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ABSTRACT

Purpose of the Study: This study determined the moderating influence of knowledge
management processes on the relationship between knowledge management resources and
employee performance in Kenya.

Research Methodology: Using a mixed methods approach with post-positivism philosophy, the
study employed case study design and simple random sampling at Kenya Bureau of Standards.
From 2,148 employees, 370 respondents were selected using Yamane's (1974) formula, with 45
used for pilot testing. A 5-point Likert scale questionnaire was administered via drop-and-pick
technique, achieving 75.5% response rate (290 usable responses). Data analysis using SPSS
version 24 included descriptive statistics and inferential analyses through correlation and
regression for hypothesis testing.

Results: Knowledge management processes significantly moderated the relationship between
knowledge management resources and employee performance, improving R-square from 0.295 to
0.358 (6.4% increase in explanatory power). Regression analysis revealed a positive interaction
coefficient 0f 0.024 (p <0.001), confirming that enhanced knowledge processes amplify the impact
of knowledge resources on employee performance. The statistically significant interaction term
validated the moderating effect of knowledge management processes.

Conclusion: Knowledge management processes effectively moderate the relationship between
knowledge management resources and employee performance, with 6.4% improvement in
explanatory power demonstrating enhanced organizational capability. The positive interaction
coefficient confirms that efficient knowledge management processes strengthen the impact of
knowledge resources on performance outcomes. Knowledge management resources achieve
optimal effectiveness when supported by well-designed and properly implemented knowledge
management processes.

Recommendation: Marketing and ICT managers should develop integrated customer service
frameworks to address relational capital deficiencies and ensure comprehensive customer concern
management.

Keywords: Knowledge Management Processes, Knowledge Management, Resources, Employee
Performance, Kenya
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INTRODUCTION

Knowledge is justified true belief, which incorporates the truth, belief and justification conditions
(Bolisani & Bratianu, 2018). Knowledge management is variably understood and literature depicts
that no single definition of knowledge management fits all as it diversely acquires contextual
leanings. Spender (2015) viewed pluralism in the understanding of concepts, definitions and
terminologies as immaturity of knowledge management as a field of study while Arrau (2015)
documented it as an acknowledged academic and professional purview, declaring it a well-
established area of research in recent years. Abubakar et al. (2019) declared that organizations
configure and leverage knowledge in decision-making and problem-solving in the dynamic
business environment by generating structural capital, which promote employee performance.
From this, Rahmayanto et al. (2019) perceived knowledge management as an arrangement through
which an organization is able to identify, create, distribute and facilitate adaptation of insights and
experiences, both tacit and explicit inherent in structural capital of the organization especially
knowledge creation, sharing and utilization. However, Inkow (2020) viewed knowledge
management as a discipline that deals with the collection, processing, sharing, use and
measurement of the internal and external information potential of an organization.

Ortega-Gutiérrez, et al. (2015) held that organizations generate knowledge from inside and outside,
thereby requiring internal processes for integration and utilization to support employee
performance; and relatedly, Shah, et al. (2017) confirmed that knowledge infrastructure and
knowledge resources enhance employee capabilities for handling emergent technologies,
stakeholder requirements and new market demands, thereby buttressing role of knowledge
management in employee performance. KAM-UNIDO (2020) characterized manufacturing giants
such as the USA, China, Germany, Japan and the UK with effective knowledge management
among other factors. Arzubiaga et al. (2022) held that effective knowledge management explains
superior employee performance that buttresses strong German manufacturing and highest
contribution to GDP in European Community. The value in knowledge management is in its ability
to support both employee and organizational performance. Performance as a latent concern for
management requires diverse strategies like structural capital and absorptive capacities to enhance
delivery (Hurtado-Palomino et al., 2024). In emphasizing value of structural capital for both
employee and organizational performance, Huang & Rust (2021) declared valuable benefits
associated with organizational adoption of artificial intelligence; for instance, in promoting key
organizational activities like learning, planning and problem-solving (De Bruyn et al., 2020)
leading to knowledge creation, sharing and utilization (Pinheiro et al., 2020).

Inadequate mainstreaming of knowledge management practices hampered company
innovativeness and employee performance (Admasu, 2017), owing to: lack of documentation on
innovation activities as well as operations without research and development departments — a clear
show of poor knowledge management (Chibuzor, et al., 2019). From the foregoing, it was
discernible that weak knowledge management practice can be an impediment to both employee
and organizational performance. In Kenya, Mosoti and Masheka (2010) reported slow uptake of
knowledge management practices, much as Jagongo, et al. (2012) documented poor organizational
practices and inefficient technological capability as critical factors leading to low uptake of
knowledge management and potential hindrance to employee performance. Several studies have
linked retarded knowledge management mainstreaming to prevalent low performance efficiency
(Rasugu et al., 2020). Apparently, Kenya continues losing its manufacturing dominance in East
Africa to Ethiopia, Rwanda, Tanzania and Uganda owing to among others: absence of job
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satisfaction, sub-optimal employee performance, low productivity and low competitiveness
(Kariuki & Kiiru, 2021). This study sought to highlight the influence of knowledge resources on
employee performance as moderated by knowledge processes.

RESEARCH OBJECTIVE

i.  To demonstrate relationship between knowledge management resources and employee
performance in Kenya.
ii.  To establish influence of knowledge management processes on employee performance in
Kenya.
iii. To determine the moderating effect of knowledge management processes on the
relationship between knowledge management resources and employee performance in
Kenya.

RESEARCH HYPOTHESIS

Hoi: There is no significant relationship between knowledge management resources and employee
performance in Kenya.

Ho2: There is no significant influence of knowledge management processes on employee
performance in Kenya.

Hos: There is no significant moderating effect of knowledge management processes on the
relationship between knowledge management resources and employee performance in Kenya.

LITERATURE REVIEW
THEORETICAL REVIEW
Resource-Based View (RBV) of the Firm

The firm as an administrative organization utilizes human and physical productive resources
(Penrose, 1959). The Resource-Based View (RBV) developed as a complement to the industrial
organization (I0) perspective and Porter's (1980) contributions. Wernerfelt (1964) put together the
resource-based framework and declared ‘A Resource-Based View of the Firm’ which posits that
the availability of or access to resources and decision-making on use of the resources to a firm is
a pillar factor for its sustained competitive advantage. RBV explains that internal capabilities and
company assets confer competitive advantage and justify why firms within the same industry differ
in performance. Barney (1991) in entrenching the concept declared that strategic resources are
valuable, inimitable, rare and non-substitutable, expressing that both tangible and intangible
strategic resources confer sustained competitive advantage to a firm. The theory is hinged on two
major assumptions, heterogeneity and immobility. On the former, skills, capability and other
organizational resources differ markedly from one firm to another while on the latter, the strategic
resources do not move from one firm to another. These define both the uniqueness and inherent
capability for productivity and competitiveness in a firm. Thus, strategic resources account for
variations in profit and performance of the firms, making such resources the differentiating factors
for efficiency and productivity among firms in an industry (Amit & Schoemaker, 1993). Similarly,
Seth & Thomas (1994) contended that there exist efficiency differences among firms due to
inimitability of their strategic resources, confirming that access to certain industry-specific
resources dictate whether a firm thrives, survives or perishes.

Some of the fiercest critics of RBV hold that characterization of resources as being valuable, rare,
inimitable and non-substitutable is neither necessary nor sufficient for sustainable competitive
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advantage. They also claim that the value of a resource is too indeterminate to provide for useful
theory; and that the definition of resource is unworkable. These are commonly referred to as the
weaknesses of RBV but which do not obfuscate its utility.

Herzberg Two Factor Theory of Motivation

Fredrick Herzberg in 1959 sought to answer the question, “What do people want from their jobs?”
Upon which he interviewed 203 engineers and accountants in Pittsburgh area and answers to the
question led to publication of the article, "One More Time: How do You Motivate Employees?".
This developed Herzberg’s motivation-hygiene factors theory, also called the two-factor theory -
which holds that job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction exist on two different continua, each with
its own set of factors (Herzberg, 1959; Herzberg, 2018). The theory holds that for peak
performance, employees need to experience job satisfaction and motivation, such that presence of
motivators such as work itself, responsibility, achievement, recognition, opportunity for growth,
and self-development lead to job satisfaction; while deficiency in hygiene factors such as company
policies, work conditions, salary, supervision, relationship with managers and peers, stimulate
dissatisfaction (Herzberg, 2008). Certain studies have challenged Herzberg theory; hygiene factors
like supervision, interpersonal relationship, salary and job security have been demonstrated to play
a major role in motivating employees (Kotni & Karumuri, 2018), converse to the auspices of two-
factor theory. Fundamental factors for this include impacts of technology, globalization and
demographic shifts like generation Z dynamics, which appear to overturn some known features
like effects of extrinsic and intrinsic factors on motivation. Though there have been evidence of
extrinsic factors conferring motivation effects instead of hygiene behavior, the core relevance of
Two Factor theory still holds as both motivation and hygiene effects remain relevant in employee
behaviour. The main assumption of Herzberg theory is that employees adhere to expectations of
Maslow hierarchy of needs, but which equally stands constrained by current labour dynamics.

EMPIRICAL REVIEW

The reviewed literature presents intellectual capital and knowledge management as central to
enhancing employee and firm performance. Tuffaha (2020) identified key organizational
elements—such as knowledge management, ICT, innovation, employee empowerment, and
organizational culture—as foundational to building relational capital, which in turn supports
knowledge sharing and change management. These findings align with Rane et al. (2023), who
stressed customer satisfaction and relationship management as essential for business success.
Scholars like Rehman and Rehman (2015) and Mubarik et al. (2020) advanced the argument that
performance is strongly tied to how firms deploy knowledge resources and human capital
capabilities. Mukaro et al. (2023) echoed this by asserting that intellectual capital, through
intangible assets, significantly impacts employee performance, while Kriss (2014) and Momani et
al. (2021) emphasized the centrality of customer-focused strategies and structural capital in
facilitating organizational outcomes. Munyoro et al. (2022) added that optimized use of databases
and information systems can deepen knowledge management practices and boost employee
productivity.

Subsequent studies examined the mechanisms through which intellectual capital translates into
firm performance. Jikhan et al. (2023) and John-Akamelu and Iyidiobi (2018) found that
intellectual capital interacts with other variables to influence performance outcomes, while
Corrado (2018) quantified the economic value of intangibles, highlighting their increasing role in
global economies. While Murimi et al. (2019) questioned the direct link between intellectual
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capital and firm performance in SMEs, other studies including Dost et al. (2016) and Bansal et al.
(2023) reaffirmed its importance. Ngari (2014) linked supplier and customer knowledge with
business performance, and Victoria et al. (2018) demonstrated a strong correlation between
relational capital and value creation, a finding that supported Munyoro et al.'s (2022) advocacy for
adoption of the Education 5.0 model by universities. Other works such as Ngugi (2013), Barkat et
al. (2018), and Suharman et al. (2022) underscored intellectual capital’s role in stimulating
innovation and competitiveness in SMEs, while Koech and Cheluget (2019) pointed to strategic
instruments like intellectual property rights as key to protecting and maximizing knowledge assets.

The literature also revealed strong support for the direct relationship between knowledge processes
and employee performance. Juan et al. (2018) and Khanal and Poudel (2017) argued that team
approaches and social capital enhance knowledge creation, which in turn improves productivity.
Supporting studies by Nowacki and Bachnik (2016), Cegarra-Navarro et al. (2016), and Ritala et
al. (2015) agreed that knowledge creation and sharing drive learning, innovation, and market
access. Knowledge application was shown to aid firm operations and product development
(Boateng & Agyemang, 2015), while Sangiorgi and Siboni (2017) emphasized universities’ role in
knowledge transfer. Mardani et al. (2018), Boateng et al. (2018), and Lin (2015) confirmed that
knowledge management directly influences innovation quality and performance outcomes. Finally,
Tadesse (2020), Aflah (2022), and Ayetigbo et al. (2023) all advocated for strategic knowledge
acquisition and retention. However, studies such as Ogara et al. (2010), Wamitu (2016), and Akinyi
(2017) warned that without deliberate knowledge processes, organizations risk losing valuable
institutional knowledge, thereby weakening performance and competitiveness.

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

Moderating Variable

Knowledge
Processes
% Creation
% Sharing Dependent Variable

o  Annlication

Independent Variable

Employee Performance
Knowledge Resources

v’ Task
» Human Capital v' Adaptive
» Structural Capital v" Contextual

» Relational Capital

Figure 1: Conceptual Framework (Source: The Researcher)
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METHODOLOGY

The study adopted post-positivism philosophy, case study design with simple random sampling
technique and mixed methods approach — employing qualitative method to accommodate
explanatory detailed responses required and quantitative method to provide precise responses,
reducing information bias and facilitating data analysis. Using Fishers (1991) formula, a sample
of 384 respondents was obtained from a target population of 2148 employees of the Kenya Bureau
of Standards (KEBS), a statutory body regulating trade and industry in Kenya. 40 respondents who
were later excluded from main survey were used for pilot study, involving a 5-point Likert-type
scale questionnaire (Taherdoost, 2019), ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree.

For respondent’s trust and privacy, a briefing was conducted to explain the aim of the survey
including agreeing to hard or soft copy questionnaire. Through a drop-and-pick later survey
technique, primary data was obtained using a semi structured self-administered questionnaire; with
302 questionnaires collected from respondents and upon cleaning, 290 were determined fit for use,
achieving a response rate of 75.5%. These were collated and exposed to SPSS version 23 aided —
descriptive and inferential analytics; with mean and standard deviation making up descriptive
statistics while for inferential statistics, Multiple Linear Regression Model was used to test the
Hypothesis, as equation models assumed the form in part 3.3 — the moderation.

To establish the moderating effect of knowledge management processes (KP) on the relationship
between knowledge management resources (KMR) and employee performance in food
manufacturing firms in Kenya, the following linear regression steps were adopted:

Step 1: Regressing employee performance on KMR; noting the R square value the level of
significance at p<0.005, giving;

Step 2: Introducing the moderating variable (knowledge management processes) and noting the
new R square value together with the level of significance (at 0.05) for the interactive term.

Y=Bo+ 1 KMI+ B2KP + B3KMLKP+ €..coooiiiiiin it it e e (2)
Where:

B 1, B2, B 3=Beta Coefficients

KMR= Knowledge Management Resources

KP= Knowledge Management Processes

KMR.KP= interaction term of KMR and KP

The regression coefficient for the interaction term, B3, estimates the moderation effect of KP on
the relationship between KMR and employee performance. A statistically significant beta
value/regression coefficient indicates that the KP significantly moderates this relationship.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The findings were reported for both the descriptive and inferential results with corresponding
discussions to highlight outcomes for conclusions and recommendations.
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DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

The outcomes of descriptive analyses were expressed, using tables, for all the variables and their
constructs. The KMR had 12 items for assessment and the outcome as obtained is presented in
Table 1, showing all the three constructs — human capital, structural capital and relational capital.

Table 1: Knowledge Management Resources (KMR) Descriptive Outcomes

Item
Ref Parameter SD D N A SA Mean | STD

HC Human Capital

HC1 | Employees are actively involved in decision-
making and problem-solving at the workplace | 4% | 21% |25% | 43% | 7% 3.28 |1.02
HC2 | Our employees have exposure to the latest
trends and practices in their fields 2% | 15% | 22% |46% |15% | 3.56 | 0.99
HC3 | Employees are engaged in training and
development programs for career growth and
enhanced expertise. 2% | 8% 6% 55% | 29% |4.01 |0.92
HC4 | Our employees continuously engage in
workshops and seminars to sharpen their
professional skills 2% | 6% 13% | 51% | 28% |3.96 |0.93

Mean 3% | 12% |16% |49% |20% |3.70 | 0.97

SC Structural Capital

SC1 | Our organization has routine frameworks for
harmony, quality standards and practices across
all departments. 1% [12% | 15% |55% |17% |3.76 | 0.91
SC2 | Our company has documented processes, well
communicated to employees and promote
effective work execution. 2% | 8% 5% 54% | 31% |4.04 |0.93
SC3 | The company has a strategic plan, clear to my
workplace, guiding performance activities in the
company 4% | 2% 5% 46% | 43% | 4.2 0.96
SC4 | Our organization has information systems,
databases and repositories that facilitate
knowledge storage and retrieval. 2% | 1% 8% 53% | 36% | 4.2 0.8

Mean 2% | 6% 8% 52% [32% |4.05 |09

RC | Relational Capital

RC1 | Our organization regularly conduct customer
surveys to identify areas requiring improvement | 1% | 6% 9% 59% | 25% | 4.01 | 0.84
RC2 | Our organization has adopted customer
integration in all  departments  for
comprehensive handling of customer concerns | 3% | 6% 11% | 58% | 22% |3.89 |0.93
RC3 | Our organization has established strategic
alliances with other firms for collaborations and

partnerships 3% | 4% 16% |59% |18% |3.84 |0.88
RC4 | Our organization has adopted supplier

integration practices 2% | 7% 29% |48% | 14% |3.64 |0.89

Mean 2% | 6% 16% | 56% | 20% | 3.85 | 0.89

The outcome was summarized from statement parameter results to construct performance. Table 2
gives a summary of the constructs and their comparative scores.
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Table 2: Knowledge Management Resource Constructs Summarized Scores

Item Construct | STD % | DA % N % AG % | STA% | MEAN | STD
No. DEV
HC Human

Capital 3 12 16 49 20 3.70 0.97
SC Structural

Capital 2 6 8 52 32 4.05 0.9
RC Relational

Capital 2 6 16 56 20 3.85 0.89
Grand Mean 2 8 14 52 24 3.87 0.92

Table 2 was transformed to outcomes of disagreeing and agreeing responses with neutral responses
maintained for those not explicit. Thus Table 3 involved summing up STD with DA into a set of
disagreeing while AG is lumped up with STA into agreeing. The table supports horizontal analysis
for all the constructs and vertically gives variable grand mean.

Table 3: KMR Descriptive Outcome Snapshot

Item No. Construct Disagreeing % | Neutral % Agreeing %
HC Human Capital | 15 16 69
SC Structural 8 8 84
Capital
RC Relational 8 16 76
Capital
Grand Mean 10 14 76

A cascaded summary of Tables 1, 2 and 3 indicate that slightly less than 70% of the respondents
expressed satisfaction with prevailing aspects of human capital management. It was however
perturbing to note that over 30% registered dissatisfaction. To this extent, it is crucial to determine
whether the dissatisfaction relates to technological challenges, which may require reskilling and
upskilling by employees (Acemoglu & Restrepo, 2017); demographic shifts or a combination of
factors, making it necessary to optimize both human and technological capabilities (Zahi, 2025) to
achieve required performance. Recently, Mwiathi (2021) found that health and education are
critical in human capital, recommending that increased access to health insurance and improved
education quality be given due focus for employee performance enhancement.

A significant improvement was recorded in structural capital as approximately 84% of the
respondents were satisfied with existent portfolio and only 16% expressed displeasure. Gazi et al.
(2024) held that intangible assets ought to be managed with a view to enhancing company
productivity and performance, in addition to customer satisfaction. It is therefore pertinent that

124



efforts to capture concerns leading to dissatisfaction be judiciously expended, so as to harness their
productivity and attain enhanced job satisfaction. In this way, the firm through intellectual property
rights and other intangible assets, attains value-add and business growth.

Performance of relational capital was midway between human and structural capital, recording
respondents’ acceptance at 76% while dissenting view portfolio increased to 24% - calling for
concerted efforts for improvements. Aspects that make employees be dissatisfied with workplace
dynamics are varied; Otor (2015) viewed customer capital in the realms of connections,
interactions, loyalty, and goodwill between firms and stakeholders. As such, effective relational
capital tends to focus on developing beneficial relationships, with customer concerns being key,
making customer relationship management (CRM) strategies most crucial in improving
performance; and this was confirmed in Altarifi (2020) finding of a strong correlation between
CRM effectiveness and marketing success of the firm.

In overall assessment, the variable performance reflected a 76% satisfaction and 24%
dissatisfaction among respondents, depicting that measures for improvements need be
implemented as a matter of priority in the firms. To attain sustainable alignment concerning
employee growth and organizational performance, business landscape dynamics that influence
workforce competitiveness (Lin et al., 2017) as well as potential interrupters like globalization,
technological advancements, ubiquitous computing and demographic shifts deserve much focus.
Human capital in the 4IR emphasizes technology and its impacts on man-machine balance, job
design and skills instability (Hanine & Dinar, 2022) with attendant consequences on generational
and cultural gaps, career management practices and such reconfigurations of work as
reengineering, telework and crowdsourcing among others. Similarly, Graham et al. (2017)
emphasized effects of digitization on labour dynamics relating to machines, relevance of skills and
effects of use of digital technology on employee compensation. All these are critical in achieving
human capital management paradigm that supports modern firms and attendant competition.

Linking human capital to relational capital is crucial for effective utilization of inherent synergy;
therefore taking relational capital as strategic alliances with stakeholders and source of external
knowledge and innovativeness to exploit new ideas and technologies for enhancing performance
(Ramirez-Solis et al., 2022), it is significant that utility relations with customers, competition,
regulators, and interested parties be tactfully harnessed for optimal institutional benefits; as they
affect both current needs and future expectations of the firm, making customer relationship
management a pivotal activity. Upon appreciating structural capital as comprising company
structure, strategy, processes and systems, which make the operating platform, Ozkan et al. (2017)
emphasized the ability of structural capital to facilitate knowledge creation, sharing and utilization
for execution of customer demands and business sustainability. They further confirmed that
structural capital provides linkage for utilization of both human capital and relational capital in the
firm through the operating platform, which exhibits heterogeneity from one firm to another within
a sector. From the foregoing, it is critical that remedial interventions be continually instituted to
ensure continued fitness of strategy and practice to make knowledge resource dynamics suitable
for enhanced employee performance.

Knowledge Management Processes (KP) Descriptive Outcomes

The moderator variable KP had 12 items for assessment and the outcome was obtained for all the
three constructs — knowledge creation, sharing and application, as presented in Table 4.
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Table 4: Knowledge Management Processes Outcome Tabulated

ITEM
No. Parameter SD D N A SA Mean STD
KC Knowledge Creation
KC1 The organization creates knowledge through research and

development activities 2% 19% | 22% | 33% | 24% | 3.56 111
KC2 Our organization provides meetings for employees to

exchange ideas and experiences 3% 14% | 21% | 41% | 21% | 3.63 1.07
KC3 Employees from diverse backgrounds and areas of expertise

work together on projects for work improvements 3% 11% | 19% | 49% | 18% | 3.68 1.0
KC4 The organization supports apprenticeship, attachment and

internship programs that generate knowledge 3% 1% 12% | 40% | 44% | 4.2 0.92
KCM Mean 3% 11% | 18% | 41% | 27% | 3.77 1.03
KS Knowledge Sharing
KS1 Our organization encourages mentoring and coaching

programs where experienced employees share their

knowledge, skills and insights with upcoming colleagues. 1% 11% | 13% | 39% | 36% | 3.99 1.01
KS2 Our organization has internal social networks where

employees connect, communicate and share knowledge

freely. 3% 14% | 17% | 43% | 23% | 3.69 1.08
KS3 Our organization organizes knowledge fairs and expos

where employees communicate and showcase ideas 6% 28% | 23% | 33% | 10% | 3.12 1.12
KSM Mean 3% 18% | 18% | 38% | 23% | 3.60 1.07
KA Knowledge Application
KA1 My organization modifies its products, strategies and

behaviour in light of emergent experience and acquired

knowledge. 3% 9% 23% | 50% | 15% | 3.65 0.95
KA2 The organization emphasizes the use of its knowledge base

in solving work-related problems at individual and team

levels. 1% 4% 20% | 59% | 16% | 3.84 0.78
KA3 All staff are directed to utilization of new knowledge

acquired as routine in their operations. 1% 13% | 18% | 55% | 13% | 3.66 0.9
KA4 Our company encourages using new knowledge for purposes

of improving customer satisfaction and supplier services 1% 6% 12% | 62% | 19% | 3.91 0.81
KA5 Our organization is effective in exploiting acquired

knowledge to improve its company-wide productivity and

performance 1% 9% 23% 52% | 15% | 3.71 0.86
KAM Mean 1% 8% 19% | 56% | 16% | 3.75 0.86
KPGM 122 | 185 | 448 | 217

Grand Mean 2.65% 1% % 4% 3% 371 0.98

The outcomes were summarized from statement parameter results to construct performance. Table
5 gives a summary of comparative constructs scores.
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Table 5: Knowledge Processes Constructs Summarized Scores

Item Construct | STD % DA% |N % AG% |STA% |[M SD
No.
KC Knowledge

Creation 3% 11% 18% 41% 27% 3.77 1.03
KS Knowledge

Sharing 3% 18% 18% 38% 23% 3.60 1.07
KA Knowledge

Application | 3% 18% 18% 38% 23% 3.60 1.07
Grand Mean 1% 8% 19% 56% 16% 3.75 0.86

From the constructs performances was drawn the variable performance as shown in Table 6.

Table 6: KP Snapshot of Descriptive Outcome

Item Construct Disagreeing Neutral Agreeing
KC Knowledge 14 67
Creation, % 19
KS Knowledge Sharing, | 21 61
% 18
KA Knowledge 10 71
Application, % 19
KP Variable Mean, % 15 66
19

The overall performance showed that 66% of the respondents expressed satisfaction with
performance of knowledge process function while 34% had reservations or discontent. Numerous
researchers concur that effective and efficient knowledge management processes are mandatory
for superior organizational performance (Zaim et al., 2019). Empirical demonstrations exist,
showing that effective knowledge management processes influence market performance of firms
as well as organizational learning and developmental activities (Kianto et al., 2017). For instance,
Friedrich et al. (2019) identified altruism, self-efficacy, recognition, conformity and reputation as
some of the reasons for knowledge-sharing in the firm; emphasizing that there are significantly
more benefits to sharing knowledge despite risks such as unnecessary rivalry between coworkers,
tendency to lie to obtain better results, and anxiety based on poor ratings. The foregoing are

127




fundamental concerns necessitating pertinent efforts to convert the 34% of the respondents who
returned the verdict of failure to agree with the performance status of the knowledge management
process function of the organization.

Employee Performance (EP) Descriptive Outcomes

The dependent variable EP had 12 items for assessment and the outcome was obtained as presented
in Table 7 for all the three constructs — Task, adaptive and contextual performance dimensions.

Table 7: Employee Performance Outcomes Tabulated

ltem No. | EP Constructs |sp b IN |A [sA |Mean|sD
TP Task performance
TP1 I always meet the work guality required 0% [4% | 9% |51% |36% |419 |0.77
TP2 Planning and organizing work is a task |

adequately attain 1% | 1% | 7% |59% | 32% | 4.19 0.71
TP3 I am result-oriented in line of our operating

culture 1% | 2% | 5% | 49% | 43% | 4.3 0.76
TP4 Prioritizing tasks to dispense is within my

discretion 0% | 7% | 12% | 51% | 30% | 4.03 0.85
TPM Mean 1% | 4% | 8% | 52% | 35% |4.18 | 0.77
AP Adaptive Performance
AP1 I am able to keep my job knowledge up-to-date | 0% | 7% | 6% | 45% | 42% | 4.2 0.86
AP2 I readily learn new tasks, technologies and

procedures making my job skills up-to-date 1% | 2% | 8% |55% |34% | 4.19 0.75
AP3 I readily adjust my work goals whenever

necessary 1% | 3% | 7% |51% |38% |4.22 |0.79
AP4 I always undertake problem solving creatively | 1% | 1% | 5% | 58% | 35% | 4.24 0.7
APM Mean 1% | 3% | 7% | 52% | 37% | 4.21 | 0.78
cp Contextual Performance
CP1 I am a consistent participant in team activities

at work 0% |3% | 3% |53% |41% |431 |0.69
CP2 | find it easy cooperating with others at work 0% | 2% | 3% |53% |42% | 4.34 0.65
CP3 I experience effective communication in the

execution of my work 0% | 3% | 8% |55% |34% |4.2 0.71
CP4 I commonly volunteer to undertake tasks

beyond my responsibility for purposes of

effective work execution 1% [ 4% | 7% | 44% | 44% | 4.24 0.85
CP5 I like taking challenging assignments in my

work 0% | 4% | 5% |50% |41% | 427 |0.75
CPM Mean 1% | 4% | 5% | 49% | 41% | 4.22 | 0.76

The outcomes were summarized from statement parameter results to construct performance. Table
8 gives a summary of all the constructs and their comparative scores.
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Table 8: Employee Performance Constructs Summarized Scores

Item EP STD% DA% N% AG% STA% M SD
No. Constructs

TP Task 1 4 8 52 35 4.18 0.77
AP Adaptive 1 3 7 52 37 4.21 0.78
CpP Contextual 1 4 5 49 41 4.22 0.76
EPGM  Mean 1 4 6 51 38 4.2 0.77

From the constructs performances was drawn as shown in Table 9, performance of the variable.

Table 9: EP Descriptive Outcome Snapshot

ITEM CONSTRUCT DISAGREEING NEUTRAL AGREEING
TP Task Performance, % 4 8 88
AP Adaptive Performance, % 4 7 89
CpP Contextual Performance, % 4 5 91
EPGM Mean, % 4 7 89

From the findings of the study (M=4.20; SD=0.77), it was evident that responses to the 12
statements used to explain EP with overall mean of 4.20 and a standard deviation of 0.77
demonstrated that majority of the respondents agreed on the indicators used to measure EP. Most
of the respondents (89%) agreed with organizational KP as suitable, meeting expectations in their
assessment, with 4% disagreeing while 7% remained undecided, depicting that management ought
to determine the sources of inability to agree by the 11% of the employees.

INFERENTIAL RESULTS

The data was exposed to inferential analyses to determine existence of correlation and regression
relationships.

Correlation Determination

This section provides Pearson’s correlation analysis, to determine the relationship strength and
direction, between KMR and EP; and between KP and EP. The test findings presented in Table 10
are interpreted in accordance with Armstrong (2019), in which r>0.7 indicates a strong
relationship, = 0.5 to 0.69 is a moderately strong relationship, whereas r <0.5 indicates a weak
relationship. Tables 10 and 11 respectively show correlation analysis outcomes between KMR and
Employee performance, and that between KP and employee performance.
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Table 10: Correlation Analysis Outcome between KMR and Employee performance

Performance KMR

Pearson
Correlati
Performance on 1

Sig. (2-tailed)

Pearson
Correlati
KMR on 543** 1

Sig.  (2-
tailed) 0.000

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Findings in Table 10 showed that KMR and employee performance have positive and
moderately strong relationship (r=0.569, p<0.05), depicting that a change in KMR leads to a
change in employee performance in the same direction. This was in tandem with Onumah and
Duho (2019) position that competitive advantage of a firm is strongly dependent on its
intellectual capital, which is directly tied to effectiveness of its human capital. This was also
consistent with Mukaro et al. (2023) assertion that investments in innovation yield new
processes or products, which in turn generate benefits from domino impacts on: employee
productivity, business growth, market penetration and organizational competitiveness. The
human, structural and relational capital resultant effects, if designed in tandem with suitable
strategies would generally enhance employee productivity, performance and satisfaction.

Table 11: Correlation Analysis Outcome between KP and Employee performance

Performance KP
Performance Pearson Correlation 1
Sig. (2-tailed)
KMP Pearson Correlation 555** 1
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Findings in Table 11 indicated that KP and employee performance have positive and moderately
strong relationship (r=0.555, p<0.05), showing that a change in KP leads to a change in
employee performance in the same direction. This builds into Rahmayanto et al. (2019)
supposition that through knowledge creation, sharing and utilization, an organization is able to
identify, create, distribute information; and facilitate adaptation of insights and experiences for
both tacit and explicit knowledge. It also buttressed Abubakar et al. (2019) declaration that
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knowledge processes promote employee performance in enabling organizations configure and
leverage knowledge in decision-making and problem-solving in the dynamic business
environment.

REGRESSION ANALYSIS OUTCOME

Regression analysis was employed to assess the research hypotheses and establish statistical link
between the variables, which according to Triola (2021) aids in explaining statistical relationship
between variables, improving the study's capacity to draw meaningful conclusions. Tables 12,
13 and 14 provide the regression outcomes.

Table 12: Model summary for KMR Moderated by KP

R Adjusted R Std. Error of the
Model R Square Square Estimate Change Statistics
R Square df df
Change 1 2
.54
1 3a  0.295 0.287 0.49905 0.295 1 92
.59
2 9  0.358 0.337 0.4812 0.064 2 90

The findings showed that the R square (KR and performance) was 0.295. With the moderating
variable in the model (KP) the R square improved from 0.295 to 0.358 indicating that the model’s
explanatory power improved by (0.064) 6.4%. This shows that knowledge management processes
improves/enhances the relationship between KR and employee performance in food
manufacturing firms in Nairobi. This was illuminated in Nowacki and Bachnik (2016) conclusion
that knowledge creation sprouts new ideas and solutions for tapping unfolding opportunities that
enable learning and innovativeness, which potentially promotes employee intellect and
performance. Hussein et al. (2016) held that mere existence of knowledge resources does not
guarantee organizational success while Dalkir (2017) opined that employees must share and apply
knowledge in their operations in order to develop sustained competitive advantage. Relatedly,
Ahmad and Karim (2019) declared that knowledge sharing is one of the most fundamental
organizational activities and of strategic importance, in consonance to Ozer and Vogel (2015)
emphasis that benefits of knowledge sharing include, among others: cost reduction, short product
development cycles, improved innovation, increased customer satisfaction and performance
capabilities.

Table 4.13: ANOVA

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 9.57 1 9.57 38.427 .000b
Residual 22.913 92 0.249
Total 32.483 93
2 Regression 11.644 3 3.881 16.762 .000c
Residual 20.839 90 0.232
Total 32.483 93

131



The ANOVA results implies that the model used to explain the moderating effect of KP on the
relationship between KR and employee performance was significant. This is supported by the
calculated F calc of 16.762 and p value of 0.000. (Fcal=16.762s> Fcrit=2.68 and p<0.05).

Table 4.14: Regression Coefficients

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta

1 (Constant)  2.359 0.305 7723 0
KR 0.483 0.078 0.543 6.199 O

2 (Constant) ~ 1.903 0.799 2.381 0.019
KR 0.318 0.134 0.358 2372 0.004
KP 0.351 0.148 0.407 2.367  0.005
KP_KR 0.024 0.010 0.036 2.223 0.004

From the findings, the positive coefficient for the interaction term (0.024) suggests that as KP
improves, the impact of KR on employee performance increases. The p-value (0.004<0.05)
indicates this interaction is statistically significant, confirming that KP moderates the relationship
between KR and employee performance in food manufacturing firms in Nairobi. This was found
to be consistent with Huang and Huang (2020) recommendation that companies that want to
improve their performance should work on developing both their internal capabilities such as
knowledge processes, research and development as well as their external capabilities including
through partnerships or joint venture. The study highlighted that the ability to generate and fine-
tune new ideas is the single most important factor from intellectual capital for organizational
performance. Thus, effectiveness of both company external capabilities such as market knowledge
and relationships, as well as its internal capabilities including innovation provide determinant
impact for organizational performance.

On the same vein, it is worth noting that in the knowledge economy, Big Data phenomenon reigns;
and as Cuenca et al. (2021) documents, dealing with its six most important characteristics: volume,
variety, velocity, value, veracity and variability, determine business success and competitiveness.
Cavanillas et al. (2016) held that it is through the four phases of generation, acquisition, storage,
and data analysis that raw data is collected, stored and transformed to information (Hernandez-
Leal et al., 2017) using technological approaches; which require knowledge processes. This means
that the effectiveness of KR in enhancing employee performance depends on how well KM
processes are implemented. The effect of KR on employee performance is stronger when
knowledge management processes are well enhanced.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The study concluded that KMR had a statistically significant positive impact on employee
performance in KEBS confirming that KMR enhances employee performance. The study further
revealed that KP facilitates employee performance, with effectiveness of knowledge application
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being key determinant of success of institutional knowledge management system. There was
however, evidence of need to improve on knowledge sharing frameworks in order to stimulate
knowledge creation by the institution to improved levels. The study concludes that KP had a
significant moderating effect on relationship between KMR and employee performance in KEBS.
KMR triple pillars performed in descending order of structural, relational and human capital
respectively. Effective KP facilitates comprehensive utilization of KMR and promotes integrated
approach to organization effectiveness.

The study had a raft of recommendations for both KMR and KP. Head of human resource should
undertake improvements on human capital particularly on the dual issues of mainstreaming
adequate employee participation in decision making and problem solving, and, undertaking
measures to ensure sufficient exposure of employees to industry trends and professional practices.
Similarly, relational capital improvements concerned two issues as priority: integration of
customer services concerns, and, enhancement of stakeholder strategic collaborations. Heads of
marketing and ICT need to design a framework that enables capture, collation and analysis of
customer concerns and communication of solutions, in an integrated fashion for optimal
effectiveness. The heads of marketing and research and development should formulate and ensure
implementation of policies that aptly identify and engage strategic partners for symbiotic
collaborations that guarantee sustained mutual gains. These enhancements would trigger marked
improvements in employee performance.

To optimize effectiveness of knowledge sharing, heads of human resources and ICT should
determine and execute measures that enhance internal social networks that facilitate employees to
connect, communicate and freely share knowledge. Moreover, the head of research and
development should in liaison with heads of marketing and ICT, provide a mechanism that
promotes participation in knowledge fairs and expos where employees communicate and show
case ideas. Improvements on knowledge creation require that head of research and development
through a brainstorm team, obtains a framework to stimulate activities for increased knowledge
creation. And together with the head of human resources, meetings should be provided for
employees to exchange ideas and experiences. The various portfolio managers should also in
liaison with heads of research and knowledge management develop and implement a framework
enabling employees from diverse backgrounds and expertise to work together on projects for work
improvements.
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