
Impact Factor 3.582   Case Studies Journal ISSN (2305-509X) – Volume 8, Issue 2–Feb-2019 

http://www.casestudiesjournal.com  Page 35 

 Investigating the Relationship between Organizational Forgetting and Leadership 

Styles: Evidence from Teaching Hospitals in Egypt   
 

Author Details: Wageeh A. Nafei 
University of Sadat City, Menoufia, Egypt 

Abstract 

Purpose: The purposes of this paper are to determine the relationship between Organizational Forgetting (OF) and Leadership 

Styles (LS) at Teaching Hospitals in Egypt. 

Design/methodology/approach: The present study is conducted by descriptive- survey method and its population consists of 

employees at Teaching Hospitals in Egypt. 240 standard questionnaires were distributed of which 200 questionnaires (83%) were 

returned. To gather data, OF questionnaire devised by Fernandez & Sun, (2009) and Moshabbeki et al., (2012), and LS 

questionnaire devised by Bass & Avolio, 1990; Popper & Lipshitz, 2000; Jung & Avolio, 2000; Sarros & Santora, 2001; Avolio & 

Bass, 2002; Stone, et al., 2004; Vera & Crossan, 2004) are used. 

Findings: The research confirmed a conceptual model for OF. Moreover, research results showed that there is a meaningful 

relationship between OF and LS. Results also indicate that OF impacts on LS. The results show that there is a meaningful 
relationship between OF and TALS. Also, the results show that there is a meaningful relationship between OF and TFLS. 

Research limitations/implications: The study provides a set of recommendations that included the need for Transactional 

Leadership Styles (TALS) in general, and Transformational Leadership Style (TFLS) in particular, in order to increase the 

performance of the employees at Teaching Hospitals in Egypt and enhance competitive advantage of these organizations. This 

study has some limitations. First, this paper just focuses on organizations to find new perspective for the OF literature. Second, 

because of the scope of this research, interviewees are limited to individuals who have knowledge or take any seminars related to 

field of this sector. Other sectors also must be considered to attain detailed knowledge related to OF because case-specific studies 

will bring new dimensions to the literature of OF. 

Originality/value: First, this study makes a research contribution to the field of OF because studies related to OF mostly consist 

of conceptual papers. Second, I have introduced two new perspective to the concept of OF through this research paper.  
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Introduction 

Organizations of different types and sizes face many risks, as they seek to survive in a changing environment (Chong et al., 2009). 

Perhaps the most dangerous thing facing them is what is known as Organizational Forgetting (OF) which significantly affects the 

organization's  competitiveness. Therefore, organizations are in an urgent need to know the causes and factors affecting them, as 

well as ways of prevention and treatment. This means that Organizations must manage OF well in order to determine which type 

of knowledge, whether old or new, must be disposed or retained. In this case, absorption capacity of organizational memory as 

well as the way of making benefit of it must be taken into account to keep up with constant changes in surrounding environment 

(Holan et al., 2004). 

OF is a metaphor to understand how knowledge decay occurs in organizations (Holan & Phillips, 2004a, 2004b; Tsang & Zahra, 

2008). However, it has been ignored by the theoretical literature (Holan, 2011; Besanko et al., 2010), yet organizations have an 

ability to create new knowledge, retain this knowledge and transfer knowledge to the whole organizations (Argote & Ingram, 
2000; Rao & Argote, 2006) and forgetting is another important perspective because organizations are able to forget knowledge 

(Easterby-Smith & Lyles, 2003). 

Many studies and applied researches, which tried to identify the OF, have shown that this variable is among the most important 

factors affecting functional innovation and learning. (Zeng & Chen, 2010; Esfahani et al., 2012; Mehrabi et al., 2013; Lopez & 

Sune, 2013). 

OF avoiding bad habits, validation is used in knowledge generation. Knowledge Management (KM) should be able to distinguish 

bad habits from good ones and to create systems which can guarantee the forgetting these habits before that they can be rooted 

profoundly. Therefore, this phenomenon is seen as a challenge for KM which should be managed (Tabarsa & Mirzadeh, 2012).  

The challenge of each organization ensures that this knowledge transfers from person to group level and then to organization level 

and knowledge transferring. Process encounters to failure. This topic, proposes OF (Tabarsi et al, 2012).  

Today’s competitive organizations demand leadership. Leadership is about behavior first and skills second. Strategic leaders have 

a vision, are able to influence followers, and are able to transform their vision into action. It all comes back to promoting positive 
expectations and having those expectations realized. Using the tool you know best-yourself-to connect with others and help others 

also connect, you can bring out the best in the people you lead (Hallowell, 2011). 

OF and LS are very important subjects for organizations to reach the desired objectives. Our study focuses on the relationship 

between OF and LS. The study is structured as follows: Section one is introductory. Section two presents the literature review. 

Section three discusses the methodology. Section four presents the hypotheses testing. Section five explains the research findings. 

Research recommendations will take place at section six. Conclusion will be provided at the last section. 

 

2. Research Theoretical Basics  

2.1. Organizational Forgetting Concept 

Forgetting is a general process of putting useless and ambiguous knowledge aside (Hedberg, 1981). Forgetting is a process 

necessary to remove former ideas to accept more recent ideas. Before organizations try for new ideas and thoughts, they should 
put aside old ideas by revealing their faults (Nystrom & Starbuck, 1984).  



Impact Factor 3.582   Case Studies Journal ISSN (2305-509X) – Volume 8, Issue 2–Feb-2019 

http://www.casestudiesjournal.com  Page 36 

The way to unlearn during an organizational crisis is by removing top managers as a group. This is because top managers 

are bolstered by previous successes and adamantly cling to their beliefs and perceptions therefore rationalizing their organizations’ 

failures. Change in ownership is often another trigger of forgetting (Markoczy, 1994).  

Forgetting is able to add a new and important aspect to our conception on organizational knowledge dynamism although 

it needs a special broad plan. Forgetting means to put aside old knowledge to create a new room in order to acquire new 

knowledge before, during and after learning processes. Forgetting has an important impact on effectiveness of organizational 

learning processes (Holan & Philips, 2004). 

Forgetting means to forget old knowledge to create a new environment to acquire new knowledge during and after 

learning processes. Also, forgetting has an important impact on the effectiveness of learning processes in the organization (Halen 

& Phillips, 2004).  

Forgetting has the potential of adding new important dimensions to our mind. Conditions such as environmental 

disturbance cause existing memory to be a challenge for information management. Therefore, shattering and renewing some parts 
of organizational memory is necessary. Forgetting is a main part of organizational dynamism and the relationship between OF and 

its dynamism is clear and obvious. Furthermore, forgetting play a key role in effectiveness of learning in an organization (De 

Holan & Philips, 2003). 

Forgetting can be divide into two planned and unplanned forms. Planned forgetting is an intentional and active initiative 

in which existing organizational information and knowledge is put aside. On the other hand, unplanned forgetting is a passive and 

unintentional activity by which organizational critical knowledge and information are forgotten (De Holan & Philips, 2004; Azmi, 

2005). 

Forgetting has been studied as an essential process for change management (Akgun, et al., 2007). Forgetting valuable information, 

techniques and knowledge of the organization can lead to lose competitive advantages while in some cases (De Holan, 2004; 

Fernandez, & Sune, 2009).  

OF is critical for three reasons (1) simply being able to create new knowledge in an organization, or transfer needed 
knowledge from another organization, is not enough. Instances in which new knowledge disappears before it has been 

successfully transferred to the organization’s memory have been documented (Day, 1994), (2) organizations sometimes forget 

things that they need to remember. Despite being transferred to memory, organizational knowledge decays over time and critical 

pieces of organizational knowledge may eventually be forgotten (Darr, et al., 1995), and (3) forgetting is sometimes an 

organizational necessity, such as when a new dominant logic needs to replace an old one. In this case, a failure to forget prevents 

new knowledge from being put into practice and reduces organizational effectiveness (Bettis & Prahalad, 1996, Lyles, 1992). 

OF has three contexts (1) researches indicate that creating or transferring knowledge is not enough because knowledge is 

able to disappear before transmission to long-term memory via documentary (Day, 1994), (2) organizational memory decays over 

time and knowledge can be forgotten if the memory is not maintained (Holan & Phillips, 2004; Benkard, 1999, Argote, 1999), and 

(3) some writers emphasize forgetting is an organizational necessity to adapt organizational changes (Lyles & Schwenk, 1992; 

Prahalad & Bettis, 1986). 

 OF basically as lack of ability in benefiting organization’s knowledge and experiences. In other words, OF is the failure 
of organization in benefiting learning which have happened in the past (Kransdorff, 1998). 

OF is incapability in benefiting knowledge and past experiences of the organization. The most important subject which 

leads organization toward forgetting is inability in learning and spreading it in organization. The lack of applying knowledge as 

the result of learning, inability of the company in coding and documenting knowledge and not having stimulation to share it are 

the most important reasons of forgetting knowledge in companies (Synder, & Cumming, 1998).  

 OF isn’t a lack of organization’s ability in learning, sometimes it’s necessary for the organization to put its present 

knowledge aside strategically and knowingly (Othman & Hashim, 2002).  

OF is the intentional or unintentional loss of organizational knowledge at any level (Martin & Phillips, 2003). 

OF is a concept of numerous and varied effects negatively and positively. It may be an intentional forgetting which seeks 

change acquisition, re-acquisition of knowledge, and abandonment of unneeded knowledge by the organization or in other words, 

reconstructing some parts of organizational memory. It is a positive loss of organizational knowledge (Holan et al., 2004).  
OF lead to increase competition and to eliminate unfruitful elements of knowledge (Holan, 2004).  

OF might be unintentional in terms of losing part of the knowledge. Therefore, an organization would become unable to 

carry out some of the activities which it has been able to do previously. This kind of forgetting is often detrimental to the 

organization as it happens when the Organization is unable to retain a portion of new knowledge in its own memory system. OF is 

the voluntary or involuntary loss of organizational knowledge. In other words, OF is loss of organizational knowledge voluntary 

or involuntary which can lead to changes in the organization capabilities (Halen & Phillips, 2004).  

OF is an important and critical phenomenon which is not conceived well and is not as simple as learning. Overall, 

forgetting can be categorized into two groups: random (unintentional) forgetting which is damaging and objective (intentional) 

forgetting which can be profitable (Martin De Holan, 2004). 

OF is the basic need for learning new organizational knowledge. This kind of forgetting requires design and time. 

Organizational performance can be a direct or indirect function of OF. An organization will not learn new knowledge without 
forgetting previous knowledge (Holan, et al., 2004).  

OF includes voluntary or involuntary loss of organizational knowledge can lead to change in organizational capabilities 

(Moshbeki, et al 2007).  

OF is an important phenomenon in organizations. One strategy of successful managers for achieving and keeping 

competitive priority is paying attention to knowledge capitals of their staff. OF can be explained as losing organizational 

knowledge (intentional or accidental) (Lin & Kuo, 2007). 
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OF isn’t a lack of ability in learning organizational subjects, but forgetting is a process which happens after learning. It 

means that an organization first learn knowledge and then forgets it knowingly or unknowingly. OF is the outcome of inter 

organizational and intra organizational actions in which an organization loses a part of the organization’s present knowledge  

aware or unaware. This knowledge includes some cases such as skills, methods, processes, experiences, documents and 

techniques being used in the organization. OF is the consequence of a complex of activities which could have root in inter 

organizational and intra organizational actions and decisions. Organizations should look at OF systematically, aware and with plan 

to finally achieve some positive results (Besanko, et al., 2007). 

OF has been studied mainly from two standpoints. The first standpoint sees accidental or unwanted forgetting as a 

degradation of the stocks of organizational knowledge. The second standpoint considers forgetting as an intentional process of 

unlearning preceding organizational learning (Fernandez & Sune, 2009). 

OF is a powerful tool for the management of organizational knowledge by gaining appropriate knowledge and discarding 

the inappropriate ones. OF is necessary in organizations regarding to the turbulent environment (Jiang, et al., 2010; Bagherzadeh 
et al, 2010).  

OF is the process of transformation from old to new knowledge within the organization (Jiang, et al., 2010). 

Although the concept of OF is easy to understand, but it is not recognized well how its mechanism occurs. As OF can 

effect on organization competitiveness, organization needs processes to ensure that whether knowledge it is forgotten and whether 

knowledge is useful, it is not forgotten (Hosseini et al, 2010).  

OF is a changing learning process and learning in organizational memory, one process of leaving deliberated memory 

and a process of destroying and rebuilding some parts of organization. In last years the OF took attention of many researchers 

(Jian & fu, 2010). 

OF often leads a great amount of expenses on the organization and many countries spend a lot of sources annually to gain 

knowledge and information (Ozdemir, 2010).  

OF is the challenge for managers in the new age of business. The most important subject which leads to the forgetfulness, 
inability to obtain and disseminate learning organization. Failure to apply the knowledge gained from learning disabilities to 

participate in coding and documentation, and lack of motivation for sharing knowledge, it is the most important OF (Saynder & 

Keming, 1998; Jalali & Khosravani, 2010). 

OF is the organization's inability to accomplish some of the activities it was previously accomplishing, because of losing 

some of its organizational knowledge which would considerably affect its competitiveness (Moshabbeki et al., 2011). 

OF is removing routines and understanding this subject that these routines would not be useful for a long time and create 

problems towards learning more needs of organization. OF includes process that organizational delete old regulations and 

behaviors by them and create opportunity for new knowledge (Akhavan and et al, 2011).  

OF has been examined as loss of organizational knowledge which is not planned or intended (Easterby-Smith & Lyles, 

2011). 

OF is the loss of gained organizational knowledge intentionally or unintentionally. This depends on absorptive capacity 

of organizational memory and organization desire to become more competitive. Thus, the simple notion of organizational 
forgetting is the intentional or unintentional loss of organizational knowledge. This significantly affects the organization's status 

and competitiveness. OF is the loss of a portion of current organizational knowledge in terms of the methods, processes, expertise, 

documents and traditional techniques used in the organization (Esfahani et al., 2012). 

OF is the loss of retained knowledge (Holland et al., 2004). It is the process of avoiding ancient unnecessary knowledge 

in order to acquire new knowledge (Besanko et al., 2007).  

OF is a purposeful or unintentional loss of knowledge at any organizational level (Fernandez & Sune, 2009).  

OF is the process of transformation from old knowledge to new knowledge. In other words, OF means that the 

organization does consciously or unconsciously lose part of knowledge which has been previously retained (Moshabbeki et al., 

2011).  

OF is the organization's inability to take advantage of knowledge available in its organizational memory (Esfahani et al., 

2012). It is a voluntary or involuntary loss of organizational knowledge. (Jain, 2013). 
OF is an attempt for directing of values, organizational treats by use of changing the subjective structures, mental 

models, logical structures and main theories that direct treats, (Goudarzvand, 2014).  

OF is an important and vital phenomenon that is not realized well and is not simple same learning (Jena et al, 2014).  

OF means throwing away the old routine to accept the new ones. According to this definition, first, it is assumed that 

forgetting is an essential principle for new learning, and secondly, it has the features of targeted forgetting, thirdly, the new routine 

is superior to old ones. Finally, to accept that forgetting does not occur after teach (Tsang & Zahra, 2008; Salvati et al, 2014). 

 

2.2. Organizational Forgetting Dimensions 

2.2.1. Intentional Organizational Forgetting 

Purposeful OF is a preliminary step to the process of organizational learning, as learning cannot happen unless there is a 

purposeful forgetting of the new organizational knowledge. Therefore, forgetting is a necessary process for the management of 
change that is no less important than functional learning in order to achieve the organization's competitive advantage (Zeng & 

Chen, 2010). OF can be divided into: 

1. Removing old knowledge in the organizational memory deliberately or purposefully, because of being unneeded by the 

organization or obstacles its development. This can be achieved through the staff efforts (Fernandez & Sune, 2009; Esfahani 

et al., 2012). 
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2. The ability to acquire new and useful knowledge and keep them in the organizational memory, as this leads to the competitive 

advantage of the organization (HoIan et al., 2004). 

 

2.2.2. Unintentional Organizational Forgetting 

This kind of forgetting happens when the organization is unable to retain new knowledge in its memory system. It also happens in 

terms of losing knowledge stored in organizational memory with the passage of time. In this case, the OF is unintentional and is 

often harmful to the organization as it reduces its competitive advantage. (Holan et al., 2004) Unintentional OF can be divided 

into: 

1. Organizational memory deterioration, or in other words forgetfulness of some of the knowledge that has been previously kept 

in the organizational memory. This does affect the organization's competitiveness.  To face this problem, the organization 

incurs substantial costs to develop its forgotten knowledge and regain its competitiveness. (Holan et al., 2004). 

2. Inability to retain new knowledge in the organizational memory system. To face this problem the organization incurs 
substantial costs to add the new knowledge to that existing in the organizational memory. (Holan et al., 2004). 

 

2.3. Leadership Styles  

Leadership is expressed or displayed through interaction among people. For one to influence, another must permit himself to be 

influenced (Jago, 1982). 

 Leaders must embrace the importance of change and treating employees better in order for an organization to thrive in a 

global and competitive society. In highly competitive, rapidly changing environments, caring and appreciative leaders are the ones 

to bet on for long-term success (Kouzes & Posner, 2003). 

Leadership programs have become the norm for many organizations who value strategic leaders. By embracing our own 

opposites and getting comfortable with our contradictions, we build richer, deeper lives. This is especially crucial for leaders, who 

must weigh multiple points of view, balance conflicting priorities, serve numerous constituencies, and make decisions about 
issues with no easy answers (Schwartz, et al., 2010). 

Many organizations build leadership programs around competency models, a list of core skills they expect all leaders to 

cultivate. Organizations need employees who can be molded into leaders who can influence others to complete tasks and follow 

the mission of the organization. Leaders are able to empower followers by making key behaviors automatic (Schwartz, et al., 

2010).Leaders believe in change, energize organizations to innovate continuously, recognize the need for synergy, and emphasize 

the importance of unity and collaboration (Hallowell, 2011).  

 

2.4. Leadership Styles Dimensions 

Transactional Leadership Styles (TALS) involve motivating followers through the exchange of rewards, praises, and promises. 

TALS is characterized by leader-follower exchanges, whereby leaders exchange things of value with followers to advance both 

the leaders’ own and followers’ agendas (Ivey & Kline, 2010). 

Transformational Leadership Styles (TFLS) tend to influence workers more positively. While leaders initiate and drive 
organizational change, they manage the change only with the help of other change agents. These change agents operate with 

different change skills and competencies depending on particular requirements and circumstances (Rhodes, et al., 2008).  

The effect of TFLS on subordinates centers on three leadership outcomes (1) the ability of the leader to generate extra 

effort on the part of those being led, (2) subordinates’ perception of leader effectiveness, and (3) their satisfaction with the leader 

(Pounder, 2008). 

 TALS has three subscales are documented, contingent reward, management-by-exception-active, and management-by-

exception-passive (Xirasagar, 2008).  

 The proposed association of TALS and TFLS has been one of augmentation. The augmentation hypothesis argues that 

TFLS will significantly predict leadership criteria after controlling for TALS. Bass and his associates’ views on morality relative 

to TFLS and TALS do suggest that TALS would be expected to engage in unethical practices more so than TFLS and further 

state, judgments of a leader’s ethical posture may play a particularly strong role in influencing follower satisfaction with the leader 
(Vecchio, et al., 2008).  

Effective TFLS are able to motivate, empower, and build healthy relationships with their peers throughout an 

organization. Over the last decade, considerable research effort has been invested into understanding the processes through which 

TFLS positively relates to follower attitudes, behavior, and performance. When exploring the conditions under which TFLS 

weaves its effects on performance, research results show that TFLS relates to follower identification with work unit and self-

efficacy, which interacts with means efficacy to predict individual performance, thus representing a moderated mediation effect 

(Walumbwa et al., 2008).  

 TFLS qualities in the classroom had a positive and significant influence on student perception of classroom dynamics 

measured in terms of the three leadership outcomes: extra effort, effectiveness, and satisfaction (Pounder, 2008).  

 TFLS and TALS has been one of augmentation. The augmentation hypothesis argues that TFLS will significantly predict 

leadership criteria after controlling for TALS (Vecchio et al., 2008).  
 Employees with higher levels of power distance orientation are less likely to be influenced by TFLS behaviors alone and 

may instead need to be led via different or additional leadership styles. Individual-level cultural value orientations, and 

particularly power distance orientation, should not be ignored in studies of the impact of TFLS on followers across cultures 

(Kirkman, et al., 2009). 

 

3. Methodology 
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3.1. Research Model 

The proposed comprehensive conceptual model is presented in Figure (1). The diagram below shows that there is one independent 

variable of OF. There is one dependent variable of LS. The conceptual model is presented in the following Figure. 

Figure (1) 

Proposed Comprehensive Conceptual Model 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

The research framework suggests that OF plays a significant role in affecting LS. So, investigating the relationship 

between OF and LS is attractive to test it at the Egyptian environment. 

OF is measured in terms of targeted  amnesia and non-targeted amnesia (HoIan et al., 2004; Fernandez & Sun, 2009; 

Zeng & Chen, 2010; Moshabbeki et al., 2011; Esfahani et al., 2012). 

LS as measured consisted of contingent rewards, management by exception, individualized consideration, charismatic-

inspiration, intellectual stimulation (Bass & Avolio, 1990; Popper & Lipshitz, 2000; Jung & Avolio, 2000; Sarros & Santora, 

2001; Avolio & Bass, 2002; Stone, et al., 2004; Vera & Crossan, 2004). 
 

3.2. Research Questions and Hypotheses 

The researcher found the research problem through two sources. The first source is to be found in previous studies, and it turns out 

that there is a lack in the number of literature reviews that dealt with the analysis of the relationship between OF and LS. This 

called for the researcher to test this relationship in the Egyptian environment. The second source is the pilot study, which was 

conducted in an interview with (30) employees in order to identify the relationship between OF and LS. The researcher found 

several indicators; notably the important and vital role that could be played by OF. As a result of the discussions given above, the 

research questions are as follows: 

Q1: What is the nature and extent of the relationship between OF (intentional organizational forgetting) and LS at Teaching 

Hospitals in Egypt. 

Q2: What is the nature of the relationship between OF (unintentional organizational forgetting) and LS at Teaching Hospitals in 
Egypt. 

There are studies in literature that study OF and LS factors separately and within the frame of bilateral relation, there is 

no study that examines these factors collectively at the Egyptian environment. This study aims to contribute to the literature by 

examining the research variables collectively and revealing the interaction between the research variables. As a result of the 

discussions given above, the following hypotheses were developed to test the effect of OF and LS at Teaching Hospitals in Egypt. 

H1: OF (intentional organizational forgetting) of employees has no statistically significant effect on LS at Teaching Hospitals in 

Egypt. 

H2: OF (unintentional organizational forgetting) of employees has no statistically significant impact on LS at Teaching Hospitals 

in Egypt. 

 

3.3. Population and Sample 

 

The population of the study included all employees at Teaching hospitals in Egypt. The total population is 66.536 

employees. Determination of sample size was calculated using the formula (Daniel, 1999) as follows: 
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The number of samples obtained by 357 employees at Teaching hospitals in Egypt in Table (1). 

Table (1) Distribution of the Sample Size on the Population 

Job Category Number Percentage Size of Sample 

1. Physicians 1926 37.50% 357 X 37.50%  = 134 

2. Nurses 2714  52.86% 357 X 52.86% =  189 

3. Administrative Staff 495 9.64% 357 X  9.64%  =  34 

Total 5135 100% 357 X 100%   = 357 

Source: Personnel Department at Teaching Hospitals in Egypt, 2018 

Table (2) provides more detailed information about the sample and the measures. 

Table (2) Characteristics of Items of the Sample 

 

Variables 

 

Number Percentage 

1- Job Title 

Physicians 120 41.3% 

Nurses 135 48.9% 

Administrative Staff 30 9.8% 

Total 285 100% 

2- Sex 

Male   110 38.1% 

Female 175 61.9% 

Total 285 100% 

3- Marital Status 

Single               100 31.4% 

Married 185 68.6% 

Total 285 100% 

4- Age 

   Under 30 110 40.6% 

    From 30 to 45 100 38.4% 

    Above 45 75 21.0% 

Total 285 100% 

5- Period of Experience 

Less than 5 years 90 32.7% 

From 5 to 10  80 24.4% 

More than 10 115 42.9% 

Total 285 100% 

3.4. Procedure 

The present study has drawn on the questionnaire method for collecting primary data necessary for the study. The questionnaire 
list is interested in recognizing OF and LS at Teaching hospitals in Egypt.  

The questionnaire used in the questions list included four pages, besides the introductory page addressing informants. It 

aims at introducing them to the nature and aims of the study, besides gaining their cooperation for answering the questions in the 

list. The questionnaire included three questions, relating to OF, LS and biographical information of employees at Teaching 

hospitals in Egypt.  

Data collection took approximately two months. About 357 survey questionnaires were distributed by employing diverse 

modes of communication, such as in person and post. Multiple follow-ups yielded 285 statistically usable questionnaires. Survey 

responses were 79%. 

 

3.5. Data Collection Tools  

3.5.1. Organizational Forgetting Scale   

The present study has investigated OF as an independent variable. The researcher will depend on the scale developed by HoIan et 
al., 2004; Fernandez & Sun, 2009; Zeng & Chen, 2010; Moshabbeki et al., 2011; and Esfahani et al., 2012 in measuring OF, 

which has been divided into two elements (intentional organizational forgetting and unintentional organizational forgetting). 

The 19-item scale OF section is based on HoIan et al., 2004; Fernandez & Sun, 2009; Zeng & Chen, 2010; Moshabbeki 

et al., 2011; and Esfahani et al., 2012. There were twelve items measuring intentional organizational forgetting and seven  items 

measuring unintentional organizational forgetting. The survey form is used as the main tool for data collection in measuring OF at 

Teaching Hospitals in Egypt. 

Responses are categorized using a 5-point Likert Scale for each statement, ranging from (1) “very ineffective”, (2) 

“ineffective”, (3) “neither effective nor ineffective”, (4) “effective”, and (5) “very effective”.  

 

3.5.2. Leadership Styles Scale 

The researcher will depend on the scale developed by Bass & Avolio (1990) for measuring LS. Twenty-five statements have been 
modified upon reading a host of studies including (Popper & Lipshitz, 2000; Jung & Avolio, 2000; Sarros & Santora, 2001; 

Avolio & Bass, 2002; Stone, et al., 2004; Vera & Crossan, 2004). There were 5 statements measuring contingent rewards, 5 

statements handle management by exception, 5 statements illustrate individualized consideration, 5 statements handle charismatic-
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inspiration, 5 statements illustrate intellectual stimulation. The survey form has been used as a key tool to collect data to measure 

LS at Teaching Hospitals in Egypt. 

LS has been measured by the five- item scale of Likert of agreement or disagreement where each statement has five 

options. The informant should select the answer that suits his choice, where (5) indicates full agreement while (1) indicates full 

disagreement, with neutral degrees in- between. 

 

3.6. Data Analysis  

The researcher has employed the following methods: (1) Cronbach's alpha or ACC, (2) (MRA), and (3) F- test and T-test. All 

these tests are found in SPSS. 

4. Hypotheses Testing 

4.1. Evaluating Reliability 

Before testing the hypotheses and research questions, the reliability of OF and LS were assessed to reduce errors of measuring and 
maximizing constancy of these scales. To assess the reliability of the data, Cronbach’s alpha test was conducted. The reliability 

results for OF and LS is presented in the following table. 

Table (3) Reliability of OF and LS 

Variables The Dimension 
Number of 

Statement 
ACC 

OF 

Intentional Organizational Forgetting 12 0.857 

Unintentional Organizational Forgetting 7 0.884 

Total Measurement 19 0.711 

LS 

Transactional Leadership Styles (TALS) 10 0.885 

Transformational Leadership Styles (TFLS) 15 0.898 

Total Measurement 25 0.925 

 

Regarding Table (3), the 19 items of OF are reliable because the ACC is 0.711. Intentional organizational forgetting, 

which consists of 12 items, is reliable because ACC is 0.857. Unintentional organizational forgetting, which consists of 7 items, is 

reliable because ACC is 0.884. Thus, the internal consistency of OF can be acceptable. 
According to Table (3), the 25 items of LS are reliable because the ACC is 0.925. TALS which consists of 10 items, is 

reliable because the ACC is 0.885. TFLS which consists of 15 items, is reliable because the ACC is 0.898. Thus, the internal 

consistency of LS can be acceptable. 

Accordingly, two scales were defined, OF (19 variables), where ACC represented about 0.9846, and LS (25 variables), 

where ACC represented 0.9801.    

 

4.2. Correlation Analysis  

Mean and standard deviation values and correlation coefficients between the variables are given in Table (4). 

 

Table (4) Descriptive Statistics and Correlation Matrix of Constructs 

3 2 1 
Std. 

Deviation 
Mean Variables 

  1 0.862 3.06 1. Intentional Organizational Forgetting 

 1 0.394** 0.777 3.61 2. Unintentional Organizational Forgetting 

1 0.424** 0.802** 0.769 3.52 3. Leadership Styles 

Note: ** Correlation is significant at 0.01 level. 

 

According to Table (4), the first issue examined was the different facets of OF. Among the various facets of OF, those 

who responded identified the presence of intentional organizational forgetting (M=3.06, SD=0.862). This was followed by 

unintentional organizational forgetting (M=3.61, SD=0.777).  

The second issue examined was the different facets of LS (TELS and TELS). Most respondents identified the overall LS 

(M=3.52, SD=0.769). 

According to Table (4), OF dimensions have a significant relation with LS. The correlation between OF (intentional 

organizational forgetting) and LS is 0.802. For OF (unintentional organizational forgetting) and LS, the correlation value is 0.424.  

Finally, Table (4) proves that there is a significant correlation between OF and LS. So our hypothesis is supported and it 
can be said that there is a significant and correlation between OF and LS. 

 

4.3. Organizational Forgetting (Intentional Organizational Forgetting) and LS 

 

  The relationship between OF (intentional organizational forgetting) and LS at Teaching Hospitals in Egypt is determined. 

The first hypothesis to be tested is:  

There is no relationship between OF (intentional organizational forgetting) and LS at Teaching Hospitals in Egypt.  
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Table (5) MRA Results for OF (Intentional Organizational Forgetting) and LS 
The Variables of OF (Intentional Organizational Forgetting) Beta R R

2
 

1. The possibility of change lies in the cognitive abilities of workers. 0.084* 0.127 0.016 

2.  The possibility of change lies in the laws and regulations that 

govern work in the organization. 
0.040 0.476 0.226 

3. There is relative stability in service delivery methods, in the short 

term. 
0.158** 0.673 0.452 

4. There is a tendency to continue actions being performed without 

any change in working methods. 
0.015 0.227 0.051 

5. Possibility of change is available in the organizational culture on a 

regular basis. 
0.014 0.312 0.097 

6. There is a possibility of change in the organizational structure. 0.006 0.463 0.214 

7. The knowledge capacity of workers is utilized in order to make 

fundamental changes in the organization. 
0.342** 0.673 0.452 

8. Internal innovation is often used to assess or develop services. 0.007 0.614 0.376 

9. always walk or consistency on effective ways that lead to success. 0.269** 0.786 0.617 

10.  The ability to change the working methods of the organization is 

available. 
0.110* 0.498 0.248 

11.  Working methods that previously led to failure are avoided. 0.307** 0.719 0.516 

12.  There is no culture of fear of leaving the old unsuccessful 

methods of work. 
0.060 0.296 0.087 

 MCC 

 DC 

 Calculated F 

 Degree of Freedom 

 Indexed F 

 Level of Significance 

0.882 

0.778 

79.259 

12, 272 

2.18 

0.000 

** P < 0.01                * P < 0.05 

Table (5) proves that there is a relationship between OF (intentional organizational forgetting) and LS at significance 

level of 0,000. As a result of the value of R2, the 12 independent variables of intentional organizational forgetting can explain 77% 

of the total differentiation in LS level.  

For the results of a structural analysis of the MRA, the direct effect of OF (intentional organizational forgetting) and LS 

is obtained. Because MCC is 0.88, it is concluded that there is enough empirical evidence to reject the null hypothesis. 

 

4.4. Organizational Forgetting (Unintentional Organizational Forgetting) and LS 

The relationship between OF (unintentional organizational forgetting) and LS at Teaching Hospitals in Egypt is determined. The 
second hypothesis to be tested is:  

 

There is no relationship between OS (unintentional organizational forgetting) and LS at Teaching Hospitals in Egypt.  

 

Table (6) MRA Results for OF (Unintentional Organizational Forgetting) and LS 

The Variables of OF (Unintentional Organizational Forgetting) Beta R R
2
 

1. External innovation is often adopted to provide or develop 
services. 

0.132 0.359 0.128 

2. Losing of knowledge stored in databases leads to serious results. 0.590* 0.442 0.195 

3. Dates of the training programs of personnel development are 
often spaced. 

0.607** 0.146 0.021 

4. Knowledge gained by employees from the training programs is 
not used. 

0.337** 0.196 0.038 

5. Workers who have knowledge often leave the organization 
unexpectedly. 

0.179 0.350 0.122 

6. There is a decrease in the number of times of using the existing 
knowledge of workers. 

0.075 0.432 0.186 

7. Work methods are often changed without  drawing on previous 
experiences. 

0.056 0.401 0.160 

 MCC 
 DC 
 Calculated F 
 Degree of Freedom 
 Indexed F 
 Level of Significance 

0.582 
0.338 

20.240 
7, 277 
2.63 
0.000 

** P < 0.01           * P < 0.05 

As Table (6) proves, the MRA resulted in the R of 0.582. This means that LS has been significantly explained by the 7 

independent variables of OF (unintentional organizational forgetting).  

Furthermore, the R2 of 0.338 indicates that the percentage of the variable interprets the whole model, that is, 34%. It is 

evident that the seven independent variables justified 34% of the total factors of LS.  

Hence, 66% are explained by the other factors. Therefore, there is enough empirical evidence to reject the null 

hypothesis.   
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5. Results 

1. There is a statistically significant relationship between OF and LS at Teaching Hospitals in Egypt. In other words, there is a 

meaningful relationship between strategic OF and LS. So considering that strategic OF in modern organizations is considered 

as a competitive benefit and also considering that the prerequisite of organizations success in today’s competitive 

environment is human force with high puberty. This direct impact has been confirmed by results of other researchers 

(Kransdorff, 1998; Rozhan & Azuan, 2002).  

2. There is statistically significant relationship between OF and LS at Teaching Hospitals in Egypt. In other words, there is a 

meaningful and positive relationship between strategic OF and LS. The results are consistent with research conducted by 

Tham, et al., 2008; Esfahani, et al., 2012. 

 

6. Recommendations 

1. Leaders should develop their knowledge management in order to improve their organizational performance. This 
improvement will be obtained when learning process had been done through OF. 

2. Leaders should attain the level of adequacy in which they are able to forget useless and ineffective knowledge before learning 

new useful knowledge. OF can bring considerable expenses for organizations but it should be managed in order to be 

successful in organizational performance improvement. So, OF is a weakness in utilizing previous knowledge and 

experiences.  

3. Leaders should put telling leadership style aside in organizations so that the positive outcomes of strategic OF help 

organizations reach their policies. 

4. Leaders should start presenting appropriate explanation and reinforcing employees and encourage them to do a planned and 

knowing effort to review their strategic orientations so that employees forget a part of their knowledge for more efficiency of 

the organization. 

5. Leaders should help employees to recognize bad habits, instructions. Deeds, beliefs and values, which are harmful for the 
effectiveness, by creating mutual relations and cooperation based on trust so that they forget such knowledge before 

stabilizing and institutionalizing in organizational memory. 

6. It is necessary that forgetting process is managed well so that the former information, which is barrier for beneficial changes, 

removes from organizational memory. So, leaders should give employees the authority to set aside inefficient and old 

thoughts so that they could apply better new methods. 
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