative) and Rationality were 

most preferred influence strategies in weak culture in relation to both Knowledge 

Management and organizational effectiveness. Moreover, Sanctions (Negative) had 

negative impact on Knowledge Management process and organizational effectiveness in 

both weak and strong cultures. Exchange of Benefits and Personalized relationship had 

mixed results. 
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Another important question raised in the present study was, does trust facilitates 

Knowledge management and organizational effectiveness. It was found that high trust i.e. 

high trust in Organization, High Trust in Supervisor, high Competence and Reliability 

Based Trust as well as high Trust Based on Emotional Bonding facilitated the process of 

Knowledge Management as well as organizational effectiveness as compared to low trust. 

Previous studies have also showed that trust is very essential prerequisite for successful 

Knowledge Management implementation (Ford, 2001; Rolland & Chauvel, 2000; Politis, 

2003; Mooradian, Renzl, & Matzler, 2006; Wickramasinghe & Widyaratne, 2012). 

Therefore it can be concluded from these results that Knowledge Management will be 

fostered in organizations that focus on inculcating trust in their organizations, faith on 

supervisors and also amongst peers. Where organizational members are free from fear of 

being exploited, disapproved, and criticized more risk taking behavior takes place which  

is a necessary for generation and testing of ideas, and implementation which are 

important for Knowledge Management. It was observed in the present study that it was 

personal power (Expert and Referent Power) that played major role in facilitating 

Knowledge Management in organizations high on trust whereas Legitimate Power was 

more utilized in organizations low on trust. Apart from that, it was Referent power that 

played major role in facilitating organizational effectiveness in organizations both high and 

low on trust. It is also important to mention that Coercive Power and Reward Power were 

found to have significant negative impact on both Knowledge Management and 

organizational effectiveness. In context of downward influence strategy it was observed 

that it was Sanctions (Positive) and Ingratiation that played imperative role in facilitating 

Knowledge Management and organizational effectiveness in organizations high on trust 

and Rationality and Showing Expertise played major role in fostering Knowledge 

Management and organizational effectiveness in organizations low on trust. It was also 

observed that Exchange of Benefits, Personalized Relationship and Sanctions (Negative) 

had significant negative impact on Knowledge Management and organizational 

effectiveness in organizations both low and high on trust. 

Attempt was also made to study the impact of Knowledge Management on the 

organizational effectiveness as it has been observed in the literature that there is usually 

an assumption that Knowledge Management leads to positive outcome (Verma, 2012; 

Zheng et al., 2010; Becerra-Fernandez et al., 2004). The present study also confirms the 

hypothesis that Knowledge Management has positive impact on organizational 

effectiveness. Organizational knowledge reflective of cultural, structural, and strategic 
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characteristics of the organization is utilized to help produce new products and services, 

improve efficiency, and enhance effectiveness (Nonaka et al., 2000). In the present study 

it was observed that Capacity to Internalized Knowledge was instrumental in enhancing 

organizational effectiveness followed by Knowledge Utilization. Organizations that 

encourage a knowledge sharing and acquiring culture by offering incentive to organization 

members to generate new ideas, give them educational opportunities to improve 

adaptability to new tasks etc. and utilization of knowledge by exchanging it with other 

members and using it for successful task accomplishment will have positive impact on 

organizations effectiveness. Previous studies have also showed that, how well knowledge 

is managed contributes to organizational effectiveness. “It is what the organization comes 

to know that explains its performance” (Argote & Ingram, 2000). 

 

General Discussion 

Chapter 3 reported the results of the quantitative study (Study 1A) and qualitative 

study (Study 1B). The previous section of this chapter (Chapter 4) presented the 

discussion of the quantitative results of Study 1A which attempted to find the answers to 

the research questions raised in Chapter 1. This section of the chapter (Chapter 4) will 

present a general discussion of the results of the two studies (Study 1A and Study 1B) 

carried out in the present research work. It also presents integration of the results 

acquired in Study 1A and 1B and an amalgamated general discussion of these results.  

After in-depth literature review on Knowledge Management and the various factors 

that affect it, as stated in Chapter 1, the following research questions were framed and 

Study 1A was conducted to answer them: 1) which bases of power has a positive effect 

on Knowledge Management in research oriented organizations? (2) Which bases of 

power has a positive effect on organizational effectiveness? (3) What are the different 

downward Influence Strategies that facilitate Knowledge Management? (4) What are the 

different downward Influence Strategies that facilitate organizational effectiveness? (5) 

What is the impact of downward influence strategies practiced by top management on 

Knowledge Management? (6) Does Trust moderate the relationship between leadership 

(bases of power and downward influence strategy) and Knowledge Management? (7) 

Does trust foster organizational effectiveness? (8) Does organizational culture moderates 

the relationship between leadership (bases of power and downward influence strategy) 

Knowledge Management? (9) Which kind of culture promotes Knowledge Management 
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and is beneficial to the organization in terms of effectiveness? (10) What is the impact of 

Knowledge Management processes on organizational effectiveness? Thereafter, based 

on these research questions hypotheses were framed. To supplement the results of the 

Study 1A, a qualitative study i.e. Study 1B, was carried out concurrently using interview 

method. The interviews in the present study were conducted on top echelons from the 

same organizations from where data were collected for quantitative study. Hence, with the 

help of these results the viewpoints of the top management are presented in reference to 

Knowledge Management, its relationship with different variables and lastly, its outcome. 

In the present research work the first ten hypotheses were in framed in reference 

to the relationship of bases of power with Knowledge Management as well as 

organizational effectiveness. Therefore, it was hypothesized that certain types of bases of 

power (that is, Expert, Referent, Legitimate, as well as Reward power) will be positively 

related with Knowledge Management activities and organizational effectiveness. 

Secondly, there will be negative relationship between Coercive Power and Knowledge 

Management and organizational effectiveness. It was found that Expert Power, Referent 

Power, Reward Power and Legitimate Power had positive relationship and were also 

significant predictors of most of the dimensions of Knowledge Management and 

organizational effectiveness. Moreover, it was found in the present study that Expert 

Power and Legitimate Power played vital roles in the enhancement of Knowledge 

Management process. The reason can be that perceiving their leaders’ willingness to 

share their expertise, employees are encouraged to emulate similar behavior (Connelly & 

Kelloway, 2003; Migdadi, 2009). This assertion is in line with the observations of the top 

management as reported in Study 1B, in which most of the respondents interviewed 

stated that expertise of the leader was an important factor in influencing the organizational 

members to share the knowledge. They also mentioned that their subordinates were fully 

aware of the fact that their leader is competent in his/her field and so what he/she was 

proposing would lead to positive results. leaders control over valued resources is also an 

important factor in facilitating Knowledge Management processes through which he/she 

controls and commands the organizational members to follow his/her demands. This can 

also be related back to Thomas Hobbes’s (1968) theories around the social contract, in 

which he suggests that human beings agree to form societies founded upon covenants 

and agreements. In agreeing to this so-called “social contract”, individuals agree to yield 

to a higher authority that enforces this contract. This authority ensures that the people will 

do what they have undertaken to do, and in doing so, protects those who agree to abide 
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by these established rules. On the other hand Referent Power and Expert Power 

(personal power) enhanced organizations effectiveness. Great leaders make things 

happen by utilizing personal power (Pfeffer, 2011). This finding is also complemented by 

the findings of Study 1B that it was both expertise and admiration that was played the role 

to influence the subordinates to fulfill their leaders’ demands. It can be implied that 

admiration follows expertise or in other words people have admiration for the expertise or 

skill of the leader. But use of Reward Power decreased both Knowledge Management and 

organizational effectiveness. This probably implies that knowledge workers normally get 

involved in Knowledge Management practices for their own interest (Gal, 2004) and 

intrinsic satisfaction and not merely extrinsic rewards. These results support most recent 

theoretical developments by Jayasingam et al. (2010) and Politis (2005) that showed 

Expert Power to have positive effect on Knowledge Management activities and Reward 

Power to have negative or no effect on Knowledge Management activities. 

The results of the qualitative study (Study 1B) regarding the role of downward 

influence strategy with respect to Knowledge Management was also similar to Study 1A, it 

was observed that Sanctions (Positive) had significant positive impact on both Knowledge 

Management and organizational effectiveness. A plausible explanation could be that 

leader’s use of Sanctions (Positive) in terms of “approval, status, pay raise or respect” for 

appropriate behavior tends to increase the organizational members’ knowledge sharing 

behavior because each individual feels that their efforts are being acknowledged and 

appreciated. Previous researches have also claimed rewards to be a powerful motivator in 

influencing Knowledge Workers’ behavior (DeTienne et al., 2004; Forstenlechner & 

Lettice, 2007).  From the perspective of followers, the consistent honoring of transactional 

agreements builds trust, dependability, and perceptions of consistency with regard to 

leaders, each of which form a basis for effective performance (Avolio & Bass, 1995). This 

ensures the subordinates to engage in activities which facilitate the Knowledge 

Management process. Study 1B also displayed that all the 30 interviewed respondents 

mentioned the use of rewards to persuade their subordinates in different ways, like 

providing them opportunities to attend seminars, conferences, workshops publications, 

and promotions etc. Furthermore our study confirms that Sanctions (Negative) no longer 

works in knowledge based context. It negatively influenced both Knowledge Management 

activities and organizational effectiveness. It is likely that being independent, 

organizational members decide when, what, and how they will acquire, share, and utilize 

their knowledge. Any use of force or threat will not be able to compel knowledge workers 
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to be involved in Knowledge Management practices (Jayasingam et al., 2010). It has also 

been advised by Politis (2005) that coercive measures should be avoided if enterprise is 

to take advantage available among employees in impacting its efficiency, effectiveness, 

productivity, and hence its competitive position. This finding is in harmony with the 

findings of Study 1B that showed very few interviewed respondents mentioned the use of 

coercive measures to influence their subordinates. Moreover, in the present study 

Ingratiation also played extremely vital role. It facilitated Knowledge Management and 

organizational effectiveness as well. The explanation could be that in a knowledge 

intensive environment one can gather information by making the target perceive the agent 

in favorable terms. Giving certain amount of (due or undue) importance, showing a need, 

asking politely, acting friendly or humbly, or pretending that the other person is really 

going to make the decision (Ingratiation), might foster knowledge sharing environment 

where employees would come forward voluntarily and share their information. This finding 

is very well supported by the results of the Study 1B, which actually makes it clear why 

ingratiation is being dominantly used. Study 1B showed that respondents perceived that, 

leaders who are relationship oriented, likeable, attend to each follower's need, encourage, 

considerate-listener, build trust and relationship with the organizational members, 

impartial, shows concern for the welfare of the employees by ensuring that the employees 

get due promotion, other benefits and sends them for trainings etc., were more effective in 

motivating their subordinates to share their knowledge. This finding gets some support 

even from some previous studies in Indian work settings, which is characterized by 

subordinates’ preference for personalized relationship with the superiors. This style has 

been termed as “nurturant-task” by Sinha (1984). According to Sinha (1980), the 

nurturant-task leadership style is based on the Indian middle – class values of 

personalized relationships, dependence proneness, and sneh - shradha (superior's 

affection for the subordinate and subordinate's deference toward the superior). 

Ingratiation will probably be successful in such a climate because ingratiatory tactics such 

as instrumental dependency, target gratification, and disparagement of self are consistent 

with the previously mentioned Indian middle-class work values (Shankar, Ansari & 

Saxena, 1994). Preceding studies have also found that Ingratiation is a moderately 

effective influence tactic in generating commitment (Falbe & Yukl, 1992), thus 

commitment towards one’s work is likely to reflect in the Quantity and Quality of the work. 

Cultural values can be attributed as another factor responsible for dominant use of 

Ingratiation in Indian settings and one example could be excessive dependency reported 

in Indian culture (Meade, 1967). Therefore dependence proneness which is a tendency “to 
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seek support, help, and protection in return for compliance and unconditional loyalty” 

(Sinha, 1980), possibly makes the individual more Ingratiation oriented because societal 

values are such that support Ingratiation. Rationality and Showing Expertise also had 

positive effect on Knowledge Management and organizational effectiveness in the present 

study but Personalized Relationship and Exchange of Benefits had mixed results. The 

evidence from the United States, England, and Australia suggest that managers from 

these countries, on the whole, were found to be using reason (use of facts and data to 

support the development of logical argument) most frequently and sanctions least 

frequently (Kipnis et al., 1984). But Indian employees have inclination towards 

personalized relationship, affective authority and need for nurturance (Kavitha, 2000). This 

is the reason why sanctions (a powerful tactic) are perceived to work best in the U.S.A., 

England, and Australia but are not encouraged in Indian organizations.   

Therefore it can be concluded that in knowledge driven organizations usage of 

Expert Power, Sanctions (Positive) and Ingratiation are likely to have positive impact on 

Knowledge Management and organizational effectiveness but Reward Power and 

Sanctions (Negative) will have detrimental effect on Knowledge Management and 

organizational effectiveness. 

The present study also attempted to explore the moderating effect of 

organizational culture on the relationship between leadership (bases of power and 

downward influence strategy) and Knowledge Management and organizational 

effectiveness. Many studies have examined the effect of organizational culture on 

knowledge sharing (De Long & Fahey, 2000; DeTienne et al., 2004). In the Study 1A also 

it was found that organizational culture enhanced the relation of leadership (in terms of 

bases of power and downward influence strategy) with Knowledge Management and 

organizational effectiveness in organizations with strong culture such as Active Customer 

Orientation, high Synergetic Culture, and Employee Oriented Culture as compared to 

organizations with weak cultures. In the present study, strong organizational culture 

means that the norms, values and beliefs in the organization are clear and coherent, they 

are well established (O’Reilly & Chatman, 1996) and members agree and care intensely 

about those values. While weak organizational culture reflects that important beliefs or 

values are not widely shared in an organization, but rather they vary across individuals or 

organizational units (Glaser, 1983). Results of the present study showed that strong 

cultures emphasizes on welfare and concern for employees, readiness to take risks, 

generation of novel ideas and opinions by employees, abiding by the laws and regulations 
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of the organizations as well as promptly responding to needs of the customers. Previous 

studies have revealed that such type of culture also facilitates Knowledge Management 

(De Long & Fahey, 2000; Gupta, Iyer & Aronson, 2000; Forstenlechner & Lettice, 2007; 

Lee & Choi, 2003; Ribieri & Sitar, 2003; Zheng et al,. 2010). In the present research, it 

was also found that, leaders use bases of power and downward influence strategy, in 

accordance to the organizational culture prevalent in the organizations, to influence the 

behaviors of the organizational members to contribute to Knowledge Management. In the 

present study predominant use of personal power (Referent and Expert Power) in strong 

culture and Legitimate Power in weak culture were found to enhance both Knowledge 

Management and organizational effectiveness, whereas Reward Power and Coercive 

Power in most of the cases had negative impact on Knowledge Management and 

organizational effectiveness. In context of downward influence strategy it was observed 

that Ingratiation was highly preferred influence strategy in strong culture whereas 

Sanctions (Positive), sanctions (Negative) and Rationality were most preferred influence 

strategies in weak culture in relation to both Knowledge Management and organizational 

effectiveness. Moreover, Sanctions (Negative) had negative impact on Knowledge 

Management process and organizational effectiveness in both weak and strong cultures. 

Exchange of Benefits and Personalized relationship had mixed results. Some components 

of the culture prevalent in these organizations have also been cited by the participants in 

Study 1B. Furthermore, the results of Study 1B have provided more information on the 

different components of organizational culture which is conducive for Knowledge 

Management per se. This culture, identified by the top management during the interviews, 

reflects the learning culture prevalent in organizations, such culture comprises of 

characteristics such as transparency, responsibility, faith, openness, accessibility of the 

leaders, etc. (Lucas & Kline, 2008; Popper & Lipshitz, 1998). The importance of such 

culture in facilitating Knowledge Management also has been emphasized by several 

authors who noted that effective Knowledge Management requires a climate or culture 

that fosters innovation, openness and trust (Kankanhalli, Tan, & Wei, 2005; Taylor & 

Wright, 2004; Hsu, 2006; Wang & Noe, 2010). 

Another important question was regarding the moderating effect of trust on the 

relationship of leadership (in terms of bases of power and downward influence strategy) 

with Knowledge Management and organizational effectiveness. It was observed that trust 

was considered very important factor for knowledge sharing in both the studies (Study 1A 

and Study 1B). It was found that high trust i.e. high trust in Organization, High Trust in 
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Supervisor, high Competence and Reliability Based Trust and high Trust Based on 

Emotional Bonding facilitated the process of Knowledge Management and organizational 

effectiveness as compared to low trust groups. Previous studies have also showed that 

trust is very essential prerequisite for Knowledge Management implementation (Ford, 

2001; Rolland & Chauvel, 2000; Politis, 2003; Mooradian, Renzl, & Wickramasinghe & 

Widyaratne, 2012). Therefore it can be concluded from the results of Study 1A that 

Knowledge Management will be fostered in organizations that focus on inculcating trust in 

organizations, faith on supervisors as well as amongst peers. In organizations where 

organizational members are free from fear of being exploited, disapproved, mislead and 

criticized more risk taking behavior takes place which is a necessary for generation and 

testing of novel ideas, as well as implementation which are important for Knowledge 

Management. Similar findings have also been observed in the Study 1B where it was 

reported by most of the respondents that they trust other organizational members easily, 

but they do not share the information with everybody rather they share it only with those 

on whom they have full confidence that they will not use the information to harm them or 

in the extreme case they will not disclose it to anybody. So this means that when it comes 

to sharing of information trust plays an important role in determining with whom to share 

or with whom not to share. Therefore, if more trust is inculcated among employees 

probably more knowledge sharing can take place. Similar findings have also been 

reported by other scholars (Abrams, Cross, Lesser, and Levin, 2003; Lin, 2007; 

Wickramasinghe & Widyaratne, 2012). It was observed in the present study that personal 

power (Expert and Referent Power) played the major role in facilitating Knowledge 

Management in organizations high on trust whereas Legitimate Power was more utilized 

in organizations low on trust. Apart from that, it was Referent power that played major role 

in facilitating organizational effectiveness in organizations both high and low on trust. It is 

also important to mention that Coercive Power and Reward Power were found to have 

significant negative impact on both Knowledge Management and organizational 

effectiveness. In the context of downward influence strategy it was observed that it was 

Sanctions (Positive) and Ingratiation that played important role in facilitating Knowledge 

Management and organizational effectiveness in organizations high on trust and 

Rationality and Showing Expertise played major role in fostering Knowledge Management 

and organizational effectiveness in organizations low on trust. It was also observed that 

Exchange of Benefits, Personalized Relationship and Sanctions (Negative) had significant 

negative impact on Knowledge Management and organizational effectiveness in 

organizations both low and high on trust. The reason can be attributed to Indian culture, 
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as Indian subordinates tend to depend excessively on their superiors with whom they 

want to cultivate a personalized rather than contractual work relationship. They readily 

accept the authority of their superiors and yield to their demands. Work is not valued in 

itself (Sinha, 1980). Organizational members are often busy in obliging each other just for 

their personal profits while work and organizational interest suffers (Tripathi & Tripathi, 

2009) and so it is likely to impede their participation in Knowledge Management activities 

and organizational effectiveness.  

Trust was given due importance by the participants in Study 1B also who reported 

that they trust other organizational members easily, as evident from a senior scientists 

statement that “trust generates trust so I have to trust somebody at first and I think nobody 

has deceived me so it is better to trust if someone has come under my supervision for 5 

years so I have to trust him and only then I can get anything from him”. Although 

participants trusted easily but, they did not share the information with everybody rather 

they shared it with only those on whom they had full confidence that they will not use that 

information to harm them or in the extreme case they will not disclose it to anybody. So 

this means that when it comes to sharing of information trust plays an important role in 

determining with whom to share or not to share therefore if more trust is inculcated among 

employees probably more sharing can take place. Similar finding have been reported in 

previous researches by other scholars (Abrams, Cross, Lesser, and Levin, 2003; Lin, 

2007; Wickramasinghe & Widyaratne, 2012) also. 

Attempt was also made to study the impact of Knowledge Management on the 

organizational effectiveness as it has been observed in the literature that there is usually 

an assumption that Knowledge Management leads to positive outcome (McEvily & 

Chakravarthy, 2002; Tiwana, 2004; Verma, 2012; Zheng et al, 2010; Becerra-Fernandez 

et al., 2004). The present study also confirms the Hypothesis 5A that Knowledge 

Management will have positive impact on organizational effectiveness. This finding is in 

harmony with the findings of Study 1B where it was found that most of the respondents 

attribute the better performance and profitability of the organization to Knowledge 

Management which was evident from rise in their financial gain, increased turnover, 

patents, copyrights, publications, and royalty to the organization, etc. Organizational 

knowledge reflective of cultural, structural, and strategic characteristics of the organization 

is utilized to help produce new products and services, improve efficiency, and enhance 

effectiveness (Nonaka et al., 2000). In the present study it was observed that Capacity to 

Internalized Knowledge was instrumental in enhancing organizational effectiveness 
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followed by Knowledge Utilization. Organizations that encourage a knowledge sharing and 

acquiring culture by offering incentive to organization members to generate new ideas, 

give them educational opportunities to improve adaptability to new tasks etc. and also 

emphasize on the utilization of knowledge by exchanging it with other members and using 

it for successful task accomplishment is likely to have positive impact on organizations 

effectiveness. Previous studies have also showed that, how well knowledge is managed 

contributes to organizational effectiveness. “It is what the organization comes to know that 

explains its performance” (Argote & Ingram, 2000). The respondents in Study 1B are also 

of the opinion that Knowledge Management helps the organization to sustain and function 

successfully. This is in line with the observation of various scholars who have stated the 

Knowledge is a critical organizational resource that provides a sustainable competitive 

advantage in a competitive and dynamic economy (Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Foss & 

Pedersen, 2002). 

In reference to the different mechanisms used by various organizations to facilitate 

Knowledge Management, it was observed from Study 1A that organizations mostly use 

mechanisms such as, Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task Specific Knowledge 

Sharing & Application, Knowledge-Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning, 

Knowledge Accumulation, Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and 

database utilization), Task Specific Knowledge Sharing, Capacity to Internalize 

Knowledge. It was observed from the responses of the top management in Study 1B that 

organizations utilize various mechanisms parallel to the ones mentioned in study 1A, to 

foster knowledge sharing and expertise transfer among employees. Several formal and 

informal mechanisms have been acknowledged by the participants. The formal 

mechanisms employed training, workshops, conferences, meetings, journals, instruction 

books, and notices. Intranet and internet were also given importance in disseminating 

information to the members as well as a source of sustaining communication with the 

employees. Whereas informal mechanisms involved discussions over tea, collaborative 

ventures, multidisciplinary orientation and open interaction among team members, etc. 

Results also revealed that an important feature of Knowledge Management, that 

is, “documentation, storage and information retrieval” is also given appropriate importance 

by several organizations. This is apparent from both Study 1A and 1B. In Study 1A, this 

manifests in the dimensions of Knowledge Management identified as Knowledge 

Accumulation (individual and database utilization). Although in Study 1B, the theme 

entitled “documentation and information retrieval” represents it. Documentation of the 
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information helps the organization to maintain the repository of knowledge which can be 

easily availed by the present members as well as the future members. Besides that, it also 

useful in creating vast amount of knowledge, enabling the organizations to enhance their 

core competence, survive in the business and grow more competitive (DeGues, 1988). 

The results make it apparent that the two studies conducted in the present 

research work have supported the majority of the hypotheses framed in this research work 

with regards to the research questions pointed out in Chapter 1. Results confirmed that 

Knowledge Management is a many-sided process which is utilized by various 

organizations to different amount. In order to execute this concept and perform it 

effectively various factors should also be considered such as leadership (bases of power 

and downward influence strategy), organizational culture and trust, apart from others. 

Results disclosed in this study that Expert Power, Referent Power, Ingratiation, Sanctions 

(Positive) were the most effective in facilitating Knowledge Management and 

organizational effectiveness. Moreover, strong organizational culture composed of 

concern and care for the wellbeing of the organizational members and compliance to laws 

and regulations have significant function. Such culture also motivates the members to 

come up with novel ideas and viewpoints. Cooperate and collaborate to work for the 

benefit of the organization by taking challenges and risks as well as investing their 

maximum effort. The influence of trust is also evident in the present study, which is 

characterized by trust in organization, trust in peers as well as superiors, on the relation of 

leadership (in terms of bases of power and downward influence strategy) with Knowledge 

Management and organizational effectiveness. Finally, the results of this study also 

revealed the positive impact of Knowledge Management on organizational effectiveness. 

Therefore, on the basis of the above discussed results it can be concluded that 

results of both the studies complement each other. Mutually the two different studies that 

is, Study 1A and Study 1B, undertaken in the present research work have successfully 

tried to support and strengthen the concept of Knowledge Management. The two studies 

also highlighted the role of the various factors that affect Knowledge Management process 

and finally, its contribution to the efficient functioning and successful performance of the 

organizations. The studies have clearly shown that Knowledge Management practices 

enhance the organizational effectiveness. 
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Chapter 5 

Summary, Conclusion, Implications, Limitations and Directions for Future Research 

 

In the preceding chapters i.e. introduction, methodology, results, and discussion of 

both the studies (Study 1A and Study 1B) have been reported which have answered most 

of the research questions raised in Chapter 1. This chapter presents summary of all the 

two studies and conclusions are drawn, which are based on the results and discussions 

presented in previous chapters. Implications, in terms of theoretical, methodological and 

practical contributions are also discussed. Finally, limitations and directions for future 

research are also discussed. 

Summary 

In recent years, there has been an explosion of interest in the field of Knowledge 

Management. This intense interest stems, in part, from the widespread recognition that 

the knowledge possessed by an organization’s employees is a highly valued, intangible, 

strategic asset (Foote, Matson & Rudd, 2001; Holsapple & Whinston, 1987; Prahalad & 

Hamel, 1990; Nonaka, 1994; Drucker, 1993). Appropriately managing knowledge is a 

critical factor in an organizations’ ability to create and maintain distinctive core 

competencies; unfortunately, doing so has become a major challenge (Hinds & Pfeffer, 

2003), because organizations are open systems which function in dynamic environment 

and their successful survival depends on their ability to constantly learn, adapt to 

pressures (Katz & Kahn, 1966) and update its knowledge base as well as prospects 

presented by such environment. Therefore, the creation of new organizational knowledge 

is becoming a managerial priority. New knowledge provides the basis for organizational 

renewal and sustainable competitive advantage (Prahalad & Hamel, 1990). As a result, 

Knowledge Management is increasingly becoming important to organizations. 

However, Because of the potential benefits that can be realized from knowledge 

sharing, which is the fundamental means through which employees can contribute to 

knowledge application, innovation, and ultimately the competitive advantage of the 

organization (Jackson, Chuang, Harden, Jiang, & Joseph, 2006) many organizations have 

invested considerable time and money into Knowledge Management initiatives including 

the development of knowledge management systems which use state-of-the-art 
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technology to facilitate the collection, storage, and distribution of knowledge. However, 

despite these investments it has been estimated that at least $31.5 billion are lost per year 

by Fortune 500 companies as a result of failing to share knowledge (Babcock, 2004). An 

important reason for the failure of knowledge management systems to facilitate 

Knowledge Management processes is the lack of consideration of how the organizational 

and interpersonal contexts as well as individual characteristics influence knowledge 

sharing (Voelpel, Dous, & Davenport, 2005). Therefore on this premise the focus of 

present research work is to study the impact of the vital factors such as leadership in 

terms of downward influence strategies as well as social power, trust, organizational 

culture on Knowledge Management and organizational effectiveness, as these factors are 

deemed more crucial to initiate the process of Knowledge Management in organizations 

as compared to the information technology (IT). However, the role of technology should 

not be underestimated as it is required throughout the process of Knowledge 

Management but technology itself is one enabler, it is not Knowledge Management per se. 

Therefore, the researcher has tried to formulate a consolidated framework of Knowledge 

Management taking into consideration pertinent factors such as leadership (in terms of 

bases of power and downward influence strategy), trust, organizational culture and 

organizational effectiveness to strengthen the conceptualization of Knowledge 

Management. 

Several theoretical and empirical contributions have concluded that leadership 

plays a significant role in Knowledge Management processes, such as sharing, creation, 

and capture (Bryant, 2003; Lakshman, 2007; Politis, 2001, 2002; Srivastava et al., 2006; 

Zárraga & Bonache, 2003), and the successful implementation of Knowledge 

Management efforts (Kulkarni et al., 2006; Liebowitz, 1999). Notwithstanding, leadership 

is often mentioned in passing as an auxiliary factor in context of Knowledge Management 

(Von Krogh, Nonaka & Rechsteiner, 2012). Concepts of leadership have received limited 

systematic, analytical exposure in the study of Knowledge Management. Furthermore, 

apart from the studies by Jayasingam, Ansari and Jantan (2010) and Politis (2005), the 

long-standing and rich theoretical traditions in the leadership literature have not attempted 

to expand the leadership behavior dimension to include interpersonal influence and social 

power. Hence an attempt was made in the present study to explore these dimensions of 

leadership to provide more in-depth findings in context of knowledge Management, as 

social power and influence strategies are core of any leadership style. Leaders ability to 

influence is crucial in developing the desired Knowledge Management practices among 
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knowledge workers (Jayasingam et al., 2010). Leadership is extremely essential to modify 

the existing organizational thinking and practices followed by the organizational members. 

This transformation further facilitates the knowledge sharing in the organization. 

Kavanagh and Ashkanasy (2006) showed that leaders can directly encourage and aid 

knowledge sharing behavior by their own words and actions and they can also have an 

indirect influence by creating cultures, systems and arrangements that facilitate 

knowledge integration, adaptation and application. It was also found by many scholars 

that organizational culture acts as a social control system which can have effect on 

employees’ attitudes and actions due to the values and beliefs promulgated by the leaders 

(Schein, 1991; Sinha, 2009). Many studies have examined the effect of organizational 

culture on Knowledge Management (De Long & Fahey, 2000; Willem & Scarbrough, 2006; 

Zheng, Yang & McLean, 2010). However, there is limited systematic empirical research 

directly linking bases of power and downward influence strategy with Knowledge 

Management and organizational effectiveness. More research is needed to understand 

how a knowledge sharing culture can be promoted and to empirically test how such 

culture can affect the dynamics of knowledge sharing among employees (Wang & Noe, 

2010). Therefore the role of organizational culture was also investigated in the present 

study. Apart from organizational culture, trust is one of the “core” elements that is 

essential for effective execution of Knowledge Management practices and organizational 

effectiveness. Scholars from various time periods professed trust to be an important hall 

mark of effective organizations (Likert, 1967) and Knowledge Management (Renzl, 2008). 

Examining trust is important because knowledge sharing involves providing knowledge to 

another person or a collective such as a team or community of practice with expectations 

for reciprocity (Wu, Hsu, & Yeh, 2007). Moreover, in knowledge intensive organizations it 

is likely that being independent and competent, organizational members themselves 

decide what, when, and how they will attain, share, and utilize their knowledge. They 

cannot be compelled by use of any coercive measure to be involved in Knowledge 

Management practices. In such a scenario trust can play a crucial role in facilitating 

Knowledge Management process and organizational effectiveness. Thus the present 

research attempted to examine the role of trust as well in relation to Knowledge 

Management and organizational effectiveness. 

In view of the fact that Knowledge Management provides the opportunities, 

structure and mechanisms to the organizational members to obtain, create and use 

knowledge, it leads to better performance and in return influences the effectiveness of the 
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workforce, as it is considered a significant source of core competencies of the 

organizations. It has been observed in the literature that there is usually an assumption 

that Knowledge Management leads to positive outcome (Tiwana, 2004; Verma, 2012; 

Zheng et al, 2010). Effective knowledge management especially accelerates knowledge 

creation and is the driver for innovation. Increasingly, products and services are becoming 

“smarter” and more knowledge based. Knowledge Management enables organizations to 

learn faster, and that means that individuals are learning faster and becoming more 

efficient and productive. People develop their competencies and confidence faster in 

organizations that practice effective Knowledge Management (Verma, 2012). Hence, an 

attempt was made to explore the impact of Knowledge Management on organizational 

effectiveness. 

Hence, from the review of literature on Knowledge Management and the various 

related factors which influence it as well as its outcome, the following research questions 

were framed and the present study makes an attempt to answer them – 

1) Which bases of power has a positive effect on Knowledge Management in 

research oriented organizations? 

2) Which bases of power has a positive effect on organizational effectiveness? 

3) What are the different downward Influence Strategies that facilitate Knowledge 

Management? 

4) What are the different downward Influence Strategies that facilitate 

organizational effectiveness? 

5) What is the impact of downward influence strategies practiced by top 

management on Knowledge Management? 

6) Does Trust moderate the relationship between leadership (bases of power and 

downward influence strategy) and Knowledge Management? 

7)  Does trust foster organizational effectiveness? 

8)  Does organizational cultures moderate the relationship between leadership 

(bases of power and downward influence strategy) Knowledge Management? 
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9) Which kind of culture promotes Knowledge Management and is beneficial to the 

organization in terms of effectiveness?  

10) What is the impact of Knowledge Management processes on organizational 

effectiveness? 

With the aim to answer the aforementioned research questions, two studies, to be 

precise, Study 1A & Study 1B were conducted in the present research. Study 1A is a 

quantitative study which was conducted on a larger sample (N = 320) as compared to 

Study 1B, to answer the research questions concerning the aspects of Knowledge 

Management taking place in research intensive organizations in the Indian settings, the 

role of the different contextual variables and lastly its impact on the organizational 

performance. Further, Study 1B (qualitative study), was carried out to supplement the 

findings of the quantitative study. In this research, interviews were conducted on the top 

administration (N = 30) of the organizations from where data for Study 1A were collected. 

The researcher conducted Study 1A to answer the aforementioned research 

questions. Data for this study were collected from senior scientists and senior consultants 

(N=320) from 11 different organizations located in National Capital Region (New Delhi and 

Gurgaon) and Lucknow in India. Out of these 11 organizations, 8 were government 

funded scientific research organizations (GFSRO), whereas 3 were from private sector 

(consultancies). These senior scientists and consultants had worked in their present 

organization on an average of 16.03 years (SD=9.54) and it ranged from 2 years to 38 

years. The mean age of the sample was 45.49 (SD=10.66). The 320 respondents were 

composed of 245 males (76.6%) and 75 females (23.4%). The qualification level of most 

of the employees was PhD (74.7%) followed by MBA (9.4%). Data was collected through 

a set of questionnaire which comprised of four sections- Knowledge Management (KMPI 

Scale by Lee et al, 2005) and Organizational Effectiveness (Mott, 1972), Bases of 

Power/Social Power [modified version of Hinkin & Schriesheim’s (1989) power scales as 

adapted by Nesler, Aguinis, Quigley, & Tedeschi, 1993; Aguinis & Adams, 1998], 

Downward Influence Strategies (Falbo, 1977; Kipnis et al., 1980), Organizational Trust 

Inventory – to measure trust in organization in terms of trust in supervisor and 

organization (Nyhan & Marlowe, 1997), Trust in Peers and Co-workers in terms of Affect 

based trust Cognition based trust (McAllister, 1995), Organizational Culture [Verbeke, 

2000 (revised version of Hofstede’s scale)]. Factor analysis using the principle component 

method with varimax rotation was carried out on the items of Knowledge Management, 
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Trust and Organizational Culture questionnaire. However, in the case of Bases of Power, 

Downward Influence Strategy and Organizational Effectiveness, the original factor 

structures were used. 

The results of this study showed that there were positive relationships between 

leadership (in terms of bases of power and downward influence strategy) and Knowledge 

Management and organizational effectiveness. Particularly results showed that in 

knowledge based economy usage of Expert Power, Sanctions (Positive) and Ingratiation 

are likely to have positive impact on Knowledge Management and organizational 

effectiveness but Reward Power and Sanctions (Negative) will have detrimental effect on 

Knowledge Management and organizational effectiveness. 

The qualitative study (Study 1B) was conducted to augment the results of 

quantitative study (Study 1A). This study was basically designed to explore answers to the 

following questions (most of them were extensions of the questions in Study 1A) from the 

top management’s point of view - (1) whether creation, sharing, accumulation, codification 

and utilization of knowledge and information taking place amongst the members of the 

organizations, (2) what are the mechanisms that facilitate Knowledge Management 

processes, (3) what are the methods organizational members adopt to gain knowledge, 

(4) whether these Knowledge Management processes have impact on the performance of 

the organizations in terms of effectiveness/profitability of the organizations, (5) what is the 

role of leadership (in terms of influence strategies and bases of power), organizational 

culture and trust in facilitating the Knowledge Management processes, and finally (6) 

whether the organizations, through these processes, are able to learn and then create 

knowledge base which would help the organizations to innovate and perform effectively in 

the future. 

Sample for the this study consisted of senior scientists and senior consultants of 

the 11 organizations from where the data for Study 1A was collected (N = 30, Male = 25, 

Female = 5), who had an average wok experience of 19.3 years (SD=10.06) in their 

present organization, (most of them were holding the positions like Director, Deputy 

Director, Head of the Department and Senior Consultants) so they were more aware of 

knowledge management practices and policies implemented in their organizations and 

most of the participants also had the decision making power. Moreover, these employees 

had between 3 to 5 subordinates working under them at the time of data collection. Their 

mean age was 51.43 years (SD = 12.10). Almost all of them had high educational 
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qualification ranging from engineering, and management degrees to PhD degrees from 

top ranking institutes/universities of India and abroad, as well.  

It was found from the results of this investigation that Knowledge Management 

processes are being practiced in these organizations and such organizations have 

implemented different formal (planned) and informal (unstructured) mechanisms to aid this 

process. The formal mechanisms included training, conferences, workshops, seminars, 

lectures, collaborative problem solving, meetings, periodicals, instruction manuals, 

circulars, and notices. Emphasis was also laid on information technology based 

mechanisms such as on the use of intranet and internet, video and teleconferencing, 

newsgroups, e-mail, web-based discussions, and knowledge sharing boards for 

disseminating and accumulating information to and from the organizational members and 

also as a means of maintaining communications with them. While informal mechanisms 

comprised of discussions over a cup of tea/coffee, interaction among members in a team, 

“prominence on multidisciplinary approach”, and such informal processes also provides a 

rich medium for communication, as it is concerned with the use of people as a mechanism 

for sharing knowledge (Argote, 1999). leadership, comprising both bases of power and 

downward influence strategy, emerged as an important factors which influenced the 

sharing of knowledge, expertise and learning that occurred in the organizations, which 

further enhanced the organizational effectiveness. It was found that leaders who are 

relationship oriented, likeable, who attend to follower's need, build trusting relationship 

with the organizational members were more appreciated, it was also highlighted that 

leaders should be impartial and he should play the role of a “facilitator”. Expert Power, 

Referent Power and Reward Power were also perceived positively to foster Knowledge 

Management and effectiveness. While organizational culture present in the organizations 

comprised of characteristics such as transparency, encouragement, interdisciplinary 

communication, accountability, cooperation, participation, trust, openness, and 

accessibility of the leaders, etc. that are similar to the components of learning culture 

(Lucas & Kline, 2008; Popper & Lipshitz, 1998). The importance of such culture in 

facilitating Knowledge Management also has been emphasized by several authors who 

noted that effective Knowledge Management requires a climate or culture that fosters 

innovation, openness and trust (Kankanhalli, Tan, & Wei, 2005; Taylor & Wright, 2004; 

Wang & Noe, 2010). The role of trust was also evident in this study. It was observed that 

participants trusted easily but, they did not share the information with everybody rather 

they shared it only with those on whom they had full confidence that they will not use the 

TH-1380_07614102



524 
 

information to harm them. This implies that when it comes to sharing of information trust 

plays an important role in determining with whom to share or with whom not to share. 

Therefore, if more trust is inculcated among employees probably more knowledge sharing 

can take place. One of the most important findings of this study was the impact of 

Knowledge Management on the performance of the organization in terms of 

organizational effectiveness. It was found that most of the respondents attribute the better 

performance and profitability of the organization to Knowledge Management. 

Conclusions 

On the basis of the results of the two studies, the following conclusions are drawn- 

(1) Knowledge Management and its processes 

It was found from Study 1A that organizations mainly use mechanisms like 

Knowledge Sharing and Understanding, Task Specific Knowledge Sharing & Application, 

Knowledge-Internalization Culture, Organizational Learning, Knowledge Accumulation, 

Knowledge Utilization, Knowledge Accumulation (individual and database utilization), 

Task Specific Knowledge Sharing, Capacity to Internalize Knowledge. It was observed 

from the responses of the top management in Study 1B that organizations use different 

mechanisms similar to those stated in study 1A, to facilitate the sharing of experiences 

and knowledge amongst the employees. They have acknowledged different formal and 

informal mechanisms. The formal mechanisms involved workshops, conferences, training, 

meetings, magazines, instruction books, circulars, and notices. Lot of emphasis was laid 

on the usage of intranet and internet in sharing information to the employees along with 

maintaining communications with organizational members. Whereas informal mechanisms 

consisted of discussions, collaboration and multidisciplinary interaction, interaction among 

members in a team, etc. It was also observed that formal mechanisms were frequently 

used to share the knowledge and information between the top management and the 

employees, although informal mechanisms were primarily used among the members on 

the same level of hierarchy for information exchange. Sufficient indications have also 

been noted about the transformations occurring in the organizations because few 

organizations gave prominence to informal mechanisms in order to share and disseminate 

information, and the top management also played an active role in that direction. 
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(2) Relationship of bases of power with Knowledge Management and organizational 

effectiveness 

It was found that Expert Power, Referent Power, Reward Power and Legitimate 

Power had positive relationship and were also significant predictors of most of the 

dimensions of Knowledge Management and organizational effectiveness. Most of the 

recent studies on the relationship between leadership and Knowledge Management have 

focused on leadership styles (Bass, 1985; Bossink, 2007; Yukl & Lepsinger, 2004; Singh, 

2008; Politis, 2002; Crawford, 2005; Bryant, 2003) only and also the scope of the most of 

the aforementioned studies was limited to specific areas in Knowledge Management and 

did not attempt to look at Knowledge Management as a holistic process that involves 

knowledge acquisition, creation, dissemination, and utilization. But recent theoretical 

developments have emphasized the importance of influence behavior towards Knowledge 

Management and they have tried to expand the leadership behavior dimension to include 

interpersonal influence and social power (Jayasingam et al., 2010; Politis, 2005). 

Influence strategies and bases of power are the core of any leadership style so 

addressing them will yield more accurate information about leadership and Knowledge 

Management. Moreover, it was found in the present study that Expert Power and 

Legitimate Power played vital roles in the enhancement of Knowledge Management 

process. The reason can be that noting their leaders’ willingness to share their expertise, 

employees are encouraged to emulate similar behavior (Connelly & Kelloway, 2003; 

Migdadi, 2009). This assertion is in line with the observations of the top management as 

reported in Study 1B, in which most of the respondents interviewed stated that expertise 

of the leader was an important factor in influencing the organizational members to share 

the knowledge. They also mentioned that their subordinates were fully aware of the fact 

that their leader is competent in his/her field and so whatever he/she was saying would 

lead to positive results. leaders control over valued resources is also an important factor in 

facilitating Knowledge Management processes through which he/she controls and 

commands the organizational members to follow his/her demands. This can also be 

related back to Thomas Hobbes’s (1968) theory around the social contract, in which he 

suggests that human beings agree to form societies founded upon covenants and 

agreements. In agreeing to this so-called “social contract”, individuals agree to yield to a 

higher authority that enforces this contract. This authority ensures that the people will do 

what they have undertaken to do, and in doing so, protects those who agree to abide by 

these established rules. On the other hand Referent Power and Expert Power (personal 
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power) enhanced organizations effectiveness. Great leaders make things happen by 

utilizing personal power (Pfeffer, 2011). This finding is also complemented by the findings 

of Study 1B that it was both expertise and admiration that was played the role to influence 

the subordinates to fulfill their leaders’ demands. It can be implied that admiration follows 

expertise or in other words people have admiration for the expertise or skill of the leader. 

But use of Reward Power decreased both Knowledge Management and organizational 

effectiveness. This probably implies that knowledge workers normally get involved in 

Knowledge Management practices for their own interest (Gal, 2004) and intrinsic 

satisfaction and not merely extrinsic rewards. These results support most recent 

theoretical developments by Jayasingam et al. (2010) and Politis (2005) that showed 

Expert Power to have positive effect on Knowledge Management activities and Reward 

Power to have negative or no effect on Knowledge Management activities. 

(3) Relationship of downward influence strategy with Knowledge Management and 

organizational effectiveness 

The results of the qualitative study and quantitative study were in harmony with 

each other regarding the role of downward influence strategy with respect to Knowledge 

Management, it was observed that Sanctions (Positive) had significant positive impact on 

both Knowledge Management and organizational effectiveness. A plausible explanation 

could be that leader’s use of Sanctions (Positive) in terms of “approval, status, pay raise 

or respect” for appropriate behavior tends to increase the organizational members’ 

knowledge sharing behavior because each individual feels that their efforts are being 

acknowledged and appreciated. Previous researches have also claimed rewards to be a 

powerful motivator in influencing Knowledge Workers’ behavior (DeTienne et al., 2004; 

Forstenlechner & Lettice, 2007). From the perspective of followers, the consistent 

honoring of transactional agreements builds trust, dependability, and perceptions of 

consistency with regard to leaders, each of which form a basis for effective performance 

(Avolio & Bass, 1995). This ensures the subordinates to engage in activities which 

facilitate the Knowledge Management process. Study 1B also displayed that all the 30 

interviewed respondents mentioned the use of rewards to persuade their subordinates in 

different ways, like providing them opportunities to attend seminars, conferences, 

workshops publications, and promotions etc. Next our study confirms that Sanctions 

(Negative) no longer works in knowledge based context. It negatively influenced both 

Knowledge Management activities and organizational effectiveness. It is likely that being 

independent, organizational members decide when, what, and how they will acquire, 
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share, and utilize their knowledge. Any use of force or threat will not be able to compel 

knowledge workers to be involved in Knowledge Management practices (Jayasingam et 

al., 2010). It has been advised by Politis (2005) also that coercive measures should be 

avoided if enterprise is to take advantage available among employees in impacting its 

efficiency, effectiveness, productivity, and hence its competitive position. This finding is in 

harmony with the findings of Study 1B that showed very few interviewed respondents 

mentioned the use of coercive measures to influence their subordinates.  

Moreover, in the present study Ingratiation played extremely vital role. It facilitated 

Knowledge Management and organizational effectiveness as well. The explanation could 

be that in a knowledge intensive environment one can gather information by making the 

target perceive the agent in favorable terms. Giving certain amount of (due or undue) 

importance, showing a need, asking politely, acting friendly or humbly, or pretending that 

the other person is really going to make the decision (Ingratiation), might foster knowledge 

sharing environment where employees would come forward voluntarily and share their 

information. This finding is very well supported by the results of the Study 1B, which 

actually makes it clear why ingratiation is being dominantly used. Study 1B showed that 

respondents perceived that, leaders who are relationship oriented, likeable, attend to each 

follower's need, encourage, considerate-listener, build trust and relationship with the 

organizational members, Impartial, shows concern for the welfare of the employees by 

ensuring that the employees get their timely promotion, other benefits and sending them 

for trainings etc., were more effective in motivating their subordinates to share their 

knowledge. This finding gets some support even from some old but important studies in 

Indian work settings, which is characterized by subordinates’ preference for personalized 

and dependency relationship. This style has been termed as “nurturant-task” by Sinha 

(1984). According to Sinha (1980), the nurturant-task leadership style is based on the 

Indian middle – class values of personalized relationships, dependence proneness, and 

sneh - shradha (superior's affection for the subordinate and subordinate's deference 

toward the superior). Ingratiation will probably be successful in such a climate because 

ingratiatory tactics such as instrumental dependency, target gratification, and 

disparagement of self are consistent with the previously mentioned Indian middle-class 

work values (Shankar, Ansari & Saxena, 1994). Previous studies have also found that 

Ingratiation is a moderately effective influence tactic in generating commitment (Falbe & 

Yukl, 1992), thus commitment towards one’s work is likely to reflect in the Quantity and 

Quality of the work. Cultural values can be attributed as another factor responsible for 
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dominant use of Ingratiation in Indian settings and one example could be excessive 

dependency reported in Indian culture (Meade, 1967). Therefore dependence proneness 

which is a tendency “to seek support, help, and protection in return for compliance and 

unconditional loyalty” (Sinha, 1970), possibly makes the individual more Ingratiation 

oriented because societal values are supportive of Ingratiation. Rationality and Showing 

Expertise also had positive effect on Knowledge Management and organizational 

effectiveness in the present study but Personalized Relationship and Exchange of 

Benefits had mixed results. 

(4) The moderating effect of organizational culture on the relationship of leadership 

(bases of power and downward influence strategy) with Knowledge Management 

and organizational effectiveness 

In the present study it was found that organizational culture enhanced the relation 

of leadership (in terms of bases of power and downward influence strategy) with 

Knowledge Management and organizational effectiveness in organizations with strong 

culture such as Active Customer Orientation, high Synergetic Culture, and Employee 

Oriented Culture as compared to organizations with weak cultures. Results of the present 

study showed that strong cultures are characterized by care and concern for members, 

risk taking, motivations to disclose their novel ideas and opinions, following the rules and 

regulations of the organizations as well as promptly responding to needs of the 

customers. Such kind of culture which facilitates Knowledge Management has also been 

established in previous studies (De Long & Fahey, 2000; Gupta, Iyer & Aronson, 2000; 

Forstenlechner & Lettice, 2007; Lee & Choi, 2003; Ribieri & Sitar, 2003; Zheng et al,. 

2010). In the Study 1A predominant use of personal power (Referent and Expert Power) 

in strong culture and Legitimate Power in weak culture were found to enhance both 

Knowledge Management and organizational effectiveness, whereas Reward Power and 

Coercive Power in most of the cases had negative impact on Knowledge Management 

and organizational effectiveness.  

In context of downward influence strategy it was observed that Ingratiation was 

highly preferred influence strategy in strong culture whereas Sanctions (Positive), 

sanctions (Negative) and Rationality were most preferred influence strategies in weak 

culture in relation to both Knowledge Management and organizational effectiveness. 

Moreover, Sanctions (Negative) had negative impact on Knowledge Management process 

and organizational effectiveness in both weak and strong cultures. Exchange of Benefits 

TH-1380_07614102



529 
 

and Personalized relationship had mixed results. Some components of the culture 

prevalent in these organizations have also been cited by the participants in Study 1B. 

Furthermore, the results of Study 1B have provided more information on the different 

components of organizational culture which is conducive for Knowledge Management, per 

se. This culture, identified by the top management during the interviews, reflects the 

learning culture prevalent in organizations, such culture comprises of characteristics such 

as transparency, accountability, trust, openness, accessibility of the leaders, etc. (Lucas & 

Kline, 2008; Popper & Lipshitz, 1998). The importance of such culture in facilitating 

Knowledge Management also has been emphasized by several authors who noted that 

effective Knowledge Management requires a climate or culture that fosters innovation, 

openness and trust (Kankanhalli, Tan, & Wei, 2005; Taylor & Wright, 2004; Wang & Noe, 

2010). 

Some components of the culture prevalent in these organizations have also been 

cited by the top management in Study 1B. In addition, the results of Study 1B have 

provided more information on the different components of organizational culture which is 

conducive for Knowledge Management per se. This culture comprises of characteristics 

such as transparency, accountability, trust, openness, encouragement, participative, 

cooperation, frequent interactions, interdisciplinary communication, accessibility of the 

leaders, etc. that are similar to the components of learning culture (Lucas & Kline, 2008; 

Popper & Lipshitz, 1998). The importance of such culture in facilitating Knowledge 

Management also has been emphasized by several authors who noted that effective 

Knowledge Management requires a climate or culture that fosters innovation, openness 

and trust (Kankanhalli, Tan, & Wei, 2005; Taylor & Wright, 2004; Wang & Noe, 2010). 

(5) The moderating effect of trust on the relationship of leadership (bases of power 

and downward influence strategy) with Knowledge Management and organizational 

effectiveness 

It was found in Study 1A that high trust i.e. high trust in Organization, High Trust in 

Supervisor, high Competence and Reliability Based Trust and high Trust Based on 

Emotional Bonding facilitated the process of Knowledge Management and organizational 

effectiveness as compared to low trust. Previous studies have also showed that trust is 

very essential prerequisite for Knowledge Management implementation (Ford, 2001; 

Rolland & Chauvel, 2000; Roberts, 2000; Politis, 2003; Mooradian, Renzl, & Matzler, 

2006; Wu et al., 2007; Holste & Fields, 2010; Wickramasinghe & Widyaratne, 2012). 
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Therefore it can be concluded from these results that Knowledge Management will be 

fostered in organizations that focus on inculcating trust in organizations, faith on 

supervisor and peers. Where organizational members are free from fear of being exploited 

and criticized more risk taking behavior takes place which is a necessary for generation 

and testing of ideas, and implementation which are important for Knowledge 

Management. It was observed in the present study that it was personal power (Expert and 

Referent Power) that played major role in facilitating Knowledge Management in 

organizations high on trust whereas Legitimate Power was more utilized in organizations 

low on trust. Apart from that, it was Referent power that played major role in facilitating 

organizational effectiveness in organizations both high and low on trust. It is also 

important to mention that Coercive Power and Reward Power were found to have 

significant negative impact on both Knowledge Management and organizational 

effectiveness.  

In context of downward influence strategy it was observed that it was Sanctions 

(Positive) and Ingratiation that played imperative role in facilitating Knowledge 

Management and organizational effectiveness in organizations high on trust and 

Rationality and Showing Expertise played major role in fostering Knowledge Management 

and organizational effectiveness in organizations low on trust. It was also observed that 

Exchange of Benefits, Personalized Relationship and Sanctions (Negative) had significant 

negative impact on Knowledge Management and organizational effectiveness in 

organizations both low and high on trust. Trust was given due importance by the 

participants in Study 1B also who reported that they trust other organizational members 

easily, as evident from a senior scientists statement that “trust generates trust so I have to 

trust somebody at first and I think nobody has deceived me so it is better to trust if some 

one has come under my supervision for 5 years so I have to trust him and only then I can 

get anything from him”. Although participants trusted easily but, they did not share the 

information with everybody rather they shared it with only those on whom they had full 

confidence that they will not use that information to harm them or in the extreme case they 

will not disclose it to anybody. So this means that when it comes to sharing of information 

trust plays an important role in determining with whom to share or not to share therefore if 

more trust is inculcated among employees probably more sharing can take place. Similar 

finding have been reported in previous researches by other scholars (Abrams, Cross, 

Lesser, and Levin, 2003; Lin, 2007; Wickramasinghe & Widyaratne, 2012) also. 
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(6) The impact of Knowledge Management on the organizational effectiveness 

It is usually assumed that Knowledge Management leads to positive outcome 

(Tiwana, 2004; Verma, 2012; Zheng et al, 2010; Becerra-Fernandez et al., 2004). The 

Study 1A also confirms the Hypothesis 5A that Knowledge Management will have positive 

impact on organizational effectiveness. This finding is in harmony with the findings of 

Study 1B where it was found that most of the respondents attribute the better performance 

and profitability of the organization to Knowledge Management which was evident from 

rise in their market share, increased turnover, Patents, Copyrights, publications, and 

royalty to the organization, etc. Organizational knowledge reflective of cultural, structural, 

and strategic characteristics of the organization is utilized to help produce new products 

and services, improve efficiency, and enhance effectiveness (Nonaka et al., 2000). In the 

Study 1A it was observed that Capacity to Internalized Knowledge was instrumental in 

enhancing organizational effectiveness followed by Knowledge Utilization. Organizations 

that encourage a knowledge sharing and acquiring culture by offering incentive to 

organization members to generate new ideas, give them educational opportunities to 

improve adaptability to new tasks etc. and also emphasize on the utilization of knowledge 

by exchanging it with other members and using it for successful task accomplishment is 

likely to have positive impact on organizations effectiveness. Previous studies have also 

showed that, how well knowledge is managed contributes to organizational effectiveness. 

“It is what the organization comes to know that explains its performance” (Argote & 

Ingram, 2000). The respondents in Study 1B are also of the opinion that Knowledge 

Management helps the organization to sustain and function successfully. This is in line 

with the observation of various scholars who have stated the Knowledge is a critical 

organizational resource that provides a sustainable competitive advantage in a 

competitive and dynamic economy (Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Foss & Pedersen, 2002). 

Subsequently, it might be reasoned that both the studies supplemented one 

another and aided in strengthening the notion of Knowledge Management, the different 

variables that influence it and eventually, its contribution to the viable working and 

successful performance of the organization.  
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Contributions and Implications 

The purpose of the present investigation was to make the notion of Knowledge 

Management stronger by presenting a framework based on SECI model (Nonaka & 

Takeuchi, 1995) and to ascertain the impact of different relevant variables, which 

influence its launch, execution and efficiency in the organizations. The present research 

work has tried to accomplish the above objective of the study, and it has been successful 

in serving the proposed objective to certain degree and following are its contributions and 

implications which are broadly divided into three parts- (1) theoretical contributions, (2) 

methodological contributions and (3) practical implications. These are described below- 

Theoretical Contribution 

This study has certain theoretical ramifications, as this research has bridged some 

important gaps in the leadership and Knowledge Management literature. This work is one 

among the few systematic attempts made to study the role of bases of power and 

downward influence strategy in facilitating Knowledge Management and organizational 

effectiveness, particularly in knowledge intensive organizations in the Indian settings. It 

was evident from the studies conducted in this research work that Knowledge 

Management is a multi-faceted process which is employed by several organizations to 

different degree by adopting several mechanisms (Stankosky & Baldanza, 2001). Apart 

from leadership (in terms of bases of power and downward influence strategy) 

implementing Knowledge Management and practicing it depends on several other factors 

and two of the most prominent factors considered in the present research are, 

organizational culture and trust, beside others.  

In addition, this study has helped clarify the effect of leaders’ power bases in a 

knowledge-based context. Gapp (2002) highlighted that it is necessary for knowledge 

leaders to change their style to match the major upheaval of the system of intense 

knowledge. With the workforce evolving to become more knowledge-based, leaders must 

be equipped to lead using unconventional practices to manage individuals (Ribiere & 

Sitar, 2003). It was observed that Expert Power, Referent Power, Reward Power and 

Legitimate Power had positive relationship and were also significant predictors of most of 

the dimensions of Knowledge Management and organizational effectiveness. The present 

study confirmed that Expert Power and Legitimate Power played vital roles in the 

enhancement of Knowledge Management process and Referent Power and Expert Power 

(personal power) enhanced organizations effectiveness. Moreover, Reward Power and 
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Coercive Power (in most of the cases) decreased both Knowledge Management and 

organizational effectiveness. These results supported most recent theoretical 

developments by Jayasingam et al. (2010) and Politis (2005) that showed Expert Power to 

have positive effect on Knowledge Management activities and Reward Power to have 

negative or no effect on Knowledge Management activities. 

The present research work exclusively established that downward influence 

strategy has positive impact on Knowledge Management and organizational effectiveness, 

as researcher could not find any systematic empirical study directly relating downward 

influence strategy with Knowledge Management and organizational effectiveness. 

Therefore this study has attempted to fill this significant research gap. It was found in the 

present study that, Sanctions (Positive) had significant positive impact on both Knowledge 

Management and organizational effectiveness. Next our study proved that Sanctions 

(Negative) no longer works in knowledge based context. It negatively influenced both 

Knowledge Management activities and organizational effectiveness. Most prominently the 

present revealed that Ingratiation played extremely vital role and it facilitated Knowledge 

Management and organizational effectiveness in knowledge intensive organizations. 

These finding support previous findings by Ansari, Kapoor and Rehana (1984) that 

showed, top management most often used softer means of influence as personalized 

relationship, manipulation, and maintaining alliance with others in Indian settings. 

Rationality and Showing Expertise also had positive effect on Knowledge Management 

and organizational effectiveness in the present study but they were not used as often as 

was Ingratiation. Indian employees have preference for personalized relationship, 

affective authority and a need for nurturance (Kavitha, 2000). Indian organizations are in 

some ways unique and their uniqueness has significant implications to organizational 

behavior including power-relationship (Sinha, 1982). The finding supported even some old 

but important studies in Indian work settings, which is characterized by subordinates’ 

preference for personalized and dependency relationship. This style has been termed as 

“nurturant-task” by Sinha (1984, 1982). According to Sinha (1980), the nurturant-task 

leadership style is based on the Indian middle – class values of personalized 

relationships, dependence proneness, and sneh - shradha (superior's affection for the 

subordinate and subordinate's deference toward the superior). Ingratiation will probably 

be successful in such a climate because ingratiatory tactics such as instrumental 

dependency, target gratification, and disparagement of self are consistent with the 

previously mentioned Indian middle-class work values (Shankar, Ansari & Saxena, 1994). 
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Apart from that Personalized Relationship and Exchange of Benefits were found to have 

mixed results in the present study. 

Organizational culture played significant role in the present study. It was found that 

organizational culture enhanced the relation of leadership (in terms of bases of power and 

downward influence strategy) with Knowledge Management and organizational 

effectiveness in organizations with strong culture such as Active Customer Orientation, 

high Synergetic Culture, and Employee Oriented Culture as compared to organizations 

with weak cultures. Moreover, concern for wellbeing of the members played critical role in 

the present study. These types of cultures also motivated the employees to share their 

novel ideas and viewpoints, to abide by the laws and regulations of the organizations, 

punctually responding to the requirements of the customers, to work for the profit of the 

organization by giving their best effort and also taking challenges. The “learning culture” 

was also found to play imperative role in the present study which was observed from the 

responses of the top bosses in the qualitative study. Such kind of culture also facilitates 

Knowledge Management. This finding also supported earlier studies in this direction (De 

Long & Fahey, 2000; Forstenlechner & Lettice, 2007; Zheng et al., 2010).   

There is also the influence of trust. It was found in the present research work that 

high trust in Organization, high Trust in Supervisor, high Competence and Reliability 

Based Trust and high Trust Based on Emotional Bonding facilitated the process of 

Knowledge Management and organizational effectiveness as compared to low trust on the 

same dimensions. Therefore, if more trust is inculcated among employees probably more 

knowledge sharing can take place (Abrams et al., 2003; Lin, 2007; Wickramasinghe & 

Widyaratne, 2012). 

The present study also confirms the proposition that Knowledge Management will 

have positive impact on organizational effectiveness, which was evident from rise in their 

financial gains, increased yields, Patents, Copyrights, publications, Productivity, 

Efficiency, Adaptability, Flexibility, and royalty to the organization, etc. In the present study 

it was observed that Capacity to Internalized Knowledge was instrumental in enhancing 

organizational effectiveness followed by Knowledge Utilization. This finding lends support 

to the findings of earlier studies (McEvily & Chakravarthy, 2002; Tiwana, 2004; Verma, 

2012; Zheng et al, 2010; Becerra-Fernandez et al., 2004).  

Hence, the framework proposed in the present research work has been supported. 

This framework also provides support to “SECI model” proposed by Nonaka and Takeuchi 
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(1995). Knowledge Management processes acknowledged in this study accepts similarity 

to the ones illustrated by them in “SECI model of knowledge creation”. Hence, the present 

research provides further credibility to the concept of Knowledge Management and shows 

that Knowledge Management should be considered as cyclical process. Therefore, the 

present study recommends several significant positions to resolve the vagueness around 

the notion of Knowledge Management. 

Methodological contributions 

Contribution at the methodological level by this research work was that the 

researcher developed an interview schedule for knowledge intensive organizations with 

the aim to conduct qualitative study. The interview schedule consisted pertinent questions, 

regarding issues of knowledge sharing, acquisition, codification etc., bases of power, 

downward influence strategy, organizational culture, trust, and organizational 

effectiveness, etc. The interview schedule might be utilized in future researches in the 

area of Knowledge Management particularly in research intensive organizations. 

Moreover, it is also worth mentioning that there are not many studies which have 

utilized the qualitative method in mix with quantitative technique keeping in mind the end 

goal to investigate and strengthen the idea of Knowledge Management and its correlates. 

Qualitative studies provide a rich and in-depth examination of the organizational context in 

which knowledge sharing occurs. More qualitative research that focuses on specific 

issues is needed to help us better design quantitative studies (Wang & Noe, 2010). 

Hence, Study 1B makes contribution and adds to the small number of qualitative studies 

in the field of Knowledge Management. Besides that, this technique has its own particular 

significance as it serves to investigate a concept in detail and to get comprehensive, 

definite portrayals and perspectives on the concerned subject (Creswell, 1998). 

Practical implications 

There are several implications for human resource management practices that can 

be drawn from the pertinent findings in this study, particularly for knowledge intensive 

organizations. This research work has tried to highlight the crucial role that bases of 

power and downward influence strategy play in creating conducive culture and inculcating 

trust which will foster Knowledge Management process. 

The findings revealed that Expert Power, Referent Power and Legitimate Power 

are most essential for fostering Knowledge Management processes and organizational 

TH-1380_07614102



536 
 

effectiveness. It is clear that noting their leaders’ willingness to share their expertise, 

employees are encouraged to emulate similar behavior (Connelly & Kelloway, 2003; 

Migdadi, 2009) and authority also works in some cases. Further it can be implied that 

admiration follows expertise or in other words people have admiration for the expertise or 

skill of the leader. Therefore knowing the impact of these power bases on the extent of 

Knowledge Management practices in knowledge intensive organizations, top 

management leaders can work at influencing their subordinates. They should focus on 

enhancing certain power bases such as their Expert Power and Referent Power. 

However, Coercive Power and Reward Power were found to have significant 

detrimental effect on the processes of Knowledge Management and organizational 

effectiveness. These bases of power may not be the appropriate way to lead 

organizational members because these types of behaviors can “stir feelings of 

dissatisfaction” (Jayasingam et al., 2010) for the employees working under them. 

Therefore, top management in organizations should be wary of these power bases and try 

to avoid using them to the extent it is possible. 

Downward influence strategy also played very critical role to enhance Knowledge 

Management and organizational effectiveness. The present study unveiled that Sanctions 

(Positive) and Ingratiation fostered Knowledge Management activities and organizational 

effectiveness. Rewarding appropriate behavior can lead to repetition of that behavior. 

Such leader is effective who rewards the employees in exchange for satisfactorily carrying 

out the assignment and further motivates the subordinates to engage in activities which 

will contribute to their growth as well as of the organization. It means people prefer 

rewards but these rewards should have some reasons behind them (Tripathi & Tripathi, 

2009). Furthermore, in a knowledge intensive environment one can gather information by 

making the target perceive the agent in favorable terms. Giving certain amount of (due or 

undue) importance (ingratiation), might foster knowledge sharing environment where 

employees voluntarily share their information. Therefore leaders should recognize the 

importance of these influence strategies while motivating their subordinates to share 

knowledge. 

Moreover, present study confirmed that Sanctions (Negative) will impede 

knowledge Management and organizational effectiveness and coercive measures no 

longer works in knowledge based context (Politis, 2005). It is clear that in knowledge 

based organizations, where organizational members are well informed and competent in 
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their domain they cannot be treated like manual laborers. Rather organizational members 

themselves will decide when, what, and how they will acquire, share, and utilize their 

knowledge. Hence, top management should be cautious regarding the use of negative 

sanctions. 

This research work revealed that Leader initiates and leads the subordinates, by 

providing them role models and by making the subordinates realize that they can grow by 

developing better job skills, positive work values, and taking customers need into account. 

This, in a way would contribute to maintaining a congenial culture in the organization 

which will foster the members to be more open, accountable and trustworthy. Trust and 

organizational culture may help enhance knowledge sharing which may in turn reinforce 

the trust and the culture (Wang & Noe, 2010). It also provides the ideal condition that 

facilitates more sharing of knowledge and experience and more open interaction among 

the organizational members. Therefore, managers should take all these aspects into 

consideration in order to foster Knowledge Management and organizational effectiveness 

in the organization.  

The present study also clarified that culture emphasizing employee orientation, 

innovation and learning is conducive to Knowledge Management. This will help managers 

to design Knowledge Management initiatives aligned accordingly.  

Another point which is significant to be mentioned here is that high Trust in 

Organization, High Trust in Supervisor, high Competence and Reliability Based Trust and 

high Trust Based on Emotional Bonding facilitated the process of Knowledge 

Management and organizational effectiveness as compared to low trust groups. Thus, if 

more trust is inculcated among employees more knowledge sharing will take place. The 

significant relationship between trust and knowledge sharing suggests that organizations 

or leaders should pay more attention to the to cultivate trust by using certain power bases 

and influence strategy like, Expert Power, Referent Power, Legitimate Power and 

Ingratiation to inculcate trust. 

Furthermore, the findings that culture and trust moderates the relationship 

between leader’s power, influence strategy and Knowledge Management practices, 

organizational effectiveness suggest that leaders need to modify the power  base and 

influence strategy displayed especially coercive, reward power, and Sanctions (Negative) 

in accordance with the culture and level of trust present the organization. 

TH-1380_07614102



538 
 

The study findings indicate that Knowledge Management can influence 

organizational effectiveness when it is in alignment with organizational culture, sufficient 

trust and appropriate leadership. Focus on Knowledge Management practices, and 

supporting knowledge management initiatives, would help transfer the impact of 

organizational contextual resources to the bottom line and in turn enhance organizational 

effectiveness. How well knowledge is managed contributes to organizational 

effectiveness. “It is what the organization comes to know that explains its performance” 

(Argote & Ingram, 2000). Hence, leaders in knowledge intensive organizations are 

suggested to keep these points into consideration to implement Knowledge Management 

successfully and enhance organizational effectiveness. 

The findings of this investigation present sufficient indications that Knowledge 

Management actually takes place and operates efficiently in knowledge intensive 

organizations as well as it enhances effectiveness of the organization, this has been 

confirmed by manifold methodologies (survey method and interview method) as espoused 

in the present investigation. Furthermore, the study will also pave the way for knowledge 

intensive organizations in India to achieve the most sustainable competitive advantage 

through creating and managing knowledge effectively. Managers/scientists will become 

aware of the imperative factors that affect knowledge creation per se and thus will 

manage it more efficiently by adapting to the ever changing competitive environment. 

Limitations 

Researchers of every systematic investigation make their best efforts to evade any 

kind of limitations of the study. However, keeping it limitation free is difficult and every 

empirical study holds its own limits. Limitations of the present research are as follows: 

1. Since this research work has utilized the survey method of research that is, 

usage of questionnaires and interviews, for data collection, the common 

limitations of the survey methods is likely to sneak in the present study. 

 

2. The sample of Study 1A and 1B are principally from research and development 

organizations, apart from for three organizations, which are from the private 

sector (consultancies). Consequently, restricted generalization might be drawn 

from this research work for other kind of organizations. 
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3. The present study employed self reporting methods like, questionnaires and 

interviews to examine the queries regarding Knowledge Management and 

other contextual variables. Consequently, study is likely to be affected by the 

social desirability effect on the part of the participants.  

 

4. The sample size of qualitative study (Study 1B), which comprised of top 

administration (directors, head of the departments, managers etc.), is relatively 

small (N = 30) due to the fact that it is difficult to get top bosses to spare time 

for interviews, particularly for scholarly purposes. Despite the fact that the 

number of top supervisors taken for the present research was representative of 

the sample identified for the present study, then again it might be better to 

increase the sample estimate keeping in mind the end goal to expand the 

power of generalization. Nevertheless, qualitative study was carried out to 

validate the findings of the quantitative study, so the potential error of small 

sample size of qualitative study was controlled to a certain extent. Moreover it 

has been considered strength of any investigation to carry out both methods - 

quantitative and qualitative. 

 

5. One of the major limitations in the case of the qualitative study is that, 

individual interview data are utilized to understand organizational level 

phenomena. The single informants may not represent the reality of their 

organizations as well as multiple informants because single informants may 

over-report or underreport certain phenomena (Gold et al., 2001). 

 

Direction for Future Research 

This research work is among few major systematic empirical attempts carried out 

to study the effect of bases of power and downward influence strategy on Knowledge 

Management and organizational effectiveness. Therefore, along with providing the 

answers concerning the effects of various pertinent contextual variables on Knowledge 

Management and organizational effectiveness in knowledge driven organizations, this 

investigation also presents a platform to future researchers to have a better understanding 

of the issues related to Knowledge Management, particularly in knowledge intensive 

organizations Indian settings. 
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1. It is reasonably complicated to empirically ascertain direct causal relationship 

between Knowledge Management and organizational outcomes in terms of 

organizational effectiveness, particularly the financial performance. The reason 

can be attributed to the fact that the budgetary execution of an organization is 

controlled by numerous different elements, for instance, accessibility and 

quality of resources regarding both, material and human assets, the 

management style of the leaders at the helm of affairs of the organization, the 

company’s strategy implement by the top administration, the economic milieu, 

etc. Moreover, few scholars (Nonaka et al., 2000; Tiwana, 2004) have reported 

that a link exists between Knowledge Management and financial performance. 

Nevertheless more studies are necessary which might as well investigate the 

different angles that contribute to it along with the role of Knowledge 

Management. 

 

2. As mentioned in the limitation section of this chapter (Chapter 5) the qualitative 

study (Study 1B) has examined only top management’s bases of power and 

influence styles and its effect on Knowledge Management processes. 

Therefore, it is suggested that this study should be replicated but at different 

levels such as individuals, dyads, and groups to further explore the relationship 

between leaders’ power bases, influence strategy and Knowledge 

Management practices. This would provide a more comprehensive analysis of 

the effect of leaders’ ability to influence the Knowledge Management practice. 

 

3. Future studies might as well utilize the framework proliferated within this 

exploration and carry out study in the “Information Technology” segment, as it 

is also a knowledge-driven sector. Furthermore, organizations belonging to this 

sector have to face convergence of innovation, influx of latest technology and 

unpredictable business, etc., incessantly. Consequently, such organizations 

need to constantly acclimatize themselves, for this reason there is higher 

necessity to concentrate on Knowledge Management. 

 

4. The present study has focused specifically on downward influence strategies 

only but future attempts can be made to see how other lateral and upward 
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influence strategies affect Knowledge Management and organizational 

effectiveness.  

 

5. In view of the fact that it takes reasonably long span to eventually bear 

substantial effects of Knowledge Management, therefore longitudinal studies 

must be carried out with the purpose of assessing the impact of Knowledge 

Management on the organizational performance. 

 

6. It would be interesting to apply the framework to see the gender differences as 

it might provide important insights on gender differences in the field of 

Knowledge Management, as previous studies have found mixed results in this 

context (Lin, 2008). Hence, future research should examine socialization, 

externalization, combination and internalization activities of men and women in 

Indian settings. Further, it would be appropriate to look at gender differences in 

knowledge acquisition. 

To conclude, it can be assumed from this investigation that Knowledge 

Management is a multi-sided practice which is applied by diverse organizations to 

different degree. Executing this idea and drilling it productively relies upon a variety of 

factors such as leadership in form of bases of power and downward influence strategy, 

organizational culture and trust, leaving others apart. The success of the organization is 

influenced by these contextual factors to a large extent as they have significant impact on 

the overall performance of the organization. The present research work had made 

significant contribution in the field of Knowledge Management. Moreover it will also have 

practical implications for leaders of tomorrow. In the meantime, anybody fascinated by this 

research work may have some relevance and utility out of this research work.  
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Appendix A 

(Study 1A) 

 

Indian Institute of Technology Guwahati 

Department of Humanities & Social Sciences 
Guwahati - 781 039 (Assam) INDIA 

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

I’m a Research Scholar working at the Department of Humanities & Social Sciences, 
Indian Institute of Technology Guwahati under the guidance of Dr. Nachiketa Tripathi, 
Associate Professor, Department of Humanities and Social Sciences. This questionnaire is 
being administered as part of a Ph.D. dissertation study on the “Dynamics of Knowledge 
Management in Knowledge Intensive Organizations: Role of Leadership, Trust and 
Organizational Culture.”  

The questionnaire has been designed to gather information about your 
institutes’/company’s’ Knowledge Management, Leadership in terms of Influence 
Strategies and Bases of Power, Trust and Organizational Culture. No questions of personal 
nature are asked nor are any proprietary information requested. The information supplied 
by you will be kept in strictest confidence and will not be divulged to anyone except in an 
aggregated form. At no stage, we will disclose the identity of the organization or people. 
Data will be analyzed at an aggregate level and used for bona-fide research and academic 
purposes only.  

The questionnaire is divided into FOUR sections. Specific instructions have been given 
before each section of the questionnaire. In responding to the questionnaire, please try as 
much as possible to reflect the reality, as you perceive it. Please feel free to make any 
additional explanatory or qualifying comments on the margins. 

 

Instructions for the Respondents 

 

I would request you to kindly participate in this study and go through the following pages 

to answer certain questions. There is no right and wrong answer. Your answer is the best 

answer. Therefore, please feel free to indicate your own choice. Please answer all the 

questions as incomplete questionnaires create severe problems in data analysis. If you feel 

some items are not relevant for your institute/company please mark them NR on the left 

margin.  

With your cooperation this study may give results which will provide an insight into the 

Knowledge Management of Indian knowledge intensive organizations, which may be of 

practical value in redesigning your KM strategy thereby improving your 

institutions’/organization’s competitive advantage as well. However, we would be happy to 

provide analyzed result of your organization, if you require. 
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As you would realize that without the help of the organizations, it would not be possible 

for me to carry out this research work. We understand your time constraints; at the same 

time, sparing few minutes for this research work will go a long way in helping the 

advancement of knowledge in management field. Therefore, I request you to kindly extend 

your cooperation. 

Thanking you in advance. 

Yours sincerely, 

Mamta Tripathi 

Research Scholar  

Department of Humanities & Social Sciences,  

Indian Institute of Technology Guwahati,  

Guwahati 781039, Assam, India. 

E-mail: mamta@iitg.ernet.in 

 

Personal Information 

Name (Optional): ________________________________ Age: _________ (in 
years) 

Gender: ________ (M/F)  

Designation: _____________________ 

Qualifications: ___________________________ 

Tenure in the present job: _________________ (in years) 

Total work experience: ________ (in years) 

Present Salary: Please indicate your choice by putting [√] 

[    ] Rs.25, 000-30,000                                                               [    ] Rs.30, 001-35,000 

[    ] Rs.35, 001-45,000                                                               [    ] Rs.45, 001-50,000 

[    ] Rs.50, 001-55,000                                                               [    ] Rs.55, 001 and above 

 

Section I (A) 

 
KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT  

 

Below are described various ways of obtaining, sharing and utilizing information about 

how your organization/institute manages all the information and responds to the customers 
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need effectively. Please describe each statement on a 7-point scale given below, how 

frequently during the past one year the below mentioned activities were done in your 

organization/institute. Kindly attend all the items and leave no item blank. Please write 

your choice on the small line provided in front of each statement. 

 
1                2            3                         4                       5                 6                    7 

Strongly Disagree   Disagree   Mildly Disagree   Undecided   Mildly Agree   Agree   Strongly 

Agree 

 

 

____ (1) There are research and educational programs in our organization/institute.  

____ (2) Team work is promoted by utilizing organization-wide information and 

knowledge. ____ (3) Electronic data interchange (EDI) is extensively used to facilitate 

processing tasks.  ____ (4) There exists incentive and benefit policies for new idea 

suggestions in utilizing  

   existing knowledge in our organization/institute. 

____ (5) In our organization/institute there exists a culture encouraging knowledge 

sharing.  

____ (6) Work flow diagrams are required and used in performing tasks. 

____ (7) We refer to corporate database before processing tasks. 

____ (8) We try to store expertise on new tasks design and development.  

____ (9) We try to store legal guidelines and policies related to tasks. 

____ (10) We extensively search through customer and task-related databases to obtain    

     knowledge necessary for the tasks. 

____ (11) We document such knowledge needed for the task. 

____ (12) We summarize education results and store them.  

____ (13) We are able to systematically administer knowledge necessary for the tasks and  

     store it for further usage. 

____ (14) I have a unique mastery of the tasks I do. 

____ (15) Professional knowledge such as customer knowledge and demand forecasting is  

     managed systematically in our institute/organization. 

____ (16) Organization-wide standards for information resources are built here. 

____ (17) Employees are given educational opportunities to improve adaptability to new  

     tasks in our institute/organization. 

____ (18) University-administered education is offered here to enhance employees’ ability 

to  

     perform tasks. 

____ (19) Organization-wide knowledge and information are updated regularly and  

     maintained well. 

____ (20) I can learn what is necessary for new tasks.  

____ (21) I can refer to best practices and apply them to my tasks.  

____ (22) I can use the Internet to obtain knowledge for the tasks. 

____ (23) We share information and knowledge necessary for the tasks. 

____ (24) We improve task efficiency by sharing information and knowledge.  

____ (25) We developed information systems, like intranet and electronic bulletin boards, 

to  

     share information and knowledge. 

____ (26) We promote sharing of information and knowledge with other teams. 
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____ (27) I often use an electronic bulletin board to analyze tasks.  

____ (28) My predecessor adequately introduced me to my tasks.  

____ (29) I fully understand the core knowledge necessary for my tasks. 
1              2           3                         4                     5                6                   7 

Strongly Disagree   Disagree   Mildly Disagree   Undecided   Mildly Agree   Agree   Strongly 

Agree 

 

 

____ (30) I obtain useful information and suggestions from brainstorming meetings 

without  

    spending too much time. 

____ (31) I search information for tasks from various knowledge sources administered by  

     the organization. 

 ____ (32) I understand computer programs needed to perform the tasks and use them well. 

 ____ (33) I am ready to accept new knowledge and apply it to my tasks when necessary. 

 

Section I (B) 

 
ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS  

 

Every worker produces something in his work. It may be a “product” or a “service”. We 

would like you to think carefully of the things that you produce in your work and of the 

things produced by those people who work around you. Kindly attend all the items. 

 

1. Thinking now of the various things produced by the people you know in your division, 

how much are they producing? (R) 

 

PLEASE TICK ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: 

1.  _____    Their production is very high 

2.  _____    It is fairly high 

3.  _____    It is neither high nor low 

4.  _____    It is fairly low 

5.  _____    It is very low 

   

2. How good would you say is the quality of the products or services produced by the 

people you know in your division? (R) 

 

PLEASE TICK ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: 

1.  _____     Their products or services are of excellent quality. 

2.  _____     Good quality 

3.  _____    Fair quality 

4.  _____     Their quality is not good 

5.  _____     Their quality is poor 

 

3. Do the people in your division seem to get maximum output from the resources (money, 

people, equipment etc.) they have been provided? That is, how efficiently do they do their 

work? 
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PLEASE TICK ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: 

1.  _____     They do not work efficiently at all 

2.  _____     Not too efficient 

3.  _____     Fairly efficient 

4.  _____     They are very efficient 

5.  _____     They are extremely efficient 

 

4. How good a job is done by the people in your division in anticipating problems that may 

come up in the future and preventing them from occurring or minimizing their effects? (R) 

 

PLEASE TICK ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: 

1.  _____     They do an excellent job in anticipating problems. 

2.  _____     They do a very good job 

3.  _____     A fair job. 

4.  _____     They do a good job 

5.  _____     They do a poor job in anticipating problems. 

 

5. From time to time-newer ways are discovered to organize work newer equipments and 

techniques are found with which to do the work. How good a job people do in your 

organization at keeping up with these changes that could affect the way they do their 

work? 

 

PLEASE TICK ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: 

1.  _____    They do a poor job of keeping up to date 

2.  _____     Not too good a job 

3.  _____     A fair job 

4.  _____     They do a good job 

5.  _____     They do an excellent job of keeping up-to-date 

 

6. When changes are made in a routines and equipment, how quickly do the people in your 

organization accept and adjust to these changes? (R) 

 

PLEASE TICK ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: 

1. _____   Most people accept and adjust to them immediately. 

2. _____    They adjust very rapidly, but not immediately. 

3. _____    Fairly  rapidly. 

4. _____    Rather  slowly 

5. _____    Most people accept and adjust to them very slowly. 

 

7. What proportion of the people in your division readily accepts and adjusts to these 

changes? 

 

PLEASE TICK ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: 

1. _____ Considerably less than half of the people accept and adjust to these changes    

readily. 

2. _____    Slightly less than half do. 

3. _____    The majority do. 

4._____    Considerably more than half do. 
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5._____    Practically everyone accepts and adjusts to these changes readily. 

 

8. From time to time emergencies arise, such as crash of programmes, schedules moved 

ahead, or a breakdown in the flow of work occurs. When these emergencies occur, they 

cause work over loads for many people. Some work group cope with these emergencies 

more readily and successfully than others. How good a job is done by the people in your 

division in coping with these situations? 

 

PLEASE TICK ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: 

1. _____     They do a poor job of handling emergency situations. 

2._____     They do not do very well. 

3._____     They do a fair job 

4._____     They do a good job. 

5._____     They do an excellent job of handling these situations. 

 

Section II (A) 

 
DOWNWARD INFLUENCE STRATEGIES QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

Below are described various ways of obtaining information about how your 

boss/supervisor goes about changing the mind (or opinion) of his/her subordinates, so that 

they agree with him/her. Please describe each statement on a 7-point scale given below, 

how frequently during the past one year your boss used each of the following items to 

influence you and your colleagues at work. 

 

1            2                       3                    4                5                6                        

7 

         Never        Almost never       Seldom       Sometimes       Usually       Almost always      

Always 

 

Please select the number of your choice and write it on the small line to the left of each 

item. Answer each item in terms of what your boss generally did and not what he/she 

would like to do. 

 

____ (01) He/she convinced me by telling the urgency and utility of the issue at hand. 

____ (02) He/she gave me unsatisfactory performance evaluation. 

____ (03) He/she asked me to do some task in a polite way. 

____ (04) He/she shouted at me in front of my co-workers. 

____ (05) He/she did personal favors for me. 

____ (06) He/she made me feel important. 

____ (07) He/she set a time deadline for me to do what he/she asked. 

____ (08) He/she gave me satisfactory performance evaluation. 

____ (09) He/she told me the reasons why his/her plan was the best. 

____ (10) He/she promised me to help me in getting further advancements if I helped 

him/her now. 

____ (11) He/she withheld my future advancements. 

____ (12) Sometimes he/she told me the reasons for making a request to me. 

____ (13) He/she offered an exchange of favor. 
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____ (14) He/she repeatedly checked up to see if his/her directions were followed. 

____ (15) He/she demanded me to do what he/she requested. 

____ (16) He/she praised me with superlatives. 

____ (17) At times he/she showed his/her knowledge of the specific issue. 

____ (18) He/she praised me verbally for my outstanding performance. 

 
       1      2               3          4                  5                  6                       7 

   Never     Almost never     Seldom     Sometimes     Usually     Almost always     Always 

 

____ (19) He/she argued his/her points logically. 

____ (20) He/she repeatedly reminded about what he/she wanted. 

____ (21) He/she helped me even in personal matters. 

____ (22) He/she told me that he/she had a lot of experience with such matters. 

____ (23) He/she showed a feeling of dislike towards me. 

____ (24) He/she influenced me because of his/her competence. 

____ (25) He/she reminded me of past favors that he/she had done for me. 

____ (26) He/she told me exactly why he/she needed my help. 

____ (27) He/she recommended (or gave) me extra benefits (e.g., overtime) for getting  

     his/her work done. 

____ (28) His/her knowledge of the technical issues won my favor for him/her. 

____ (29) He/she challenged my ability (e.g. “I bet, you can’t do that”). 

____ (30) He/she asked me to cooperate for getting the work done while promising extra  

     benefits for it. 

____ (31) He/she simply ordered me to do what was asked. 

____ (32) He/she used the words which made me feel good. 

____ (33) He/she went out of his/her way to help me at the time of my need. 

____ (34) He/she offered some personal sacrifice in exchange (e.g., doing part of my job,  

     etc.) 

____ (35) He/she recommended or offered a salary increase. 

____ (36) Even when he/she knew he/she would not use my advice he/she consulted me. 

____ (37) He/she encouraged me to discuss even my personal problems. 

____ (38) He/she pointed out that the rules required that I comply. 

 

Section II (B) 

 
POWER BASES QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

 In the course of your interaction with your superior/boss in the organization, you make 

certain ideas about his/her managerial attributes. Below are statements depicting different 

attributes of the managers. You are requested to kindly indicate the extent of your 

agreement/disagreement with these statements, considering your interaction with your 

superior/boss during the past one year, using 7-point scale given below. Please write your 

choice on the small line to the left of each statement. 

 
 1                2           3                         4                       5                6                      7 

Strongly Disagree   Disagree   Mildly Disagree   Undecided   Mildly Agree   Agree   Strongly 

Agree 
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____ (01) My boss can give his/her subordinates undesirable job assignments. 

____ (02) My boss can make his/her subordinates feel like they should satisfy their job  

     requirements. 
1                2           3                         4                       5                6                      7 

Strongly Disagree   Disagree   Mildly Disagree   Undecided   Mildly Agree   Agree   Strongly 

Agree 

 

____ (03) My boss can increase his/her subordinates’ pay level. 

____ (07) My boss can make his/her subordinates feel personally accepted. 

____ (08) My boss can provide his/her subordinates with sound job-related advice. 

____ (09) My boss can influence his/her subordinates’ getting a promotion. 

____ (10) My boss can give his/her subordinates good technical suggestions. 

____ (12) My boss can influence his/her subordinates’ getting a pay raise. 

____ (17) My boss can make being at work difficult. 

____ (19) My boss can make his/her subordinates feel that they have commitments to 

meet. 

____ (21) My boss can share with his/her subordinates his/her considerable experience  

     and/or training. 

____ (22) My boss can make his/her subordinates recognize that they have tasks to  

     accomplish. 

____ (23) My boss can provide his/her subordinates with special benefits. 

____ (25) My boss can make his/her subordinates’ work difficult for them. 

____ (27) My boss can make things unpleasant on the job. 

____ (28) My boss can make his/her subordinates feel like he/she approves of them. 

____ (29) My boss can give his/her subordinates the feeling that they have responsibilities 

to  

     fulfill. 

____ (33) My boss can make his/her subordinates feel important. 

____ (34) My boss can make his/her subordinates feel valued. 

____ (35) My boss can provide his/her subordinates with needed technical knowledge. 

 

Section III  

 
TRUST QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

Below are described some statements to determine your attitudes and beliefs about 

different people working around you on a variety of things like ; work efficiency and 

effectiveness, cooperation, shared goals, trust in each other, give and receive feedback 

openly, and risk-taking attitude. Complete each of the following Statements by selecting 

the number from the scale given below that is closest to your opinion and write it in the 

blank provided in front of each statement. Leave no item blank 
 

1          2                  3            4                     5    6                   7 

 Nearly zero    Very low  Low         50-50            High         Very high          Nearly 

100% 

 

_____ (1) My level of confidence that my supervisor is technically competent at the critical  
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    elements of his or her job is. 

_____ (2) My level of confidence that my supervisor will make well thought out decisions  

     about his or her job is. 

_____ (3) My level of confidence that my supervisor will follow through on assignments 

is. 

_____ (4) My level of confidence that my supervisor has an acceptable level of  

     understanding of his/her job is. 

_____ (5) My level of confidence that my supervisor will be able to do his or her job in an  

     acceptable manner is. 

_____ (6) When my supervisor tells me something, my level of confidence that I can rely 

on  

     what they tell me is. 

_____ (7) My confidence in my supervisor to do the job without causing other problems is. 

_____ (8) My level of confidence that my supervisor will think through what he or she is  

     doing on job is. 
1          2                  3            4                     5    6                   7 

 Nearly zero    Very low  Low         50-50            High         Very high          Nearly 

100% 

 

_____ (9) My level of confidence that this organization will treat me fairly is. 

_____ (10) The level of trust between supervisors and workers in this organization is. 

_____ (11) The level of trust among the people I work with on a regular basis is. 

_____ (12) The degree to which we can depend on each other in this organization is. 

 

Complete each of the following statements keeping in mind your relations with your peer 

by selecting the number from the scale given below that is closest to your opinion and 

write it in the blank provided in front of each statement. 

 
 1                2              3                      4                       5                  6                     

7 

Strongly Disagree   Disagree   Mildly Disagree   Undecided   Mildly Agree    Agree   Strongly 

Agree 

 

 

_____ (13) We have a sharing relationship. We can both freely share our ideas, feelings, 

and       

                  hopes.  

_____ (14) I can talk freely to this individual about difficulties I am having at work and  

                  know that she/he will want to listen.  

_____ (15) We would both feel a sense of loss if one of us was transferred and we could no  

       longer work, together. 

_____ (16) If I shared my problems with this person, I know (s) he would respond  

       constructively and caringly.  

_____ (17) I would have to say that we have both made considerable emotional 

investments  

                   in our working relationship. 

_____ (18) This person approaches his/her job with professionalism and dedication.  

TH-1380_07614102



591 
 

_____ (19) Given this person's track record, I see no reason to doubt his/her competence 

and  

       preparation for the job.  

_____ (20) I can rely on this person not to make my job more difficult by careless work.  

_____ (21) Most people, even those who aren't close friends of this individual, trust and  

       respect him/her as a coworker.  

_____ (22) Other work associates of mine who must interact with this individual consider  

       him/her to be trustworthy. 

_____ (23) If people knew more about this individual and his/her background, they would 

be  

       more concerned and monitor his/her performance more closely? 

 

Section V 

 
ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE QUESTIONNAIRE© 

 

The following statements describe the practices carried out in institutes/organizations. 

Please rate them to the extent these are applicable in your institute/organization using 5-

point bipolar scale (Bipolar scale is explained below). 

 

1. Bipolar opposites 

 

The following list contains two opposite descriptions on each line. For example:  

  

Where I work everybody 

always smokes 

1 2 3 4 5 Where I work nobody                                                                                                                                             

ever smokes 

 

If it is true that everybody always smokes where you work, please circle 1. If nobody ever 

smokes, please circle 5. If the truth is in between, choose 2, 4, or 3, depending on whether 

the truth is closer to 1, to 5, or just in between. (Please, always CIRCLE one answer for 

each line across). 

 

At my work: 

 

1. When confronted with problems, the people of a division are: 

 

Rarely being helped by 

people of other divisions. 

 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

Regularly being helped by 

people of other divisions. 

 

2. The tasks of employees that are absent are: 

 

Rarely taken over by 

colleagues.  

 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

Usually taken over by 

colleagues. 

 

 

3. Are the services that are asked for by other divisions: 
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Only carried out if the 

formal procedures have been 

followed. 

 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

Usually carried out without 

delay. 

 

 

4. On special projects, there is: 

 

A laborious cooperation 

between the various 

divisions. 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

A quick cooperation 

between the various 

divisions. 

 

 

5. The employees contribute their bit: 

 

By directly following the 

prescribed methods of the 

managers/supervisors. 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

By coming out with their 

own ideas to have the 

company function in a 

better way. 

 

 

6. With respect to people who do not feel too happy about their job, but who still perform 

well: 

 

New possibilities are being 

searched for them. 

 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

Little or nothing is done for 

them. 

 

 

7. Whenever an employee is ill, or when something has happened in his personal life: 

 

Managers/supervisors ask 

about their problems with 

interest. 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

Managers/supervisors ask 

only when she/he will be 

working again. 

 

8. Employees are allowed to take courses and to go to seminars and conferences: 

 

Because the management 

encourages self-

development of the 

employees. 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

Just because of the 

increasing profit for the 

company. 

 

9. If there are personal conflicts between employees within a division: 

 

The managers/supervisors 

will attempt to solve these 

problems. 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

The managers/supervisors 

will do nothing about these 

problems. 
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10. With respect to birthdays, marriages and births, managers/supervisors: 

 

Show personal interest.  

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

Show little interest. 

 

 

 

11. In matters that directly involve them, employees: 

 

Usually have a say.  

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

Hardly ever have a say. 

 

 

 

12. The managers/supervisors address the employees: 

 

To give them a compliment. 

 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

To point out their mistakes. 

 

 

 

13. The pressure of work 

 

Is being held acceptable on 

the initiative of the 

manager/supervisor. 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

Is not reduced by the 

manager/supervisor, if the 

employees think it's too 

high. 

 

14. Criticism of the employees is: 

 

Discussed with the 

managers/supervisors. 

 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

Usually brushed aside by the 

managers/supervisors. 

 

 

15. Employees express their criticism: 

 

Directly against the 

managers/supervisors. 

 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

Just against their colleagues. 

 

16. At my work: 

 

Are the employees being 

asked to pass constructive 

criticism on the 

managers/supervisors? 

 

 

 

1 

 

 

2 

 

 

3 

 

 

4 

 

 

5 

Does the management put 

the blame on the employees 

when they pass well 

founded criticism on 

something? 
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17. The mistakes of a colleague are: 

 

Personally discussed with 

him/her. 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

Mainly discussed behind 

his/her back. 

 

 

18. Do managers/supervisors: 

 

Always check if the 

employees are working. 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

Rarely check if the 

employees are working. 

 

 

19. If one is a little late for an appointment with the manager/supervisor, she/he will be 

rapped on his/her knuckles: 

 

Immediately.  

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

Never. 

 

 

 

20. If an employee goes to the dentist during working hours, there is a check on how long 

she/he stays away: 

 

Always. 

 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

Never. 

 

 

 

21. Concerning the employees' expenses, the costs have to be specified in detail: 

 

Yes. 

 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

No. 

 

 

 

22. If an employee is 15 minutes late for work, but goes on for an extra 15 minutes at the 

end of the day: 

 

She/he is called to account.  

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

Usually one doesn't bother 

too much. 

 

 

23. The number and duration of the breaks employees take: 

 

Are always checked by the 

managers/supervisors. 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

Are rarely checked by the 

managers/supervisors. 
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24. If an employee has to go to an important appointment: 

 

She/he has to convince the 

manager/supervisor of 

importance of the 

appointment. 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

She/he simply has to report 

it to someone in the 

company. 

 

 

25. As far as the environment or minority groups are concerned: 

 

Certain governmental 

regulations are being evaded 

sometimes. 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

Progressive initiatives are 

being taken by the 

management. 

 

26. The terms and conditions for customers: 

 

Are sometimes favorable for 

certain customers. 

 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

Are equal for all customers. 

 

 

 

27. Payments are: 

 

Always returned to the 

treasury. 

 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

Not always returned to the 

treasury. 

 

 

28. Information that is of importance to customers: 

 

Is sometimes withheld. 

 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

Is always given openly. 

 

 

 

29. Unfair trading is: 

 

Sometimes overlooked. 

 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

Punished by the 

management. 

 

 

30. The satisfaction of the customers is: 

 

Measured systematically.  

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

Hardly ever measured. 

 

 

 

31. Product promotions/actions by the competition are: 

 

Reported meticulously by 

everyone. 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

Barely reported. 
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32. The consumers’ preferences are: 

 

Systematically investigated.  

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

Usually not investigated. 

 

 

 

33. The company provides products/services that: 

 

Are adjusted to the various 

target-groups 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

Scarcely take the needs of 

the various target-groups 

into consideration 

 

 

 

 

34. The future needs of the customers are: 

 

Discussed extensively with 

the various divisions. 

 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

Hardly ever discussed at all. 

 

 

 

35. In talks with customers, people: 

 

Try to find out about the 

future needs of the 

customers. 

 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

Hardly ever try to find out 

about the future of the 

customers needs. 

 

 

                                                              Thank you once again for sparing your valuable 

time! 
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Appendix B 

(Study 1B) 

 

Indian Institute of Technology Guwahati 

Department of Humanities & Social Sciences 
Guwahati - 781 039 (Assam) INDIA 

 

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 

 

1. Please let us know about yourself, your family, native place education and the nature of 

the duties you perform in this institute/organization. 

2. How many employees work under you? 

3. Do you think that expertise of individuals and the solutions of the problems, which they 

discover can be transferred to other members in the organizational set-up? 

4. Can you please specify some of the mechanism which you and/or your organization 

have initiated that facilitates sharing of knowledge and “ways of solving problems” among 

the work groups? 

5. How do you/your organization achieve task relevant information and further try to share 

it with other members? 

6. The process of creating, storing, organizing, analyzing, sharing and utilizing 

knowledge/information can result in the profitability of the institute/organization, what is 

your say about that? 

7. In your opinion, what are the practices and norms, which must prevail in the 

organization to create the conditions which would foster sharing of information/ 

knowledge and learning among employees? In other words, what are the antecedent 

conditions which are needed for this purpose? 

8. According to you what kind of roles can the leaders/top management play in order to 

create conducive conditions for the organizational members to share information/ 

knowledge? 

9. Do you think your organization is learning and creating knowledge base, which would 

help innovation and creativity in future? 
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10. When you are required to get some work done from your subordinates, do you ask 

them very directly, or first you use some context, i.e., asking them indirectly? 

11. Have you ever changed your style of dealing with subordinates depending on the kind 

of task? 

12. How do you keep yourself updated on issues related to your work? 

13. Please provide minimum two different information technologies that your 

institute/organization is currently using for operation? 

14. Can you throw some light on the patents your institute/organization has achieved in the 

last one year and what was the cost of maintaining them, do you think cost spend on them 

is justified? 

15. To what extent the patents owned by your institute/organization are optimally 

exploited? 

16. What copyrights owned by our institute/organization are of value? 

17. Do you feel that the culture of your institute/organization conducive for knowledge 

management/knowledge sharing? 

18. Do you point out to your subordinates the benefits of doing what you want or you act 

very humble and polite while making your request or you simply direct your subordinate to 

do what you want? 

19. Do you remind your subordinate of how you have helped him or her in the past and 

imply that now you expect compliance with your request? 

20. How often do you use your power (reward or punishment), provided to you by being 

on the position you hold? 

21. What do you think that your subordinates work according to you most of the times 

because you have the expertise over the area or because they admire you as a leader? 

22. Do you trust someone until they are proven guilty or do they have to gain your trust? 

And do you trust people easily? Why or why not? 

23. When it comes to sharing of crucial information you share it with the person you think 

will not use that information to harm you. 

24. You avoid being critical or judgmental of the ideas brought to you by your 

subordinates. 

25. Any other information you would like to provide that you think is relevant. 
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26. Where do you see your institute/organization five years from now in context of 

knowledge management? 

 

 

Item Description: 

SN Variables Item No. No. of items 

I Knowledge Sharing/ Information Sharing 3,4 2 

II Knowledge Accumulation and sharing 5, 12 2 

III knowledge Management and effectiveness 6 1 

IV Knowledge Sharing Culture/ Organizational Culture 7, 17 2 

V leadership 8 1 

VI Knowledge Creation/documentation 9 1 

VII Influence Strategies 10,11,18, 19 4 

VIII Power Bases 20, 21 2 

IX Trust 22, 23, 24 3 

X Technology Infrastructure 13 1 

XI R&D and outcome 14,15,16 3 

XII Foresight/Future Purpose  26 1 

XIII Rapport Building 1,2 2 

XIV General 25 1 

 Total  26 
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Appendix C 

 

Organization 1 

 This research Institute deals in Palaeobotany. The science of palaeobotany 

deals with study of past plant relics found in sedimentary rocks, established in the year 

1946, is an autonomous Institute, Government of India, New Delhi, dedicated to both 

fundamental and applied aspects of plant fossil research. The institute is located in 

Lucknow, Uttar Pradesh. This is a world renowned center of excellence and it has been 

pursuing researches on ―Archaean‖ to recent sequences.  An integration of plant and 

earth sciences in the pursuit of palaeobotanical researches is the primary aim of this 

organization. Researches done on various broad topical aspects, applied and basic both, 

supported by state of the art instrumentation, computational technology, well-equipped 

laboratories and qualified experts. Interaction through National and International 

collaborations and different research projects are operational to this institute. An 

integrated and multidisciplinary approach is practiced by the institute to make 

Palaeobotany more relevant in the 21st century. The institute provides various services 

which are mentioned below: 

(1) Radio Carbon Dating - National Facility: Dating methods based on radioactive 

decay of certain elements provide data on near absolute ages. Radio Carbon Dating of 

Quaternary deposits and archaeological remains is done to understand the chronological 

sequence of biological events during the past 40,000 years. Geochronometry, the Radio 

Carbon (C-14) and Fission-Track dating methods are already established. Considering the 

increasing requirements of Quaternary workers the laboratory further took-up the Liquid 

Scintillation Counting of Benzene in 1997 using ultra low level counting system 

'Quantulus' for more speedy work. Atomic Absorption Spectrometer is also available. 

(2) Scanning Electron Microscope (SEM): SEM study helps in studying morphographic 

features of seeds, cuticles, spores and pollen grains, etc., ultratome is useful for cutting 

thin sections for observations of structural details of cuticles, exine of spores and pollen 

grains under Transmission Electron Microscope. 
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(3) MPV 1& 3 Microscope: The facilities of MPV 1 & 3 microscopes are offered for study 

of coal characteristics under incident and UV light and for determination of rank of coals 

and lignites. 

(4) Rock Section Cutting: Logitech Section Cutting and Polishing Machines are used for 

cutting sections of fossil woods; Image Analyzer and scanner for developing database on 

palaeobotanical researches are being utilized. 

(5) Maceration: Latest Maceration facilities are provided by the institute for the recovery 

of organic remains from the sediments. 

(6) Consultation: Consultancy services are also provided. 

 The institute is headed by Chairman Governing Body followed by Chairman 

Research Advisory Council, Director and Head of the Departments. It also provides the 

facilities of museum, knowledge resource centre, herbarium and computer section. 

 

Organization 2 

  This institute was established in 1952, in Lucknow for conducting 

researches on fundamental and applied aspects of sugarcane culture as well as to co-

ordinate the research work done on this crop in different States of the country. The 

Government of India took over the Institute on 1st January, 1954. The mission of the 

institute is to develop sugarcane varieties resistant to red rot for higher sugar productivity.  

 The institute is headed by Director, several councils and committees function 

under his supervision. There are five divisions, two units in the institute and two regional 

centers located at different geographical locations. The institute provides numerous 

services and facilities like consultancy, training, tasting/analysis, special equipments like 

Advanced Gama Counting System, Atomic Absorption unit, Autoclave, Centrifuge etc, 

workshops and conferences.  
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Organization 3 

 The institute was formally established by the Government of Uttar Pradesh as 

an autonomous organization in May, 1982, registered under the Societies Registration 

Act, 1960, for the purpose of utilizing the newly developing technology of remote sensing 

technology in the management of the entire gamut of natural resources in a better way. 

The fundamental aim of establishing the Centre was to use the emerging technology of 

aerial and satellite remote sensing in conjunction with conventional methodologies in 

different natural resources management programmes. This Centre was also aimed to act 

as an interface between the high technology of remote sensing and the actual end user. 

 The centre has eight divisions and since its inception, this centre has been 

generating natural resource related data through utilization of aerial and satellite remote 

sensing technique and providing the data thus generated to the numerous State 

Government User Departments. The activities have ever since the beginning been 

diversified in multidisciplinary mode. A team of scientists specializing in Earth Sciences, 

Water Resources, Forestry, Agriculture, Soil Sciences, Geography, Urban Surveys and 

Planning etc. and all having been trained in application of remote sensing techniques in 

their respective domains of specialization contributed towards the implementation of 

multidisciplinary projects either at the behest of the User Departments or as in-house 

programmes. 

 The services provided by the institute are Satellite based Remote Sensing 

Application in the Following areas: Forest Resources, Soil Resources, Agriculture 

Resources, Environment Studies, Snow & Water Resources, Applications in Land use & 

Urban Studies, GIS Based Studies & Application, Ground Water Exploration, Disaster 

Mitigation, River Pollution Studies. 

 The Centre undertakes specific investigations on behalf of the user 

departments by integrating remote sensing technology with other conventional techniques 

for efficient exploitation and management of the natural resources. In order to accrue 

maximum benefits out of the efforts of the Centre. Several major projects at the behest of 

Govt. of Uttar Pradesh and other states have been completed and vital information 
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provided to the various user agencies. The organization is headed by the Director 

followed by Head of the Departments. 

 

Organization 4 

 This organization is a frontier plant research laboratory. Established originally 

in 1959, it is steering multidisciplinary high quality research in biological and chemical 

sciences and extending technologies and services to the farmers and entrepreneurs of 

medicinal and aromatic plants (MAPs) with its research headquarter at Lucknow and 

Research Centers at Bangalore, Hyderabad, Pantnagar and Purara. Its research centers 

are aptly situated in different agro-climatic zones of the country to facilitate multi-location 

field trials and research. A little more than 50 years since its inception, it has extended its 

wings overseas with scientific collaboration agreements with Malaysia. It has also signed 

two agreements to promote bilateral cooperation between India and Malaysia in research, 

development and commercialization of MAP related technologies. 

 It has eight divisions. Its contribution to the Indian economy through its MAPs 

research is well known. Mint varieties released and agro-packages developed and 

popularized have made India the global leader in mints and related industrial products. It 

has released several varieties of the MAPs, their complete agro-technology and post 

harvest packages which have revolutionized MAPs cultivation and business scenario of 

the country. It has an IP portfolio of more than 135 foreign and Indian patents granted in 

major medicinal and aromatic plants including molecules and bioactives (17), improved 

new processes (52), new methods and techniques (13), formulations and compositions 

(36) plants varieties (23) and cell cultures/enzymes/strains (06). 

 The institute is headed by Director General main body followed by Director of 

the institute and centre and divisional heads. 

 

Organization 5 

  This institute is amongst one of the constituent research institutes situated 

at New Delhi. Originally set up by the State Government of Uttar Pradesh (U.P.), it was 

TH-1380_07614102



604 
 

taken over by the one of the bodies of central government India in 1953. Though, initially 

engaged in research in the classical botanical disciplines, the institute went on laying an 

increasing emphasis, in keeping with the national needs and priorities in the field of plant 

sciences, on its applied and developmental research activities. It was renamed in 1978.  

 The institute has three Distant Research Centers - Banthra Research Centre, 

Biomass Research Centre and Aurawan Research Centre. These are situated near the 

village Banthra, about 22 km away from the Lucknow centre, on Lucknow Kanpur Road. 

All the three centers mostly serve as extension centers for the demonstration of agro-

technologies developed by the institute, as well as for raising large-scale, experimental 

cultivations of different types of plants of economic importance. 

 The institute is headed by the Director followed by Research and Management 

Council and heads of the five divisions.  

 

Organization 6 

 This institute is a premier drug research institute of India, with a vision to 

strengthen and advance the field of drug research and development in the country. The 

Institute has made significant accomplishments in the pursuit of its mission to New Drugs 

& Technologies for affordable healthcare for all, generation of knowledge base and 

nurturing future leaders for healthcare sector. Today, it has become a unique model for 

modernized drug research in India – having everything under one roof, from synthesis, 

screening, development studies, process up-scaling to clinical studies. Unique 

achievements of the Institute includes discovery and development of 12 new drugs, of 

which, Arteether (Brand Name: E-mal), BESEB (Brand Name: Memory Sure), 

Centchroman (Brand Name: Saheli) are currently in market; transferred more than 130 

indigenous technologies to the pharmaceutical companies, a significant contribution in the 

metamorphosis of the Indian Pharma Industry. So far, more than 10,000 research articles 

have been published by the Institute in peer reviewed journals. Obtained more than 350 

Indian patents and 90 international patents; and produced more than 1000 PhD's. Several 

of its Alumni have occupied highest positions in national and international academic 

institutions, biotech and pharma industries.  

 

TH-1380_07614102



605 
 

 

Organization 7 

 The institute was established in 1983 and has emerged as a Center of 

Excellence in cataloguing and conserving aquatic bioresources of India. The institute has 

developed modern facilities, multidimensional strategies and technological capabilities to 

achieve its mandate related to database development, genotyping, registration of aquatic 

germplasm, genebanking and evaluation of endangered and exotic fish species. The 

salient achievements of the institute include development of database on Fish Diversity of 

India including 120 threatened fish species, research on cytogenetic, biochemical and 

molecular genetic characterization of selected endangered and commercial species and 

development of different classes of markers to document the genetic diversity at inter and 

intra specific levels. Such markers include karyotyping, allozyme, RAPD, microsatellite 

DNA, mtDNA ARFLP and sequencing. The institute has recently initiated a programme on 

DNA Barcoding of Indian marine fish species for the first time in India. Pilot scale in-situ 

conservation programmes, development of sperm cryopreservation protocols for 16 fish 

species, development of genotoxicity assays and diagnostic capability for several OIE 

listed pathogens have been the other notable achievements. The institute has taken up 

various research programmes to generate information relevant to conservation strategies 

of prioritized and endangered fish species.  

 The institute has two regional research units in Indian located at Kochi, Kerala 

and at Lucknow, Uttar Pradesh. The institute provides several services like, consultancy, 

training to academicians/students. The centre also has a Knowledge Management unit to 

facilitate knowledge sharing. 

 The organization is headed by the Director followed by Research Management 

Committee and Research Advisory Committee. It has four research divisions headed by 

the respective Head of the Departments. 
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Organization 8 

 This Institute was established in 1965. It is a multidisciplinary research institute 

with the motto ―Safety to Environment and Health and Service to Industry‖ and addresses 

problems critical to human health and environment. It is a NABL accredited laboratory for 

biological and chemical testing. This organization is a leader in toxicology research, 

endeavors to mitigate problems of human health and environment. The institute aims to 

accomplish its goals through the following objectives: Safety evaluation of chemicals used 

in industry, agriculture and everyday life, Mode of action of toxic chemicals/pollutants, 

Remedial/preventive measures to safeguard health and environment from pollutants, 

Occupational health hazards due to exposure in chemicals industries, mines, agricultural 

fields and environment, Simple/rapid diagnostic tests for disorders caused by industrial 

and environmental chemicals, Collect, store and disseminate information on toxic 

chemicals, Human resource development for dealing with industrial and environmental 

problems, Provide a platform to public and entrepreneurs to address queries and 

concerns regarding safety/toxicity of chemicals, additives and products. 

 The institute provides several services like, Safety/toxicity evaluation of 

chemicals/finished products, Analytical Services, Environmental Monitoring and Impact 

Assessment, Water Quality Assessment and Monitoring, Epidemiological Studies, 

Environmental Monitoring and Impact Assessment. It also provides training to students. 

 The institute is headed by the Director General main body followed by the 

Director of the institute and research and management councils. The institute has five 

divisions and five committees.  

 

Organization 9 

 This firm helps organizations and individuals create the value they are looking 

for. It has a network of firms in 158 countries with close to 180,000 people who are 

committed to delivering quality in advisory, tax and regulatory services. In India, their 

comprehensive portfolio of Advisory and Tax Regulatory services presents a basket of 
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finely defined deliverables. Providing organizations with the advice they need, wherever 

they may be located, highly qualified, experienced professionals, with sound knowledge of 

the Indian business environment, listen to different points of view to help solve business 

issues and identify and maximize the opportunities different organizations seek. This 

industry helps in co-creating solutions with their clients for their sector of interest. 

 The organization provides services such as, Consulting, Deals, Forensic 

Services, Government Reforms and Infrastructure Development (GRID), Accounting 

Advisory, Risk Advisory Services, Japan Business Desk, Sustainability, Tax and 

Regulatory Services. 

 It has other regional units located at Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Chennai, Delhi 

NCR, Hyderabad, Kolkata, Mumbai and Pune. The organization is headed by the Director 

followed by Executive Director and Leaders. 

 

Organization 10 

This organization formally started operations in 1995 in India, opening its offices 

after nearly a decade of work in India. It is located in the central business district in 

Mumbai, Gurgaon, and Chennai. 

 The organization works with clients in a variety of industries, including industrial 

goods, consumer goods, health care, financial services, technology and communications. 

Their government work has included presentation to the country's central bank, economic 

development plan for a newly created state and recommendations to streamline the public 

food distribution system. They are also actively involved with non-governmental 

organizations on several pro bono initiatives that focus on food security, education and 

child rights—among others. 

  

Organization 11 

 Founded in 1969, this consultancy is the pioneer of organized recruitment 

services in India. Over the years, they have acted as preferred recruitment partners to 
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multinationals and leading Indian businesses to emerge as the leading recruitment brand 

nationally. The organizations roots in management consulting enable them to bring a 

unique approach to recruitment. Their focus has always been on middle and senior 

management talent needs. They recruit across various industry segments for multinational 

corporations as well as leading Indian business houses and in the past 44 years, they 

have helped shape the careers of over 145,000 professionals. 

 The organization network includes offices spread across 8 major Indian cities 

and an international presence in Dubai. They have over 350 consultants who bring with 

them over 2400 man years of experience with leading Indian and international companies. 

The organization operates through domain-specialist teams spread across the country, 

providing customized recruitment solutions across 16 industry verticals. It is proud of its 

long standing relationships in the industry and the fact that 75% of its revenue comes from 

its existing clients, which is a testimonial of happy clients. 

 This organization provides consultancy services in the following fields: 

aerospace and defense, automobile and auto components, consumer and services, 

education, engineering, media and entertainment, non-profit, outsourcing and offshoring, 

pharmaceutical, healthcare and life sciences, technology, telecom etc. 

 The organization is headed by the executive Chairman followed by the 

Director. 
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