
 

 

 
249 

© 2020 AESS Publications. All Rights Reserved. 

 

 

ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE AND KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT: 
EVIDENCE FROM BOLIVIA AND MEXICO 

 

 

 

 Marco Alberto 
Nunez Ramirez1+ 

 Roger Alejandro 
Banegas Rivero2 

 Cecilia Lorena 
Velarde Flores3  

 Irma Guadalupe 
Esparza Garcia4  

 Sacnicte Valdez 
del Rio5  

 Maria Nelida 
Sanchez Banuelos6 

 Altayra Geraldine 
Ozuna Beltran7  

1,4,5Instituto Tecnologico de Sonora, Department of Management, Sonora, 
Mexico. 

 
2Universidad Catolica Boliviana “San Pablo”, Unidad Santa Cruz, Santa 
Cruz de la Sierra, Bolivia. 

  
3,6El Colegio de Sonora, Mexico, Gral, Alvaro Obregon Sonora, Mexico. 

 
7Instituto Tecnologico de Sonora, Department of Economics and Finance, 
Ciudad Obregon, Sonora, Mexico. 

 

 
(+ Corresponding author) 

 ABSTRACT 
 
Article History 
Received: 18 November 2019 
Revised: 23 December 2019 
Accepted: 29 January 2020 
Published: 4 March 2020  
 

Keywords 
Organizational culture 
Knowledge management 
Moderating effect 
Bolivia 
Mexico. 

 
JEL Classification: 
M14; E22; D83. 

 

 
Intangible assets, especially knowledge and culture management, have been 
traditionally considered by various companies as valuable resources that can be used to 
generate a competitive advantage. However, it is unclear how these assets work hand-
in-hand – and which type of culture is the most appropriate for the development of 
knowledge. This study aims to analyze whether or not both flexible and rigid cultures 
can be implemented by companies in order to promote the development and transfer of 
knowledge within an organization. A sample of 167 companies from Mexico and Bolivia 
was obtained, applying a quantitative and correlational investigation. Using Pearson 
correlation and stepwise regression, it was found that these variables are positive and 
significant, and that there is a moderate effect of the rigid organizational culture in the 
relationship between flexible culture and knowledge management. From a holistic 
perspective, both cultures – flexible and rigid – are necessary as a means to improve the 
development and transfer of knowledge among employees within an organization. 
 

Contribution/Originality: This paper analyzes the moderating effect of rigid culture on the relationship 

between flexible organizational culture and knowledge management in Bolivian and Mexican organizations, finding 

that rigidity plays an important role in the development of knowledge in countries where bureaucracy is the 

predominant organizational culture. 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 

The relevance of intangible assets for the generation of an organization’s value was postulated by Penrose 

(1959). This premise was strengthened with the arrival of the knowledge era (Brooking, 1997), although it is 

possible to find its origins in Machlup (1962) and Drucker (1969). Today, more than ever, it is understood that the 

above significantly determines which companies (Stewart, 1998; Obeso, 2003) view knowledge as one of their 
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principal resources used to generate a competitive advantage (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995; Grant, 1996a; Bueno, 

1999; Roos et al., 2001). 

In order to achieve this objective, there is a need to leverage other intangible elements of great relevance, such 

as organizational culture (Barney, 1986). Organizational culture has been viewed as a strategic element (Schein, 

1992; Cameron and Quinn, 2006) that can greatly benefit the development of knowledge management within an 

organization (Davenport and Pusak, 1998; Jassawalla and Sashittal, 2002; Lai, 2002; Glibsy and Holden, 2003; Lin 

and Lee, 2004; Lai and Lee, 2007; Wang et al., 2011).   

Knowledge management refers to a process that includes the planning and control of knowledge within an 

organization (Bueno, 1999) in order to improve its performance (Edwards et al., 2005). With the intent of achieving 

this aim, Nonaka (1994) proposed the creation of the Theory of Organizational Knowledge, which involves 

epistemological elements of Japanese culture – for example, knowledge types and steps of knowledge management 

processes – which are explained in detail by Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995). It is possible to observe the essential 

participation of culture within each of these stages: socialization, externalization, combination and internalization of 

knowledge.  

A brief explanation of the study variables will be presented in order to provide context to the present 

investigation. Later on, the formulation of the problem and its respective hypotheses will be presented, as will the 

method, results and conclusions. 

 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1. Organizational Culture (OC) 

Culture was born out of the interaction between human beings within social groups (Schein, 1992), as a method 

of perceiving reality in a collective way (Hofstede, 1980). Although its beginnings date back to the origin of 

societies, it was not until Tylor (1920) that the study of culture was viewed from an anthropological perspective – 

where it was more so considered to be a set of beliefs and customs that are acquired within a social group.  

In anthropology, culture can be understood as certain traditions and lifestyles which are socially acquired by 

members of a society or group, including its repetitive patterns of thinking, feeling and acting – in other words, 

their behavior (Harris, 2001). Therefore, culture is a learned variable, which is based on symbols that are used to 

convey meanings and are shared with the members within a social group. It is a system that encompasses 

everything that defines human groups (Kottak, 2011).  For this reason, culture – as a social aspect – can be studied 

in any group, which makes it a multidisciplinary variable (Tunal and Camarena, 2007). This is why it has been 

studied by experts within diverse disciplines, such as anthropology (Pettigrew, 1979; Hofstede, 1980; Harris and 

Sutton, 1986; Erez and Earley, 1993), psychology (Eckensberger, 1990; Shweder, 1991; Greenfield, 2000; Heine and 

Ruby, 2010; Berry et al., 2011), philosophy (Cassirer, 1967) and economics (Scott, 1997; Throsby, 2001; Gibson and 

Kong, 2005; Palma and Aguado, 2010). It was not until the late 1970s that culture began to take on higher 

relevance in diverse organizations (Podestá, 2009) and with such heterogeneity – conceptually, with a diversity of 

models, and with a multidisciplinary approach – which led to no consensus regarding its definition (Chan et al., 

2004), but rather the highlighting of a variety of concepts (Kroeber and Kluckhohn, 1952).  

Organizational culture (OC) is an element that impacts individuals, groups and organizational behavior 

(Hartnell et al., 2011). It could be conceptualized as a collective program that differentiates the participants of a 

social group from another (Hofstede, 1980), which includes human nature, time, activity and relationships 

(Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck, 1961). At the same time, it shares certain norms, values, and symbols that guide the 

decisions made by persons within a group (Parsons and Shils, 1951; Robbins, 2002).  

OC is an organizational capital (Hartnell et al., 2011) and an intangible asset (Davis and Newstrom, 1999). It 

was generated as a social system (Hofstede et al., 1993) through meanings that were learned by a group as an 

answer to their problems of adaptation. It has also been proven as an efficiency; therefore, it is often taught to new 
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members of a group, as an adequate way to perceive, think and feel (Schein, 1992), granting identity and a sense of 

belonging to employees and members of an organization (Cameron and Quinn, 2006). 

In this regard, OC has been studied by various authors including Deshpandé et al. (1993); Olson (1971); Frost et 

al. (1985); Handy (1988); Alvesson and Olof (1992); (Schein, 1992); Erez and Earley (1993); Denison (2000); 

Cameron and Quinn (2006) where the Competitive Values Framework, used by Cameron and Quinn, has gained 

relevance (Naranjo et al., 2011). This perspective has been reported through empirical evidence in various contexts 

(e.g., (Cameron and Freeman, 1991; Zammuto and Krakower, 1991; Khazanchi et al., 2007; Ojeda et al., 2010; 

Hartnell et al., 2011; Arciniega, 2013; Flanigan, 2016). 

Cameron and Quinn (2006), within their book “Diagnosing and Changing Organizational Culture”, analyze the 

following question: What differences exist between successful companies and others? Here, these authors conclude 

that culture is a strategic element that can allow an organization to differentiate and become successful. This 

theoretical proposal is based on the Competing Values Framework, through which the Organizational Culture Assessment 

Instrument (OCAI) was proposed as a way to diagnose the culture of an organization. This instrument is based on 

six dimensions: dominant characteristics, organizational leadership, management of employees, organizational glue, 

strategic emphases and criteria of success.   

It is important to note that the general purpose of this model is to diagnose and facilitate the cultural change of 

a particular organization (Cameron and Quinn, 2006) through two basic dimensions: flexibility and discretion, and 

stability and control. This is done with the purpose of developing four quadrants or types of cultures: clan, 

adhocracy, market and hierarchy. Therefore, in this research, flexibility (flexible culture) and control (rigid culture) 

are both established as study criteria. In fact, empirical evidence has been reported using this conceptual scheme 

(Nuñez et al., 2016; Ramírez et al., 2017). This taxonomy is defined below. 

 

2.2. The Flexible Organizational Culture (FOC) 

Organizations with flexible cultures are characterized by their openness, adaptability, and lack of formality and 

structure. This implies a strategic orientation and allows the participation of personnel, the empowerment and 

establishment of self-directed teams, and the promotion of innovation and creativity, where it is possible to 

highlight clan and adhocracy cultures (Cameron and Quinn, 2006). 

The clan culture. According to Cameron and Quinn (2006), clan culture is founded on the premise of sharing 

common values and aims, promoting cohesion, and participation in the manner of a family. It is a place where 

leaders are considered mentors with strong loyalty, and where they care immensely about the growth of human 

resources and fostering teamwork so that it may be used as a culture of collaboration (Tharp, 2010). 

The adhocracy culture. Organizations have had to adapt to changes in the knowledge era (Machlup, 1962; 

Drucker, 1969; Obeso, 2003). This is how the adhocracy culture has emerged to describe dynamic, entrepreneurial 

and creative organizations that take risks, where employees are empowered, and where new leaders are trained 

through the development of innovation, freedom and creativity (Cameron and Quinn, 2006; Tharp, 2010). 

 

2.3. The Rigid Organizational Culture (ROC) 

Rigid cultures focus on the control of an organization with the purpose of efficiency, achievement of defined 

objectives, compliance with standards, specialization of work, and well-defined hierarchies, as a method of becoming 

competitive within a market (Cameron and Quinn, 2006). 

The Hierarchy Culture. Hierarchy culture is founded on the bureaucracy exposed in Weber (1968). In essence, 

the hierarchy culture focuses on the need to achieve certain stability within an organization (Hartnell et al., 2011). 

Based on this, its main premise is control (Tharp, 2010), where formality, rules, and operating procedures are 

established as norms and are highly valued. In addition, it is where workers are required to follow the rules, and 

where staff is fully qualified to perform their respective tasks (Cameron and Quinn, 2006). 
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The Market Culture. Finally, market culture seeks to achieve organizational objectives (Hartnell et al., 2011) that 

involve a focus on remaining competitive (Tharp, 2010). For this reason, it is characterized by the achievement of 

difficult objectives, specifically those that are financial – highlighting the emphasis on energetic competitiveness and 

profit orientation (Cameron and Quinn, 2006).   

 

2.4. Knowledge Management (KM) 

The first references of knowledge study can be traced back to Greek philosophy (e.g., Plato and Aristotle), as 

well as within philosophical doctrines (i.e., rationalism, empiricism and idealism). This variable has been associated 

in previous decades with the economy (Schumpeter, 1934; Machlup, 1962; Drucker, 1969) and with various 

organizations (Penrose, 1959; Nonaka, 1991; Kogut and Zander, 1992; Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995; Teece et al., 

1997). 

Given the vast number of proposals and models on knowledge management (KM) available at the present time, 

it is important to note that there is no definition fully accepted by the academic community on this variable, which 

has generated a mosaic of theoretical and empirical approaches on KM. In fact, the field of KM is in an embryonic 

stage, with its participation in the academic community around the world steadily increasing (Serenko et al., 2010; 

Serenko and Dumay, 2015). However, the relevance of knowledge has been previously proposed by Drucker (1969) 

and Machlup (1962), particularly since 2007, when it began to have a greater presence within publications focused 

on management (Akhavan et al., 2016). 

KM has become a strategic tool for organizations (Omotayo, 2015), since companies, on average, only use 20% 

of their knowledge (Brooking, 1997). This has made academics and professionals agree that much of the knowledge 

in an organization is tacit (Buckman, 2004; Moorandian, 2005; Massaro et al., 2015). Therefore, the use of this 

variable within existing companies has become a necessity (Obeso, 2003) due to KM’s processes of creation, capture, 

diffusion, development and the practice of knowledge. This, with the purpose of improving individual and group 

performance, has oriented the achievement of organizational objectives (Edwards et al., 2005). This allows the 

creation of a synergy between the processing of information and the creative and innovative abilities of employees 

within an organization (Suppiah and Sandhu, 2011). 

Within the different models that have described this variable, the SECI Model suggested by Nonaka and 

Takeuchi (1995) is considered one of the most relevant models on KM. Japanese companies largely consider KM as 

a knowledge creation process. These authors presented the idea that this variable is the best approach to creating 

knowledge, spreading it through an organization and translating it into its services and products.  

This theoretical proposal arose with Nonaka (1991) and Nonaka (1994) where – under an epistemological 

approach – knowledge management was perceived as a process that converts tacit knowledge (individual) into 

explicit knowledge (collective). Therefore, rather than the creation of knowledge, this refers to the conversion of 

tacit to explicit knowledge so that it can be shared and applied by the organization to create new understanding 

(Nonaka et al., 1998). 

Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) argued that tacit knowledge is something that belongs to an individual, but that is 

difficult to explain and is not contained in a manual; which is why it cannot be easily socialized. In contrast, explicit 

knowledge is the antithesis of tacit knowledge in that it characterizes the rational component, which can be easily 

articulated in words and numbers, so it can be transmitted and processed collectively within an organization 

(Bratianu, 2010). Both have distinctive characteristics between them, but they complement each other to favor the 

creation and conversion of knowledge in organizations; therefore, explicit knowledge, without tacit understanding, 

loses its meaning (Al Saifi, 2015). For this reason, knowledge must be part of a process that involves four steps, 

whose initials are SECI (socialization, externalization, combination and internalization of knowledge). This model 

represents how individual knowledge becomes social knowledge. Through these four steps, tacit knowledge 



Asian Economic and Financial Review, 2020, 10(3): 249-265 

 

 
253 

© 2020 AESS Publications. All Rights Reserved. 

becomes explicit knowledge, which generates value for the organization at hand (Nonaka, 1994).  The SECI steps 

are described below.   

Socialization (SO). This first stage of the SECI process consists of sharing experiences, rational models and 

individual technical skills through the use of language. In the case of organizations, this stage works through 

observation, imitation, and practice; however, the essence of this stage is experience (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995). 

Externalization (EX). Tacit knowledge is articulated explicitly; that is, knowledge becomes explicit through the 

expressions of the language, such as concepts, analogies, hypotheses, models and metaphors. However, these 

elements are unable to be considered as objectives, causing subjective differences between people (Nonaka and 

Takeuchi, 1995). 

Combination (CO). In this third stage of the process, the aim is to systematize knowledge by combining different 

forms of explicit knowledge. This is because people within organizations exchange knowledge through documents, 

meetings and virtual interactions, including the use of the telephone and computer systems (databases), allowing 

the formation of new knowledge (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995). 

Internalization (IN). This last stage is based on the idea that explicit knowledge becomes tacit; that is, all the 

experiences of the previous stages are internalized by the individual, through mental models and know-how, to 

become valuable assets for their organization. At the end of this internalization stage, socialization begins again, 

and so does the process of knowledge creation in order to form a continuous spiral (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995). 

 

2.5. Organizational Culture (OC) and Knowledge Management (KM)  

Organizational culture and knowledge management, from a theoretical background, have several elements in 

common. First, it is necessary to recognize that both variables are valuable intangible assets for organizations; and 

so can be theoretically addressed by the same approximations. For example, when both are considered by the 

Resources Based Approach (Barney, 1991), such variables can be seen as resources capable of generating sustained 

competitive advantages that are recognized as rare, valuable, non-transferable and difficult to reproduce. In 

addition, through the Dynamic Capabilities Approach proposed by Teece et al. (1997), these can be seen as necessary 

elements when considering changes within an organization. Finally, with Knowledge Based Approach (Grant, 

1996b), culture is considered a basic element that intervenes in the process of the development and transmission of 

knowledge within companies. 

OC can be oriented towards the accomplishment of the objectives established by the organization (Robbins, 

2002; Podestá, 2009) and, considering that the generation and development of knowledge has become one of the 

core resources required to compete (Brooking, 1997; Obeso, 2003; Lee and Sukoco, 2007), both variables from a 

strategic perspective, are oriented towards the common objective since these are advantageous to the companies (Al 

Saifi, 2015). 

Different investigations have shown the interconnection between OC and KM. According to Rai (2011), OC 

can be considered a factor of relevance in the building and strengthening of KM, impacting the way members learn, 

generate, acquire and share knowledge. In addition, OC is crucial for KM (Lai and Lee, 2007) because it can become 

the main element its development (Davenport and Pusak, 1998).  

Knowledge is a description of experience, values, and contextual information, integrating not only documents 

or repositories, but also routines, processes, practices and norms. It is rooted in the subconscious of organizational 

members (Rai, 2011). Consequently, it is possible to observe that the process of KM involves culture. In fact, 

Paliszkiewicz et al. (2017), with a sample in Georgia, found that aspects of knowledge are related to and affect the 

OC: however, the theoretical and empirical evidence is oriented towards the conception of OC as an independent 

variable because culture allows for the transmission of knowledge and meanings (Geertz, 1973; Harris and Sutton, 

1986) that distinguish a social group (Robbins, 2002).  
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It should be noted that various aspects of culture can be considered the most important for the development of 

KM (Seyedyousefi et al., 2016). In this regard, Jacks et al. (2012), through a meta-analysis of ISI Journals between 

2000 and 2010, discovered that national and organizational culture each have an impact on KM, especially with 

elements such as trust and openness. In addition, Al Saifi (2015) proposed a conceptual model based on Schein 

(1992) where the levels of OC (artifacts, beliefs, values, and assumptions) can be associated with the KM process 

(creation, sharing, and application).  

Some authors have found a significant relationship between OC and KM (e.g., (Jassawalla and Sashittal, 2002; 

Lai, 2002; Glibsy and Holden, 2003; Lin and Lee, 2004; Lai and Lee, 2007; Palanisamy, 2007; Wang et al., 2011)). In 

Latin America, these variables have been studied from a theoretical (e.g., (Pérez and Coutín, 2005; Rojas, 2012)) and 

empirical perspective in Colombia (e.g., (Quiroga, 2007; López et al., 2011; Marulanda et al., 2016)) and Mexico 

(Nuñez et al., 2016).   

The extent of the relationship and the type of culture best associated with KM is still unclear. It becomes more 

evident when trying to group the different visions of OC in a dichotomous taxonomy. Organizations need to form 

cultures that favor the dissemination of knowledge among employees in order to gain a competitive advantage (Rai, 

2011). When considering that intangibles generate these advantages (Penrose, 1959; Barney, 1991) and knowledge 

stands out as one of the main assets (Brooking, 1997; Stewart, 1998; Obeso, 2003), an adequate organizational 

culture is required to generate and transmit knowledge.  

Considering Cameron and Quinn (2006) as a starting point, cultures can be categorized into two types: flexible 

and rigid, which include the cultures of clan and adhocracy, as well as market and hierarchy, respectively. Flexible 

organizational culture (FOC) stands for the development of the individual, participation and innovation; whereas, 

the rigid organizational culture (ROC) is delimited by the existence of a hierarchical structure, by roles and norms, 

and to guarantee efficiency and positioning within the market. 

This classification of OC – flexible and rigid – is not different from other models, because a certain parallel has 

been found in the taxonomies of this variable (Handy, 1988; Sainsaulieu, 1990; Deshpandé et al., 1993; Denison, 

2000; Iivari and Huisman, 2007). In fact, FOC can answer to what Davenport and Pusak (1998) call culture friendly 

with knowledge, because this can favor the process of creation, storage, recovery, transfer and application of 

knowledge (Palanisamy, 2007). On the other hand, ROC can be identified as an unfriendly culture with knowledge. In 

the case of  culture, this can be referred to what Barney (1991) calls competitive rigidity, which can be the 

consequence of an organizational culture that goes against the objectives of a corporation (Mihi, 2008) when a 

company tries to achieve its objectives through knowledge. 

From this perspective, it is not intended to affirm that hierarchical and market cultures are good or bad, but by 

their very nature, these may not favor knowledge management. However, due to the fact that ROC allows 

efficiency, they might still be present, even if FOC is dominant. An important role played by ROC within KM is not 

ruled out. 

Participation and innovation, characteristic elements of FOC, favor the creation and dissemination of 

knowledge (Rai, 2011; Seyedyousefi et al., 2016) through free interaction of individuals and creativity. Nevertheless, 

the existence of a certain control is required through the participation of ROC, as well as through a moderating 

effect on the relationship between flexible culture and knowledge management. In the present investigation, a 

moderator is understood as an aspect that affects the method and strength of a relationship between variables 

(Baron and Kenny, 1989).  

In addition, due to the diversity of elements and approaches used to interpret an OC, it is still unclear how KM 

influences culture (Alavi et al., 2005; Leidner and Kayworth, 2008; Jacks et al., 2012). The evidence reflects that FOC 

favors KM; however, more studies are required in order to understand what role ROC plays with respect to KM. 

The cultural approach allows knowledge to be disseminated to all parts of an organizational hierarchy 

(Seyedyousefi et al., 2016), which is a characteristic of the rigid organizational culture. There is need to postulate the 
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existence of controls and norms that allow flexible cultures to regulate the generation of ideas, creativity and 

participation. 

Given these ideas, the following research questions are proposed: How are organizational culture and 

knowledge management associated? How do the types of organizational culture influence KM? How does the rigid 

culture moderate the relationship between flexible culture and knowledge management? 

To answer these proposed questions, the following hypotheses are presented, and are expressed in the 

hypothetical model Figure 1. 

 

 
Figure-1. Hypothetical model. 

 

As an empirical test, we considered studying a sample of companies from two Latin American countries, 

Mexico and Bolivia. This is because, culturally, countries within Latin America share common elements: most are 

primarily Spanish speaking, were colonies (Fernández-Serrano and Liñán, 2014), and are characterized by having an 

indigenous past and multicultural societies (Stavenhagen, 2002; Barabas, 2014). In addition, there is a medium and 

high power distance, according to the evidence shown by Hofstede and Hofstede (2005).  

However, in spite of the above, from a cultural point of view, such countries are not completely homogenous, 

which makes them special (Fernández-Serrano and Liñán, 2014). Regarding organizational culture, differences are 

reflected in the study of Mexico and Bolivia. Farías (2016) showed that these countries have cultural differences, as 

reported by Ogliastri et al. (1999).   

It should be noted that studies exist, which have addressed organizational culture in Mexico (Hofstede and 

Hofstede, 2005)De La Garza et al., 2014). In the case of Bolivia, the empirical evidence is not substantial (Dias and 

Santini, 2014). There are still many areas of opportunity to study these variables within this context.  

The development of knowledge in Latin America is low compared to developed countries, which occurs both 

socially and organizationally (Inter-American Development Bank [IDB], 2010). It has a cultural connotation 

(Coombe, 2016) which has been proven in the studies of Hofstede and Hofstede (2005) because the cultures of the 

countries in this region are distinguished by being rigid and hierarchical, which has prevented the promotion of 

knowledge within organizations. 

Based on the above, this research is planned – without trying to differentiate the variables between the 

countries of study – to test the theoretical hypotheses, which are presented below: 

 

2.6. Hypothesis  

H1: Organizational Culture and Knowledge Management are associated in a significant and positive way. 

H2: Flexible culture has a significant and positive influence on knowledge management. 

H3: Rigid culture has a significant and negative influence on knowledge management. 

H4: Rigid culture moderates, significantly and positively, the relationship between flexible culture and knowledge 

management. 
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3. METHODOLOGY  

3.1. Research Design 

This research is quantitative and correlational with a non-experimental design.  

 

3.2. Measurement Instrument 

In the present investigation, two quantitative measurement instruments were used. Firstly, for the 

measurement of OC, an Organizational Culture Assessment Instrument (OCAI) was administered in its Spanish 

version, which is composed by 24 items, based on Cameron and Quinn (2006) and four types of organizational 

cultures are distinguished: clan, market, adhocracy and hierarchy.  Secondly, with respect to KM, a questionnaire 

based on Mihi et al. (2011) was utilized, which focuses on the SECI model (socialization [SO], externalization 

[EX], combination [CO] and internalization [IN]), composed by 11 items. In both cases, a Likert-Type scale with 

5 points was used, ranging from 1 (Totally disagree) to 5 (Totally Agree). 

To verify the reliability, which refers to the degree of consistency of an instrument, the Cronbach’s α test was 

used (Hair et al., 2004). Both questionnaires were validated, where satisfactory results were reported in terms of 

reliability for the OC (Cameron and Freeman, 1991; Zammuto and Krakower, 1991; Choi et al., 2010; Strack, 2012) 

and KM (Mihi et al., 2011; Nuñez et al., 2016). 

In this study, regarding the reliability of the OC, favorable values of Cronbach’s alpha analysis were obtained 

for clan (α = .815), adhocracy (α =.755), market (α =.764) and hierarchy (α =.748); while on the taxonomy of 

flexible culture and rigid culture, the results were 0.754 y 0.816, respectively. In the case of KM, the alpha values 

were for socialization (α = 0.70), externalization (α = 0.728), combination (α = 0.781) and internalization (α = 0.65).  

According to Guilford (1946) and Trobia (2008), a reliability greater than 7.0 is acceptable. It should be noted that 

all results are satisfactory. In the case of internalization, the result is acceptable because “values of .60 to .70 are 

deemed the lower limit of acceptability” (Hair et al., 2014). 

Regarding validity, the knowledge management questionnaire was validated by Mihi et al. (2011), while in the 

case of organizational culture, this was validated by Choi et al. (2010) and Strack (2012). In this study, we found that 

the variance of the four cultures obtained a value of 0.55 (KMO = .885; Bartlett test of sphericity [X2 = 1724; df = 

276; p < .001]), which also occurred in knowledge management in the four stages of the SECI model (KMO = .858; 

Bartlett test of sphericity [X2 = 620; df = 55; p < .001]). It is important to note that, according to Hair et al. (2005) 

values close to 0.5 are considered acceptable for validity. 

 

3.3. Study Sample 

The questionnaires were administered by a non-probabilistic convenience sample consisting of 167 companies 

from Mexico and Bolivia. See Table 1. 

 

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION  

In order to test the first hypothesis of this study, a Pearson correlation was used. The first is used to measure 

the level of association between variables, while the second is a technique that allows the estimation of effects and 

the relationships between multiple variables (Ho, 2014). Subsequently, hypotheses H2-H4 were tested by Stepwise 

regression, which is used to detect the main effects and interaction between the study variables (Cohen and Cohen, 

1983). In this case, it had the function of measuring the influence of the independent variables on the dependent 

variable, as well as the moderating effect. To probe these hypotheses, a Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 

(SPSS) version 25 was utilized. 

The correlation shows that there are significant relationships among the study variables. In Table 2, it was 

observed that, considering the variables by themselves [OC ˂--˃ KM], significant and positive values were 

obtained (r =.761; p < 0.01). This – within the Latin American context – corroborates the approaches that propose 
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the existence of a relevant relationship between OC and KM (Jassawalla and Sashittal, 2002; Lai, 2002; Glibsy and 

Holden, 2003; Lin and Lee, 2004; Lai and Lee, 2007; Palanisamy, 2007; Rai, 2011; Wang et al., 2011; Al Saifi, 2015; 

Paliszkiewicz et al., 2017). 

 
Table-1. Characteristics of the studied companies. 

Characteristics n % 

Country    
   Mexico 103 61.7 
   Bolivia  64 38.3 
Activity   
    Industry 35 21.0 
    Commercial 43 25.7 
    Services   89 53.3 
Number of employees   
    1-10 41 24.6 
    11-50 45 26.9 
    51-250 25 15.0 

    More than 250 56 33.5 
Market orientation   
    National 119 71.3 
    International 17 10.1 
    Both   31 18.6 

 

 

The findings of the correlations support H1, which allow testing of the following hypotheses, because the 

existence of a significant relationship among the variables is one of the basic criteria to perform stepwise regression.   

 
Table-2. Correlation of variables. 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. CLAN 1          
2. ADHOC .607** 1         
3. MARK .516** .647** 1        
4. HIER .596** .611** .690** 1       
5. SO .532** .577** .364** .415** 1      
6. EX .451** .532** .516** .540** .428** 1     
7. CO .429** .463** .431** .555** .289** .611** 1    

8. IN .536** .633** .480** .529** .477** .539** .534** 1   
9. FLEX .888** .905** .652** .674** .620** .550** .498** .654** 1  
10. RIG .606** .684** .916** .922** .424** .575** .538** .550** .721** 1 

Note: CLAN = Clan culture; ADHOC = Adhocracy Culture; MARK = Market Culture; HIER = Hierarchy Culture; SO = Socialization of Knowledge; 
EX = externalization of Knowledge; CO = Combination of Knowledge; IN = Internalization of Knowledge; FLEX = Flexible Organizational Culture; 
RIG = Rigid Organizational Culture.  
** p < 0.01 (two tails). 

 

On the other hand, using linear regression, it was found that the dimensions of organizational culture, both 

flexible and rigid, influenced knowledge management along with the use of control variables: country and number 

of employees. These findings showed there is a direct influence of OC on KM: CLAN-SO, which empirically 

supports H2. The current results show empirical evidence of the proposals of certain researchers who expressed the 

need for more studies to explain how the OC influences the KM (Alavi et al., 2005; Leidner and Kayworth, 2008). In 

addition, the findings are in agreement with reports from authors such as Seyedyousefi et al. (2016); Jacks et al. 

(2012) who found that OC has a significant influence on KM; nonetheless, the rigid culture, also positively 

influencing KM, contradicts H3, whereby this hypothesis is rejected (see Tables 3-6). This reflects the regulations, 

controls (ROC) and allows the development of the stages of the KM process. Regarding H4, through the use of 

stepwise regression, it was found that there is a significant and positive moderating effect of ROC in the 

relationship between FOC and the dimensions of KM (see Tables 3-6). Finally, in order to present the results, a 
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format proposed by Nicol and Pexman (2010) was applied, which follows APA format to present hierarchical 

regression analysis; likewise, control variables were used within the first step. 

In addition, the results showed that there is a moderating effect; however, this does not happen in all 

dimensions, especially in the stage of externalization, where only favorable results were found in two cases. Thus, 

the last research hypothesis was partially tested. It reflects the need to study these variables in another direction, 

where cultures should be considered under an integrative approach. This is "holistic" and not separatist, because in 

order for the KM process to take place, the participation of both flexibility and cultural rigidity is required. 

 
Table-3. Moderating effect: socialization as DV. 

Socialization (SO) 

Steps Predictor Step Beta ΔR² F-Change 

1 

Control Variables    
Country -0.096   
Number of employees -0.126   
CLAN 0.465*** 0.315 25.004*** 

2 CLANxMARKET 0.327* 0.32 5.091* 

  Predictor Step Beta ΔR² F-Change 

1 CLAN 0.465*** 0.315 25.004*** 
2 CLANxHIER .371* 0.024 5.960* 

 Predictor Step Beta ΔR² F-Change 

1 

Control Variables    
Country -0.057   
Number of employees -0.213   
ADHOCRACY 0.524*** 0.391 34.849*** 

2 ADHOCxMARKET 0.045 0 0.07 

  Predictor Step Beta ΔR² F-Change 

1 ADHOCRACY 0.524*** 0.391 34.849*** 
2 ADHOCxHIER 0.215 0.007 1.996 

Note: CLAN = Clan culture; ADHOC = Adhocracy Culture; MARKET = Market Culture; HIER = Hierarchy Culture; SO = Socialization of 
Knowledge. ADHOC: Adhocracy; HIER: Hierarchy. DV: Dependent variable. 

* p ˂ 0.01.  

 
Table-4. Moderating effect: Externalization as DV. 

Externalization (EX) 

Steps Predictor Step Beta ΔR² F-Change 

1 Control Variables    
Country -0.026   
Number of employees .187*   
CLAN .515*** 0.23 16.244*** 

2 CLANxMARKET .656*** 0.084 19.789*** 
 Predictor Step Beta ΔR² F-Change 

1 CLAN .515*** 0.23 16.244*** 
2 CLANxHIER 0.717 0.091 21.607*** 
 Predictor Step Beta ΔR² F-Change 

1 Control Variables    
Country 0.015   
Number of employees 0.087   
ADHOCRACY .552*** 0.291 22.323*** 

2 ADHOCxMARKET .595** 0.047 11.476** 
 Predictor Step Beta ΔR² F-Change 

1 ADHOCRACIA .552*** 0.291 22.323*** 
2 ADHOCxHIER .593*** 0.057 14.098*** 

Note: CLAN = Clan culture; ADHOC = Adhocracy Culture; MARKET = Market Culture; HIER = Hierarchy Culture; EX = 
externalization of Knowledge. DV: Dependent variable; ADHOC: Adhocracy; HIER: Hierarchy 

* p ˂ 0.0 
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Table-5. Moderating effect: combination as DV. 

Combination (CO) 

Steps Predictor Step Beta ΔR² F-Change 

1 Control Variables    
Country -0.01   
Number of employees .199*   
CLAN .501*** 0.216 14.988*** 

2 CLANxMARKET .430** 0.036 7.80** 

 Predictor Step Beta ΔR² F-Change 

1 CLAN .501*** 0.216 14.988*** 
2 CLANxHIER .780*** 0.107 25.717*** 
 Predictor Step Beta ΔR² F-Change 

1 Control Variables    
Country 0.024   
Number of employees 0.094   
ADHOCRACY .487* 0.226 15.848*** 

2 ADHOCxMARKET .443* 0.026 5.625* 
 Predictor step Beta ΔR² F-Change 

1 ADHOCRACY .487* 0.226 15.848*** 
2 ADHOCxHIER .735*** 0.087 20.501*** 

Note: CLAN = Clan culture; ADHOC = Adhocracy Culture; MARKET = Market Culture; HIER = Hierarchy Culture; CO = 
Combination of Knowledge; ADHOC: Adhocracy; HIER: Hierarchy. DV: Dependent variable. 

* p ˂ 0.01 
 

Table-6. Moderating effect: Internalization as DV. 

Internalization (IN) 

Steps Predictor Step Beta ΔR² F-Change 

1 Control Variables    
Country 0.005   
Number of employees 0.04   
CLAN .551*** 0.288 22.017*** 

2 CLANxMARKET .538*** 0.056 13.932*** 

 Predictor Step Beta ΔR² F-Change 

1 CLAN .551*** 0.288 22.017*** 
2 CLANxHIER .530*** 0.148 42.519*** 
 Predictor Step Beta ΔR² F-Change 

1 Control Variables    
Country 0.052   
Number of employees -0.062   
ADHOCRACY .629*** 0.404 36.776*** 

2 ADHOCxMARKET 0.261 0.009 2.487 
 Predictor Step Beta ΔR² F-Change 

1 ADHOCRACY .629*** 0.404 36.776*** 
2 ADHOCxHIER .415** 0.028 7.84** 

Note: CLAN = Clan culture; ADHOC = Adhocracy Culture; Market = Market Culture; HIER = Hierarchy Culture; IN = Internalization of 
Knowledge. DV: Dependent variable. 

* p ˂ 0.01 

 

5. CONCLUSION 

In the present study, it was possible to prove the established hypotheses; furthermore, the objectives were also 

achieved. In other words, this study shows empirical evidence on how intangible resources, such as OC and KM, 

have a relevant relationship with each other, especially when considering culture under an integrative approach. In 

addition, this research is a continuation of the studies that support intangible assets as valuable resources that can 

be a source of sustained competitive advantage for companies (Barney, 1991).  

From the literature review on taxonomies of the organizational culture, it is possible to find different authors 

and models (Handy, 1988; Deshpandé et al., 1993; Denison, 2000; Cameron and Quinn, 2006).  They present 

congruencies to each other by integrating cultures into two organizational subcultures: flexible and rigid. 

Regarding the relationship of OC and KM, this classification can respond to what Davenport and Pusak (1998) 
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considered as friendly cultures with knowledge. The quantitative empirical evidence showed three things: 1) 

culture, in general, is associated with KM, having a positive and meaningful vision; 2) both cultures – flexible and 

rigid – affect the KM in a positive and meaningful way; 3) the rigid organizational culture partially moderated, in 

some cases, the relationship between OCF and KM.  

The sample obtained, composed by companies in Mexico and Bolivia, showed that culture plays a relevant role 

within the stages of the KM process (socialization, externalization, combination and internalization), by associating 

and also as an independent variable. This evidence reflects how intangible assets can generate competitive 

advantages in Latin America, a context in which these elements have received little relevance. Considering that the 

cultures of Latin America (Hofstede, 1980) are characterized by being rigid – high masculinity and distance of 

power, as well as low acceptance of uncertainty – they present favorable indicators of flexible cultures (i.e., 

teamwork, participation and promotion of creativity). This could become a starting point for the Latin American 

region in order to gain access to the knowledge economy, due to its traditional problems in guiding employees 

towards improving organizational performance (Ogliastri et al., 1999).  

 

Funding: This study received no specific financial support.    
Competing Interests: The authors declare that they have no competing interests.  
Acknowledgement: All authors contributed equally to the conception and design of the study. 

 

REFERENCES 

Akhavan, P., N.A. Ebrahim, M.A. Fetrati and A. Pezeshkan, 2016. Major trends in knowledge management research: A 

bibliometric study. Scientometrics, 107(3): 1249-1264.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-016-1938-x. 

Al Saifi, S.A., 2015. Positioning organisational culture in knowledge management research. Journal of Knowledge Management, 

19(2): 164-189.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1108/jkm-07-2014-0287. 

Alavi, M., T.R. Kayworth and D.E. Leidner, 2005. An empirical examination of the influence of organizational culture on 

knowledge management practices. Journal of Management Information Systems, 22(3): 191-224.Available at: 

https://doi.org/10.2753/mis0742-1222220307. 

Alvesson, M. and P. Olof, 1992. Corporate culture and organizational symbolism. An overview. New York: Walter De Gruyter. 

Arciniega, R., 2013. Organizational cultures in companies of the Toluca-Lerma Region, State of Mexico. Mexico: Autonomous 

Metropolitan University Azcapotzalco Unit: El Cotidiano. 

Barabas, A., 2014. Multiculturalism, cultural pluralism and interculturality in the context of Latin America: The presence of 

indigenous peoples. Configurações, 14: 11-24.Available at: https://doi.org/10.4000/configuracoes.2219. 

Barney, J.B., 1986. Strategic factor markets: Expectations, luck and business strategy. Management Science, 32(10): 1231-

1241.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.32.10.1231. 

Barney, J.B., 1991. Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage. Journal of Management, 17(1): 99-120.Available at: 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/014920639101700108. 

Baron, R.M. and D.A. Kenny, 1989. The moderador-mediador variable distinction in social psychological research: Conceptual, 

strategic, and statistical considerations. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51(6): 1173-1182.Available at: 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.51.6.1173. 

Berry, J.W., Y.H. Poortinga, S.M. Breugelmans, A. Chasiotis and D.L. Sam, 2011. Cross-cultural psychology: Research and 

applications. 3rd Edn., New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Bratianu, C., 2010. A critical analysis of Nonaka's model of knowledge dynamics. Electronic Journal of Knowledge Management, 

8(2): 193-200. 

Brooking, A., 1997. The intellectual capital, the main asset of companies of the third millennium. Barcelona: Paidós. 

Buckman, R., 2004. Creating a knowledge-driven organization. New York: McGraw-Hill. 

Bueno, E., 1999. Knowledge management: New professional profiles. Bulletin of Economic Studies, 3(164): 207-229. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/014920639101700108
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.51.6.1173


Asian Economic and Financial Review, 2020, 10(3): 249-265 

 

 
261 

© 2020 AESS Publications. All Rights Reserved. 

Cameron, K. and R. Quinn, 2006. Diagnosing and changing organizational culture, based on the competing values framework. 

San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Cameron, K.S. and S.J. Freeman, 1991. Cultural congruence, strength and type: Relationship to effectiveness. Research in 

Organizational Change and Development, 5: 23-58. 

Cassirer, E., 1967. Philosophical anthropology. Introduction to a philosophy of culture. 6th Edn., Mexico: Economic Culture 

Fund. 

Chan, L.L., M.A. Shaffer and E. Snape, 2004. In search of sustained competitive advantage: The impact of organizational culture, 

competitive strategy and human resource management practices on firm performance. The International Journal of 

Human Resource Management, 15(1): 17-35.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1080/0958519032000157320. 

Choi, Y., M. Seo, D. Scott and J. Martin, 2010. Validation of the organizational culture assessment instrument. Journal of Sport 

Management, 24: 169-189.Available at: http://dx.doi.org/10.1123/jsm.24.2.169. 

Cohen, J. and P. Cohen, 1983. Applied multiple regression. Correlation analysis for the behavioral sciences. 2nd Edn., New 

Jersey: Erlbaum. 

Coombe, R.J., 2016. The knowledge economy and its cultures: Neoliberal technologies and Latin American reterritorializations. 

HAU: Journal of Ethnographic Theory, 6(3): 247-275.Available at: https://doi.org/10.14318/hau6.3.018. 

Davenport, T.H. and L. Pusak, 1998. Working knowledge: How organizations manage what they know. Boston: Harvard 

Business School. 

Davis, K. and J.W. Newstrom, 1999. Comportamiento humano [human behavior]. 10th Edn., Mexico: McGraw 

Hill/Interamericana. 

Denison, D., 2000. Organizational culture: Can it be a key lever for driving organizational change? , Lausane: International 

Institute for Management. 

Deshpandé, R., J.U. Farley and J.F.E. Webster, 1993. Corporate culture, customer orientation, and innovativeness in Japanese 

firms: A quadrad analysis. Journal of Marketing, 57(1): 23-37.Available at: 

https://doi.org/10.1177/002224299305700102. 

Dias, R. and G. Santini, 2014. The culture and internationalization of companies: A look at Petrobras in Bolivia. Latin American 

Contextualizations, 10: 1-8. 

Drucker, P., 1969. The age of discontinuity: Guidelines to our changing society. New York: Harper & Row. 

Eckensberger, L.H., 1990. From cross-cultural psychology to cultural psychology. The Quarterly Newsletter of the Laboratory 

of Comparative Human Cognition, 12(1): 37-52. 

Edwards, J., M. Collier and D. Shaw, 2005. Knowledge management and its impact on the management accountant. London: 

Aston Business School, Aston University. 

Erez, M. and P.C. Earley, 1993. Culture, self-identity and work. New York: Oxford Press. 

Farías, P., 2016. Measurement and graphic representation of cultural distances between Latin American countries. Convergence, 

Social Sciences Magazine, 2016(70): 1-25. 

Fernández-Serrano, J. and F. Liñán, 2014. Culture and entrepreneurship: The case of Latin America. Innovar, 24(1Spe): 169-

180.Available at: https://doi.org/10.15446/innovar.v24n1spe.47616. 

Flanigan, M.S., 2016. Diagnosing and changing organizational culture in strategic enrollment management. Strategic 

Enrollment Management Quarterly, 4(3): 117-129.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1002/sem3.20090. 

Frost, P.J., L. Moore, M.R. Louis, C. Lundberg and J. Martin, 1985. Organizational culture. Bervely Hills: Sage. 

Geertz, C., 1973. The interpretation of cultures. New York: Basic Books. 

Gibson, C. and L. Kong, 2005. Cultural economy: A critical review. Progress in Human Geography, 29(5): 541-561.Available at: 

https://doi.org/10.1191/0309132505ph567oa. 

Glibsy, M. and N. Holden, 2003. Contextual constraints in knowledge management theory: The cultural embeddedness of 

Nonaka's knowledge-creating company. Knowledge and Process Management, 10(1): 29-36.Available at: 

https://doi.org/10.1002/kpm.158. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1123/jsm.24.2.169


Asian Economic and Financial Review, 2020, 10(3): 249-265 

 

 
262 

© 2020 AESS Publications. All Rights Reserved. 

Grant, R.M., 1996a. Toward a knowledge-based theory of the firm. Strategic Management Journal, 17: 109-122.Available at: 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250171110. 

Grant, R.M., 1996b. Prospering in dynamically-competitive environments: Organizational capability as knowledge integration. 

Organizational Science, 7(4): 375-387. 

Greenfield, P.M., 2000. Three approaches to the psychology of culture: Where do they come from? Where can they go? Asian 

Journal of Social Psychology, 3: 223-240.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-839X.00066. 

Guilford, J.P., 1946. New standards for test evaluation. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 6: 427-439.Available at: 

https://doi.org/10.1177/001316444600600401. 

Hair, F., R. Anderson and W. Black, 2004. Análisis multivariante (multivariate analysis). 5th Edn., Spain: Prentice Hall. 

Hair, J., W. Black, B. Babin and R. Anderson, 2014. Multivariate data analysis. 7th Edn., USA: Pearson. 

Hair, J., W. Black, B. Babin, R. Anderson and R. Tatham, 2005. Multivariate data analysis. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson. 

Handy, C., 1988. School cultures and effectiveness. In: R. Glatter, M. Preedy, C. Riches and M. Masterton (Eds.), Understanding 

School Management. Open University Press. pp: 107-116. 

Harris, M., 2001. Antropología cultural [cultural anthropology]. Madrid: Alianza Editorial. 

Harris, S.G. and R.I. Sutton, 1986. Functions of parting ceremonies in dying organizations. Academy of Management Journal, 

29(1): 5-30.Available at: https://doi.org/10.5465/255857. 

Hartnell, C., A. Ou and A. Kinick, 2011. Organizational culture and effectiveness: A meta-analytic investigation of the competing 

values theoretical suppositions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 96(4): 677-694.Available at: 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021987. 

Heine, S.J. and M.B. Ruby, 2010. Cultural psychology. Cognitive Science, Wiley Interdisciplinary Reviews: Cognitive Science, 

1(2): 143-300.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1002/wcs.7. 

Ho, R., 2014. Handbook of univariate and multivariate data analysis with IBM SPSS. Florida, USA: Taylor & Francis Group, 

LLC. 

Hofstede, G., 1980. Culture´s consequences: International differences in world-related values. New York: Sage. 

Hofstede, G., M.H. Bond and C.-l. Luk, 1993. Individual perceptions of organizational cultures: A methodological treatise on 

levels of analysis. Organization Studies, 14(4): 483-503.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1177/017084069301400402. 

Hofstede, G. and G.J. Hofstede, 2005. Cultures and organizations: Software of the mind. 2nd Edn., New York: McGraw Hill. 

Iivari, J. and M. Huisman, 2007. The relationship between organizational culture and the deployment of systems development 

mythologies. MIS Quarterly, 31(1): 35-58.Available at: https://doi.org/10.2307/25148780. 

Inter-American Development Bank (IDB), 2010. Science, technology, and innovation in Latin America and the Caribbean. A 

statistical compendium of indicators. New York: Inter-American Development Bank. 

Jacks, T., S. Wallace and H. Nemati, 2012. Impact of culture on knowledge management: A meta-analysis and framework. 

Journal of Global Information Technology Management, 15(4): 8-42.Available at: 

https://doi.org/10.1080/1097198x.2012.10845622. 

Jassawalla, A.R. and H. Sashittal, 2002. Cultures that support product-innovation process. Academy of Management Executive, 

16(3): 42-54. 

Khazanchi, S., M.W. Lewis and K.K. Boyer, 2007. Innovation-supportive culture: The impact of organizational values on process 

innovation. Journal of Operations Management, 25(4): 871-884.Available at: 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jom.2006.08.003. 

Kluckhohn, F. and F. Strodtbeck, 1961. Variations in value orientations. Westport: Greenwood Press.  

Kogut, B. and U. Zander, 1992. Knowledge of the firm, combinative capabilities, and the replication of technology. Organization 

Science, 3(3): 383-397.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.3.3.383. 

Kottak, C.P., 2011. Antropología cultural [cultural anthropology]. 14th Edn., Mexico: McGraw-Hill. 

Kroeber, A.L. and C. Kluckhohn, 1952. Culture. A critical review of concepts and definitions. Cambridge, Massachusetts: Papers 

of the Peabody Museum of American Archaeology and ethnology, Harvard University  

http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250171110


Asian Economic and Financial Review, 2020, 10(3): 249-265 

 

 
263 

© 2020 AESS Publications. All Rights Reserved. 

Lai, G., 2002. A study of the correlation between corporate culture and knowledge-management type regarding the composition 

of corporate intellectual capital. Taiwan: National Cheng-Chi University. 

Lai, M.-F. and G.-G. Lee, 2007. Relationships of organizational culture toward knowledge activities. Business Process 

Management Journal, 13(2): 306-322.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1108/14637150710740518. 

Lee, L.T. and B.M. Sukoco, 2007. The effects of entrepreneurial orientation and knowledge management capability on 

organizational and knowledge effectiveness in Taiwan: The moderating role of social capital. International Journal of 

Management, 24(3): 549-572. 

Leidner, D.E. and T.R. Kayworth, 2008. Knowledge management and organizational culture. In R. Becerra-Fernandez and D. 

Leidner, Knowledge Management. An Evolutionary View, Advances in Management Information System, 12: 40-60. 

Lin, H. and G. Lee, 2004. Perceptions of senior managers toward knowledge-sharing behavior. Management Decision, 42(1): 

108-125.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1108/00251740410510181. 

López, M., C. Marulanda and G.A. Isaza, 2011. Organizational culture and change-knowledge management in organizations of 

Caldas. Virtual Magazine Catholic University of the North, 2011(33): 1-23. 

Machlup, F., 1962. The production and distribution of knowledge in the United States. New Jersey: Princeton University Press. 

Marulanda, C., M. López and F. López, 2016. Organizational culture and skills for knowledge management in small and medium 

enterprises (SMEs) of Colombia. Technological Information, 27(6): 3-10.Available at: 

http://dx.doi.org/10.4067/S0718-07642016000600002. 

Massaro, M., J. Dumay and A. Garlatti, 2015. Public sector knowledge management: A structured literature review. Journal of 

Knowledge Management, 19(3): 530-558.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1108/jkm-11-2014-0466. 

Mihi, A., 2008. An analysis of total quality management and knowledge management as a source of competitive advantages. 

University & Business Magazine, 7(14): 163-177. 

Mihi, A., V.J. García and R.M. Rojas, 2011. Knowledge creation, organization learning and their effects on organizational 

performance. Inzinerine Ekonomika-Engineering Economics, 3(22): 309-318.Available at: 

http://dx.doi.org/10.5755/j01.ee.22.3.521. 

Moorandian, N., 2005. Tacit knowledge: Philosophic roots and role in KM. Journal of Knowledge Management, 9(6): 104-

113.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1108/13673270510629990. 

Naranjo, J.C., D. Jiménez and R. Sanz, 2011. Innovation or imitation? The role of organizational culture. Management Decision, 

49(1): 55-72.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1108/00251741111094437. 

Nicol, A.M. and P.M. Pexman, 2010. Presenting your findings. A practical guide for creating tables. 6th Edn., Washington: 

American Psychological Association. 

Nonaka, I., 1991. The knowledge-creating company. Harvard Business Review, 69: 96-104. 

Nonaka, I., 1994. A dynamic theory of knowledge creation. Organizational Science, 5(1): 14-37. 

Nonaka, I., P. Reinmoeller and D. Senoo, 1998. Management focus: The “art” of knowledge systems to capitalize market 

knowledge. European Management Journal, 16(6): 673-684.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/S0263-

2373(98)00044-9. 

Nonaka, I. and H. Takeuchi, 1995. The knowledge-creating company. New York: Oxford University Press. 

Nuñez, M.A., T.R. Wendlandt and M.T. Alvarez, 2016. The relationship between organizational culture and knowledge 

management in Tequila companies from Mexico. International Journal of Advanced Corporate Learning, 9(1): 44-

50.Available at: http://dx.doi.org/10.3991/ijac.v9i1.5748. 

Obeso, C., 2003. Capital intelectual [intellectual capital]. Barcelona: Ediciones Gestión 2000. 

Ogliastri, E., C. McMillen, M.E. Arias, C. De Bustamante, C. Dávila, P. Dorfman, C. Fimmen, J. Ickis and S. Martínez, 1999. 

Culture and organizational leadership in 10 countries in Latin America. The Globe Academia study [Culture and 

organizational leadership in 10 countries in Latin America. The Globe Academy Study]. Latin American Journal of 

Administration, 22: 29-57. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.4067/S0718-07642016000600002
http://dx.doi.org/10.5755/j01.ee.22.3.521
http://dx.doi.org/10.3991/ijac.v9i1.5748


Asian Economic and Financial Review, 2020, 10(3): 249-265 

 

 
264 

© 2020 AESS Publications. All Rights Reserved. 

Ojeda, J., N. Díaz and E. Agapito, 2010. Comparative analysis of polynomial correlations of organizational culture and leadership 

in a [Comparative analysis of the polynomial correlations of the organizational culture and leadership in a small and 

medium-sized company]. 5th International Innovation Congress for Competitiveness. Celaya, Mexico. 

Olson, C.E., 1971. The logic of collective action. Cambridge: Harvard University Press. 

Omotayo, F.O., 2015. Knowledge management as an important tool in organisational management: A review of literature. 

Library Philosophy and Practice, 1(2015): 1-23. 

Palanisamy, R., 2007. Organizational culture and knowledge management in ERP implementation: An empirical study. Journal 

of Computer Information Systems, 2(48): 100-191. 

Paliszkiewicz, J., S. Svanadze and M. Jikia, 2017. The role of knowledge management processes on organizational culture. 

Journal of Applied Knowledge Management, 5(2): 29-44.Available at: https://doi.org/10.36965/ojakm.2017.5(2)29-44. 

Palma, L.A. and L.F. Aguado, 2010. Economy of culture. A new area of specialization of the economy. Journal of Institutional 

Economics, 12(22): 129-165. 

Parsons, T. and E. Shils, 1951. Toward a general theory of action. Cambridge: Harvard University Press. 

Penrose, E., 1959. The theory of growth of the firm. New York: University Press. 

Pérez, R.Y. and D.A. Coutín, 2005. Knowledge management: A new approach in business management. Acimed, 13(6). 

Pettigrew, A.M., 1979. On studying organizational cultures. Administrative Science Quarterly, 24(4): 570-581. 

Podestá, P., 2009. The culture in organizations. A central phenomenon in administrative knowledge. Journal of Economics, 

Finance and Administrative Science, 14(26): 81-92. 

Quiroga, D., 2007. Communication, climate and organizational culture for knowledge management. Metalworking SMEs of Cali 

[Communication, climate and culture organization for knowledge management]. University & Business, 6(13): 9-36. 

Rai, K., 2011. Knowledge management and organizational culture: A theoretical integrative framework. Journal of Knowledge 

Management, 15(5): 779-801.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1108/13673271111174320. 

Ramírez, M.A.N., R.A.B. Rivero, A.G.O. Beltrán, R.I.C. Álvarez and V.C.L. Ramírez, 2017. Relationship between flexible 

organizational culture and innovation capabilities: The moderating effect of rigid organizational culture. International 

Review of Management and Marketing, 7(4): 17-25. 

Robbins, S.P., 2002. Essentials of organizational behavior. 7th Edn., New Jersey: Prentince Hall. 

Rojas, C., 2012. Organizational culture and knowledge management: An approach from social sciences: An approach from social 

sciences. Novum, 2: 114-125. 

Roos, J., G. Roos, N. Dragonetti and L. Edvinsson, 2001. Capital intelectual, the intangible of the company [intellectual capital, 

the intangible of the company]. Barcelona: Paidós. 

Sainsaulieu, R., 1990. Culture, enterprise and society [Culture, business and society]. In: J. F. Chanlat. (Ed.), The individual in 

the organization, the dimensions forgotten. Quebec: Editions ESKA. pp: 611-627. 

Schein, E., 1992. Organizational culture and leadership. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Schumpeter, J., 1934. The theory of economic development: An inquiry into profits, capital, credit, interest, and the business 

cycle. New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Publishers. 

Scott, A.L., 1997. The cultural economy of cities. International Journal of Urban & Regional Research, 2: 323-339.Available at: 

https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2427.00075. 

Serenko, A., N. Bontis, L. Booker, K. Sadeddin and T. Hardie, 2010. A scientometric analysis of knowledge management and 

intellectual capital academic literature (1994-2008). Journal of Knowledge Management, 14(1): 3-23.Available at: 

https://doi.org/10.1108/13673271011015534. 

Serenko, A. and J. Dumay, 2015. Citation classics published in knowledge management journals. Part i: Articles and their 

characteristics. Journal of Knowledge Management, 19(2): 401-431.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-06-

2014-0220. 

Seyedyousefi, N., S.M. Hosseini-Fard and F. Tohidi, 2016. The role of organizational culture in knowledge management. 

Mediterranean Journal of Social Sciences, 7(5): 412-418. 



Asian Economic and Financial Review, 2020, 10(3): 249-265 

 

 
265 

© 2020 AESS Publications. All Rights Reserved. 

Shweder, R.A., 1991. Cultural psychology: What is it? In: R. A. Shweder. (Ed.), Thinking through cultures: Expeditions in 

cultural psychology. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. pp: 73-110. 

Stavenhagen, R., 2002. Indigenous identity and multiculturalism in Latin America [Indigenous identity and multiculturalism in 

Latin America]. Araucaria. Iberoamerican Journal of Philosophy, Politics, Humanities and International Relations, 

4(7): 13-22. 

Stewart, T., 1998. The new wealth of organizations: Intellectual capital [the intellectual capital: The new wealth of 

organization]. Barcelona: Granica editions. 

Strack, M., 2012. Organizational culture in the competing values model: Construct validity of the German translated OCAI. 

Journal of Business and Media Psychology, 3(1): 30-41. 

Suppiah, V. and M.S. Sandhu, 2011. Organisational culture's influence on tacit knowledge-sharing behaviour. Journal of 

Knowledge Management, 15: 462-477.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1108/13673271111137439. 

Teece, D.J., G. Pisano and A. Shuen, 1997. Dynamic capabilities and strategic management. Strategic Management Journal, 

18(7): 509-533.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1002/(sici)1097-0266(199708)18:7<509::aid-smj882>3.0.co;2-z. 

Tharp, B.M., 2010. Four organizational culture types. Harwoth Organizational Culture White Paper. 

Throsby, D., 2001. Economics and culture. Cambridge. U.K: Cambridge University Press. 

Trobia, A., 2008. Cronbach’s alpha. In P. J. Lavrakas, Encyclopedia of Survey Research Methods. USA: SAGE Publications,1: 

168-169. 

Tunal, S. and M.E. Camarena, 2007. Conceptualizing the organizational culture. Public and Business Management, 6(11): 30-54. 

Tylor, E.B., 1920. Primitive culture: Researches into the developments of mythology, philosophy, religion, language, art and 

customs. 6th Edn., New York: Brentano´s. 

Wang, D., Z. Su and D. Yang, 2011. Organizational culture and knowledge creation capability. Journal of Knowledge 

Management, 15(3): 363-373.Available at: http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/13673271111137385. 

Weber, M., 1968. Economy and society: An outline of interpretive sociology. New York: Bendminster Press Incorporated. 

Zammuto, R.F. and J.Y. Krakower, 1991. Quantitative and qualitative studies of organizational culture. In R. W. Woodman, W. 

A. Pasmore (Eds.), Research in organizational change and development, 5. Greenwich, CT: JAI Press. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Views and opinions expressed in this article are the views and opinions of the author(s), Asian Economic and Financial Review shall not be responsible or 
answerable for any loss, damage or liability etc. caused in relation to/arising out of the use of the content. 

 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/13673271111137385

