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Abstract

Knowledge management is a ‘know-how’ expression through which companies can 
access and apply their shared knowledge to achieve innovation, improve performance, 
and attain long-term competitive advantage. The present study investigates the associa-
tion between knowledge management and organizational performance measurement 
with innovation capability mediating in the Jordanian Telecommunication sector. 
Descriptive and inferential statistics, such as regression analysis and structural equa-
tion modeling, were used to analyze 575 responses from employees working in major 
telecommunication companies like Zain, Orange, and Umniah. The performances of 
knowledge management impact on organizational performance measurement results 
were positive, with the R-square amounting to 0.803. The change of each predictor 
variable in terms of B was: Knowledge Creation, 0.179; Knowledge Storage, 0.196; 
Knowledge Sharing, 0.399; Knowledge Application, 0.221; and Knowledge Evaluation, 
0.234. Further, Innovation capability positively mediates the impact of knowledge 
management on organizational performance measurement. Overall, the study’s find-
ings emphasize that an enterprise should effectively handle its intellectual assets and 
enhance its innovation capabilities since it may have the potential to hold a competi-
tive advantage and overall performance in an advanced era.
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INTRODUCTION

In an era where knowledge is becoming an important asset for any 
business, new factors are emerging that compete in the market. Hence, 
innovation capability, being rooted in knowledge accumulation, be-
comes the main channel to gain revenue. An organization’s bottom 
line is to enhance its performance so that it may create customer value. 
Further, due to competition determinants, organizations take knowl-
edge management seriously as a vital contributor to organizational 
performance.

Knowledge management is the process through which organizations 
systematically create, share, use, and manage knowledge and informa-
tion. Therefore, knowledge management’s ultimate goal is to enhance 
organizational efficiency and performance to ensure the right infor-
mation is available to the right people at the right time. Companies 
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today find that knowledge management plays a significant role in driving innovation and performance. 
It now goes beyond the problems of knowledge storage and retrieving; it is considered a strategic asset 
on which performance depends. Effective knowledge management practice will help firms manage the 
information assets to support and foster decision-making, leading to innovation and adaptability. In 
this respect, the traditional measures of a firm’s performance have gone beyond just financial metrics to 
include balanced scorecards that better capture the value creation from intangibles such as knowledge. 
Embedment of knowledge management within performance measurement frameworks is now viewed 
as a critical, core strategic capability if organizations are to realize sustainable competitive advantage. 
However, knowledge management in itself is not at all times sufficient for the delivery of improved 
capabilities.

Telecommunications companies in Jordan are no exception but face numerous challenges that hinder 
the realization of effective knowledge management practices and, thus, innovation-driven performance 
improvement. These companies struggle with fragmented and siloed knowledge management systems. 
Frequently, knowledge is dispersed across departments and functions, with poor mechanisms for shar-
ing, integrating, and leveraging that knowledge. It results in decentralized decision-making processes 
and lost opportunities for groundbreaking information flow, which can help to drive productivity. It 
leads to missed opportunities for companies leveraging collective intelligence; they now have to in-
novate new products, provide better customer service, and boost operational effectiveness. In addition, 
the Jordanian telecommunications sector continues to be challenged by global technology trends such 
as 5G deployment and demands for IoT implementation and artificial intelligence. Those advancements 
demand more than just significant financial investments; they also need a knowledge infrastructure to 
generate rapid learning, adaptation, and innovation. Jordanian telecommunications companies strug-
gle without appropriate knowledge management and have less effective innovation results. Ultimately, 
although they may create new ideas or discover innovations only conceptualized on a whiteboard else-
where in the organization, nothing works well executed inside their actual work environment. Failing to 
translate knowledge into actionable innovation results in opportunities lost, decreased customer satis-
faction, and a weakening of competitive positioning. As a result, the necessary funds are not allocated to 
reinforce this very important process in most organizations, so wheel squeak still prevails. This means 
businesses must constantly innovate, evolve, and adjust to remain competitive. However, for most tele-
communications companies in Jordan, it is different, where managing and harnessing the power of their 
knowledge assets to meet these demands is challenging.

Notwithstanding the importance of knowledge assets, which has been widely recognized, most organi-
zations fail to precisely quantify knowledge management’s contribution to their performance measure-
ment systems. Furthermore, little is understood about the relationship between knowledge assets and 
innovation capability or its potential mediating effect. This lack of comprehension impairs an organiza-
tion from using its knowledge resources concerning driving innovation and correctly measuring out-
comes of performance. 

1. LITERATURE REVIEW 

Although innovation capability, knowledge man-
agement, and organizational performance mea-
surement are widely recognized as very important, 
the literature is somewhat replete with a significant 
gap regarding how innovation capability mediates 
knowledge management and organizational per-
formance measurement. Whereas quite a number 
of studies have focused on the individual effects of 

knowledge management on innovation and those 
of innovation on performance, few have consid-
ered in an integrated manner how innovation ca-
pability can play the role of a mediating variable in 
this triadic relationship. 

Performance measurement is one of the strong-
holds of the management of organizations, being 
applied and considered for assessing the achieve-
ment of success and deducing proper strategic de-
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cisions. For a long period, it has rested on finance-
based performance indicators (Gupta & Agarwal, 
2022). For example, the traditional financial in-
dicators are profit margins, return on investment, 
and earnings per share. These forms of data are 
quantifiable and have been employed by an orga-
nization to assess economic health. While Zaid et 
al. (2024) reiterated the importance of financial 
measures for strategic decision-making, their ap-
plication was therefore put into prominence as a 
guide to organizational success and resource allo-
cation. However, this exclusive reliance on finan-
cial metrics began to show many limitations, espe-
cially as organizations increasingly plunged into 
more comprehensive and competitive environ-
ments. Financial indicators are important; howev-
er, they often provide limited foresight and might 
not capture intangible assets such as customer 
satisfaction, internal processes, and employee de-
velopment (Ginting et al., 2024). Hence, Kaplan 
and Norton (1992) introduced the concept of the 
Balanced Scorecard – a paradigm-shifting frame-
work that widened the scope of performance mea-
surement. The Balanced Scorecard expanded or-
ganizational focus from pure financial outcomes 
to four key perspectives: financial performance, 
customer satisfaction, internal business processes, 
and learning and growth. The financial perspec-
tive revolves around an organization’s profitability 
and shareholder value, aligning its financial ob-
jectives with its long-term strategy (Marcu, 2020). 
Further, the customer perspective captures cus-
tomer satisfaction and market share for furthering 
the understanding of the organization in terms of 
its market position and the customer base’s needs 
(Kicová et al., 2023). In contrast, the perspective of 
internal business processes is concentrated on ef-
ficiency and quality of operations (Voicu Apostol, 
2024). The last perspective accentuates learning 
and growth, emphasizing that there is a need to 
properly train the employees and encourage con-
tinuous improvement so that the organization 
can change and adapt with time (Mikula et al., 
2020). With a look at these different viewpoints, 
the Balanced Scorecard provides a more holistic 
look at organizational performance. It offers lead-
ers the ability to make better decisions that assist 
in driving long-term success. Building on the base 
laid by the Balanced Scorecard, Neely et al. (2002) 
developed the Performance Prism, which extend-
ed the concept of performance measurement by 

putting a number of key facets at the heart of the 
model: stakeholder satisfaction, strategies, pro-
cesses, capabilities, and stakeholder contribution. 
First, stakeholder satisfaction refers to the identi-
fication of various needs and desires of different 
stakeholders like customers, employees, suppliers, 
and investors, and their management accordingly 
(Raharja et al., 2019). To address the needs active-
ly, strategies should be taken into consideration 
in addressing the requirements of stakeholders 
and motivating organizational objectives. These 
strategies are implemented by representing the 
major operational activities and executing strate-
gies efficiently and effectively (Byhoff et al., 2023). 
Ultimately, synthesizing such frameworks would 
show progressive development in performance 
measurement from an exclusive or narrow focus 
on financial and non-financial to an inclusive, 
well-balanced view. Thus, the potential of these 
frameworks must be harnessed to allow organi-
zations to put more comprehensive strategies in-
to place, develop closer stakeholder relationships, 
and even manage external environmental change. 
This type of alignment will not only enhance an 
organization’s performance but also provide it 
with long-term sustainability and competitive 
advantage.

On the other hand, knowledge management (KM), 
has turned into a major imperative for organiza-
tions, wherein the organization aims to capital-
ize on the available collective knowledge and the 
information base for better decision-making, in-
novation, and performance (Kavalić et al., 2021). 
Perhaps one of the seminal contributions to KM 
is the development of the SECI model by Nonaka 
and Takeuchi (1995), a model that conceptual-
izes knowledge creation as being a dynamic and 
continuous process in which tacit and explicit 
knowledge interact through four modes, namely 
socialization, externalization, combination, and 
internalization. Socialization is a process of shar-
ing tacit knowledge by experience and direct in-
teraction whereby working people can acquire 
skills and mental models (Kucharska & Erickson, 
2023). Externalization is a process through which 
the individual articulates tacit knowledge into 
explicit concepts, usually facilitated by dialogue, 
metaphors, and analogy, thus allowing hitherto 
unarticulated knowledge to be communicated 
and shared (Weldemariam & Garfield, 2019). 
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Combination means systematizing and combin-
ing explicit knowledge through sorting, add-
ing, reconfiguring, and categorizing to generate 
new sets of explicit knowledge (Chen et al., 2023). 
Internalization means embodying explicit knowl-
edge into the tacit knowledge; the individual in-
ternalizes experiences through learning by doing, 
thus enriching his or her tacit knowledge base 
(Farnese et al., 2019). Therefore, it is important 
to understand the distinction between the two 
knowledge types when laying out appropriate 
KM practices. Tacit knowledge is personal, con-
textual, and hard to formalize and communicate; 
it consists of insights, intuition, and hunches ac-
quired through personal experience (Oranga, 2023). 
Explicit knowledge, on the other hand, is codified, 
systematic, and easily communicable in a docu-
mentary form, such as documents, databases, and 
procedures (Seghroucheni et al., 2023). For organi-
zations that want to use both kinds of knowledge, 
there is a need to establish environments and sys-
tems that allow conversion and flow between both 
tacit and explicit kinds of knowledge. Moreover, 
knowledge management processes allow transfor-
mation from individual knowledge to organiza-
tional knowledge as well as performance improve-
ments, such as knowledge creation, collection, stor-
age, sharing, and application (Costa & Monteiro, 
2016). Knowledge creation involves novelty and the 
development of insight and ideas. Hence, it calls for 
a collaborative and innovative platform (Haasz & 
Baracskai, 2022). This includes proper identifica-
tion and recording of knowledge on hand, which 
otherwise was getting lost with the loss of valuable 
information within the organizations. Knowledge 
storage means organizing and preserving knowl-
edge for future use (Antunes & Pinheiro, 2020). 
This comprises database management and docu-
ment repository, among other information systems. 
Knowledge sharing can be summarized as the 
transfer of knowledge within the organization, cre-
ating an open and sharing culture (Yeboah, 2023). 
Finally, knowledge application refers to exploiting 
knowledge to enhance processes, products, and de-
cision-making, where the result will contribute di-
rectly to organizational effectiveness and competi-
tiveness (Otundo, 2023).

The link between knowledge management and 
organizational performance measurement is sub-
stantial in the sense that successful KM practices 

will lead to the development of greater perfor-
mance due to better efficiency, innovation, and 
adaptability. Gold, Malhotra, and Segars (2001) 
revealed that organizations that apply effective 
knowledge management tend to outperform. The 
value of KM for information quality is substantial 
in enhancing the data quality, making the mea-
surement more accurate and insightful. On equal 
measures, the KM practices nurture informed 
decision-making since organizations would sub-
sequently be capable of effectively setting realistic 
targets for performance, assessing shortcomings 
in performance, and mapping trends in perfor-
mance. More importantly, knowledge manage-
ment plays a profoundly important role in devel-
oping innovation capability. For example, Darroch 
and McNaughton (2002) identify that KM is effec-
tive in recombining knowledge assets to facilitate 
an innovative environment. Knowledge flows and 
collaborative learning fostered by KM practices 
enhance an organization’s ability to generate new 
ideas, develop innovative solutions, and respond 
effectively to environmental changes. In other 
words, knowledge creation and sharing is a dy-
namic process whereby innovation capability will 
be fostered to drive organizational growth and 
competitive advantage.

Besides knowledge management and organiza-
tional performance measurement, innovation ca-
pability has emerged as the pivotal factor deter-
mining organizations’ success and survival in a 
dynamic, rapidly changing modern business en-
vironment. The effective ability to innovate has 
ceased to be a luxury but a compulsion for the 
organization to keep up with continuous change 
and evolution in market demands. The innova-
tive capability may be regarded as the potential 
of an enterprise to create new products, services, 
processes, or business models in ways that allow 
the organization to continue possessing competi-
tive advantages and yield to its ever-evolving mar-
ket demands (Zastempowski, 2022). According to 
Saunila (2020), innovation capability is “the abili-
ty to continuously transform knowledge and ideas 
into new products, processes, and systems for the 
benefit of the firm and its stakeholders.” This defi-
nition develops further on innovation’s continu-
ous and transformative nature, emphasizing that 
it is not a singular event but a process continuing 
at the core of organizational growth and adjust-
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ment. Innovation capability is supposed to include 
not just the generation of new ideas but also their 
application and commercialization (Moreira et 
al., 2024). It requires the complicated interaction 
of resources, skills, processes, and cultural factors 
that enable the organization to efficiently manage 
the innovation activity and respond to internal 
and external changes. Along these lines, it is mul-
tidimensional, entailing several key metrics. Input 
metrics relate to the resources allotted for innova-
tion, including R&D expenditure, the number of 
filed patents, and skilled personnel available to ev-
idence an organization’s commitment toward fos-
tering innovation (Sarpong et al., 2023). Process 
metrics address the effectiveness of the innovation 
process by counting ideas generated, the time to 
develop new products, and the rate of successful 
innovation projects (Dziallas & Blind, 2019). These 
metrics highlight how well an organization is con-
verting ideas into market-ready solutions. Output 
metrics represent the measure of results or tangi-
ble output from the innovation effort: new prod-
ucts launched, revenues from innovative products, 
and share growth arising (Nathan & Rosso, 2021). 
This reflects the impact of innovation on perfor-
mance. Another approach can be the adoption of 
a balanced scorecard to examine a holistic view 
of innovation capability (Dudić et al., 2020). This 
approach ensures a strategic alignment of innova-
tion activities with the organization’s long-term 
goals for sustainable growth.

Therefore, it can be seen that knowledge manage-
ment drives innovation capabilities by facilitat-
ing the efficient capture, sharing, and application 
of knowledge, which in turn enhances creativity 
and problem-solving (Gloet & Samson, 2020). In 
turn, these enhanced innovation capabilities drive 
organizational performance measurement by set-
ting new benchmarks and standards, pushing or-
ganizations to adopt advanced metrics that accu-
rately reflect strategic improvements and competi-
tive advantages (Farida & Setiawan, 2022). For in-
stance, knowledge management is one of the most 
critical drivers of innovation capability because it 
enables and supports effective systematic knowl-
edge collection, sharing, and use. Knowledge 
management creates a culture in organizations 
where the free flow of information opens access 
to employees, enabling them to find data, insights, 
and expertise that may spark new ideas. As for in-

novation capability, it directly impacts organiza-
tional performance measurement by influencing 
the firms to achieve certain competitive advan-
tages that can be measured through a number of 
performance metrics (Rajapathirana & Hui, 2018). 
Indeed, a high innovation capability increases the 
likelihood of new product development, process 
improvement, and customer satisfaction, indicat-
ing key performance indices (Ahmed et al., 2020). 
Innovation leads to efficiency, cost reduction, and 
revenue generation, which, in turn, can be measur-
able for assessing the success of any organization. 

Given the importance of bridging the gap between 
knowledge management practices and organi-
zational performance measurements, this study 
aims to explore the interplay between knowledge 
management and organizational performance 
measurement through the mediating effect of in-
novation capability in Jordanian telecommunica-
tions companies. Therefore, the following hypoth-
eses were put forward:

H01: There is no statistically significant impact (at 
α = 0.05) of knowledge management (knowl-
edge creation, knowledge storage, knowledge 
sharing, knowledge application, and knowl-
edge evaluation) collectively on organiza-
tional performance measurement.

H01.1: There is no statistically significant impact (at 
α = 0.05) of knowledge management (knowl-
edge creation, knowledge storage, knowledge 
sharing, knowledge application, and knowl-
edge evaluation) collectively on financial 
performance.

H01.2: There is no statistically significant impact (at 
α = 0.05) of knowledge management (knowl-
edge creation, knowledge storage, knowledge 
sharing, knowledge application, and knowl-
edge evaluation) collectively on non-finan-
cial performance.

H02: There is no statistically significant impact (at 
α = 0.05) of knowledge management on in-
novation capability.

H03: There is no statistically significant impact (at 
α = 0.05) of innovation capability on organi-
zational performance measurement.
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H04: There is no statistically significant impact (at 
α = 0.05) of knowledge management organi-
zational performance measurement through 
innovation capability.

As Figure 1 shows, the conceptual framework ex-
plores how changes in these research variables af-
fect each other. It sheds light on how knowledge 
management, innovation capability, and organiza-
tional performance measurement are interrelated.

2. METHODS

The study utilized a descriptive-analytic approach, 
which is applicable for both explaining the char-
acteristics of the phenomenon and analyzing the 
relation among several factors. By adopting this 
process, the research aimed to comprehensively 
achieve all of its objectives, including dissemi-
nating results. 

A questionnaire was chosen to be the main tool for 
collecting primary data in this study because it is 
the most suitable of its kind and can take informa-
tion from a vast number of participants. The ques-
tionnaire evolved three core parts, each focusing 
on a different angle of the research variables. The 
items from the questionnaire were gauged and rat-
ed with a five-point Likert Scale, spanning from 
Strongly Disagree [1] to Strongly Agree [5]. The 
scale was perceived as low (1.00-2.33), medium 
(2.34-3.67), and high (3.68).

Data obtained from the questionnaires was sta-
tistically dealt with to test relationships between 
variables and study hypotheses. The character-
istics of the sample and general trends found in 
responses were used to summarize data through 
descriptive statistics. Further, inferential statistics 
were utilized, particularly regression analysis and 
structural equation modeling.

The study population comprised the first three 
largest telecommunications companies in Jordan: 
Zain, Orange, and Umniah. These companies 
have a total of 3,598 employees, including 1,335 
at Zain, 1,363 at Orange, and 900 at Umniah. It 
was important to draw a sample from the study 
population to ensure that each employee would 
have an equal opportunity to participate to miti-
gate the potential for selection bias. The study 
sample size was calculated based on established 
statistical formulas and references to ensure that 
it would generate reliable findings. Some 700 
questionnaires were distributed, of which 575 
met the requirements for validity and formed the 
basis for analysis. Hence, the response rate was 
82%. The research sample included participants 
from all managerial levels, ensuring diverse per-
spectives from various hierarchical levels. 

Table 1 outlines the details of the demographic 
variables, such as gender, age, educational back-
ground, and occupation. It shows the numbers 
and proportions for each group.

Figure 1. Research model

OOrrggaanniizzaattiioonnaall  PPeerrffoorrmmaannccee  

MMeeaassuurreemmeenntt  
KKnnoowwlleeddggee  MMaannaaggeemmeenntt  

IInnnnoovvaattiioonn  CCaappaabbiilliittyy

Independent Variable Dependent Variable

Mediator

H0 1

H0 2 H0 3

H0 4

FFiinnaanncciiaall

NNoonn  FFiinnaanncciiaall

KKnnoowwlleeddggee  CCrreeaattiioonn

KKnnoowwlleeddggee  SSttoorraaggee

KKnnoowwlleeddggee  SShhaarriinngg

KKnnoowwlleeddggee  AApppplliiccaattiioonn

KKnnoowwlleeddggee  EEvvaalluuaattiioonn  

H0 1.1

H0 1.2
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A demographic analysis of the research sample 
revealed that representation across several key 
variables was quite balanced. The sample in terms 
of gender consists of 40.70% females and 59.30% 
males. Regarding age, 45.22% of respondents are 
29 or younger, 26.78% fall within the 30-40 age 
bracket, 24.17% are between 41-50 years, and on-
ly 3.83% are over 50. A significant majority of the 
respondents hold a bachelor’s degree representing 
72.52%. In terms of job title, the overwhelming 
majority of respondents are employees (89.91%).

3. RELIABILITY OF SCALES

Internal consistency was checked by utilizing 
Cronbach alpha reliability analysis to the ques-
tions that constitute the dimension of test vari-
ables. It should be noted separately that in admin-
istrative sciences, Alpha < 0.70 is suitable (Hair et 
al., 2019). The fallouts are presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Cronbach’s Alpha coefficients

Dimension
Item 

No.

Cronbach’s Alpha 

Reliability

Knowledge Creation 4 0.82

Knowledge Storage 4 0.79

Knowledge Sharing 4 0.80

Knowledge Application 4 0.75

Knowledge Evaluation 4 0.79

Knowledge Management 20 0.93

Financial Perspective 5 0.71

Non-Financial Perspective 12 0.85

Organizational Performance 
Measurement

17 0.78

Innovation Capability 4 0.84

When measured using Cronbach’s Alpha, the re-
liability analysis of the study’s various dimen-
sions indicates a good level of internal consistency 
across most of the dimensions. For instance, the 
Knowledge Management dimension, which in-
cludes 20 items, registers very high reliability as 
indicated by a Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.93, meaning 
very good internal consistency. The sub-dimensions 
of Knowledge Creation (0.82), Knowledge Storage 
(0.79), Knowledge Sharing (0.80), Knowledge 
Application (0.75), and Knowledge Evaluation (0.79) 
all demonstrate good reliability and lie above 0.70, 
which is the threshold value. Within the Financial 
Perspective dimension, Organizational Performance 
Measurement parameters yield moderate reliability, 
with Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.71. However, it is the 
Non-Financial Perspective that yields greater reli-
ability at 0.85. Overall Organizational Performance 
Measurement with 17 items shows good reliability 
of 0.78. Innovation Capability, however, also pos-
sesses reliability with Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.84, 
further reaffirming the reliability of the constructs 
used in this study. These findings imply that the in-
struments used to find out the constructs are reli-
able and appropriate for the study.

4. RESULTS

4.1. Analysis of study variables  
in descriptive form

This section presents and analyzes the sample’s 
responses in standard deviations and arithmetic 
means of the study to the questionnaire’s ques-

Table 1. Frequencies and percentages according to the study’s demographic variables

Variable Categories Frequencies Percentages

Gender

Female 234 40.70%

Male 341 59.30%

Total 575 100%

Age

29 and Less 260 45.22%

30-40 years 154 26.78%

41-50 years 139 24.17%

50 years and More 22 3.83%

Total 575 100%

Qualifications

Diploma 38 6.61%

Bachelors’ degree 417 72.52%

Post graduate 120 20.87%

Total 575 100%

Job Title
Manager 58 10.09%

Employee 517 89.91%

Total 575 100%
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tions regarding the independent, mediator, and 
dependent variables.

The assessment of knowledge management dimen-
sions shows that the two most competent areas 
are Knowledge Creation and Knowledge Sharing, 
where mean scores equal 3.79 and 3.73, respec-
tively, are classified as high. However, Knowledge 
Storage, Knowledge Application, and Knowledge 
Evaluation were rated on average as moderate, 
with 3.00, 3.05, and 3.10 mean values, respectively. 
This implies that although the organization’s com-
petency in generating and disseminating knowl-
edge is excellent, enhancing the retention strate-
gies and utilizing and assessing such knowledge 
can warrant better outcomes. Generally, one can 
observe that the weighted mean score of 3.53 on 
knowledge management performance is moderate 

but could highlight areas for further development 
to enhance overall performance.

The measurement in the organizational performance 
perspectives reveals that the Financial Perspective is 
relativistic to the mean value of 4.03, the strongest 
thus being first, while the Non-Financial Perspective 
follows very closely with a mean score of 3.99, rank-
ing second – rather closely. Both perspectives are 
classified under high level, which means overall per-
formance is quite good. Regular operational review 
shows an organizational perception level mean of 
4.01 implying that such an organization on both the 
financial and non-financial is doing well in as far as 
its strategic objectives are concerned.

The obtained data on Innovation Capabilities are 
average of 3.25, which also comes in the average 

Table 3. Descriptive statistics and estimation for the knowledge management variable 

ID Dimension Mean Degree Rank

1 Knowledge Creation 3.79 High 1

2 Knowledge Storage 3.00 Moderate 5

3 Knowledge Sharing 3.73 High 2

4 Knowledge Application 3.05 Moderate 4

5 Knowledge Evaluation 3.10 Moderate 3

Total 3.53 Moderate –

Table 4. Descriptive statistics and estimation for the organizational performance measurement variable

ID Dimension Mean Degree Rank

1 Financial Perspective 4.03 high 1

2 Non-Financial Perspective 3.99 high 2

Total 4.01 High –

Table 5. Descriptive statistics and estimation for the innovation capability variable
Dimension Mean Degree

Innovation Capability 3.25 Moderate

Total 3.25 Moderate

Table 6. Test of the impact of knowledge management (knowledge creation, knowledge storage, 
knowledge sharing, knowledge application, knowledge evaluation) collectively on organizational 
performance

Criterion variable

Model 

Overview

Analysis of 

Variance
Regression Coefficients

R R2 F Sig F Predictor Variables B S.D T Sig t

 Organizational 
Performance 0.899  0.803 191.147 0.000**

Knowledge Creation 0.179 0.076 2.361 0.019*

Knowledge Storage 0.196 0.073 2.689 0.008**

Knowledge Sharing 0.399 0.060 6.694 0.000**

Knowledge Application 0.221 0.068 3.266 0.001**

Knowledge Evaluation 0.234 0.048 4.886 0.000**

Note: * statistically significant at α ≤ 0.05; statistically significant at α ≤ 0.01.
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range. This implies that the organization has ad-
equate innovation but there is a large scope that 
can be tapped in. Considering improvement in 
the innovation activities, the total score indicates 
a steady average innovation capability that means 
interventions to stimulate innovation practices in 
the firm are not favorable.

Regression analysis shows that models demon-
strate more than adequate fit with R = 0.899 and 
R² = 0.803, which suggests that almost 80.3 per-
cent of the variability in organizational perfor-
mance can be attributed to the predictor variables. 
It can be stated that the model is quite impor-
tant, as shown with an F statistic of 191.147 with 
a Sig F of 0.000. It is also clear that, within the 
set of predictor variables, Knowledge Creation 
has a positive and statistically significant im-
pact at the α = 0.05 level (B = 0.179, t = 2.361, Sig 
t = 0.019), while Knowledge Storage, Knowledge 
Sharing, Knowledge Application, and Knowledge 
Evaluation are also statistically significant at the 
level of α = 0.01, with B values of 0.196, 0.399, 0.221 
and 0.234, respectively. These results confirm that 
all aspects of knowledge management systems, in-
cluding performance factors, positively contribute 

to organizational performance, with the emphasis 
on knowledge sharing rather than any other per-
formance factor being the most persuasive.

The regression model computed for Financial 
Performance is a good fit, since the model has a 
value of R of 0.860 and an R² of 0.735, implying 
that 73.5% of variation in financial performance 
is explained by the knowledge management vari-
ables. This model was found to be statistical-
ly proven since F statistic was equal to 129.924 
and Sig. F was equal to 0.000. Each, Knowledge 
Creation, Knowledge Storage, Knowledge 
Sharing, Knowledge Application, and Knowledge 
Evaluation, were found to be significant predic-
tors at the α = 0.01 level. In particular, knowledge 
management and Knowledge Storage exerted the 
maximum positive impact on Corporate Financial 
Performance (B = 0.333, t = 3.509, Sig t = 0.001), 
followed by manipulation of Knowledge Sharing 
(B = 0.287, t = 3.702, Sig t = 0.000), Knowledge 
Creation Practices (B = 0.305, t = 3.092, Sig t = 
0.002), Knowledge Application (B = 0.250, t = 2.847, 
Sig t = 0.005), and finally, Knowledge Evaluation 
Management (B = 0.234, t = 4.886, Sig t = 0.000). 
It is clear from the results that all the dimensions 

Table 7. Test of the impact of knowledge management (knowledge creation, knowledge storage, 
knowledge sharing, knowledge application, and knowledge evaluation) collectively on financial 
performance

Criterion 

variable

Model 

Overview

Analysis of 

Variance
Regression Coefficients

R R2 F Sig F Predictor Variables B S.D T Sig t

Financial 

Performance 0.860 0.735 129.924 0.000**

Knowledge Creation 0.305 0.099 3.092 0.002**

Knowledge Storage 0.333 0.095 3.509 0.001**

Knowledge Sharing 0.287 0.078 3.702 0.000**

Knowledge Application 0.250 0.088 2.847 0.005**

Knowledge Evaluation 0.234 0.048 4.886 0.000**

Note: * statistically significant at α ≤ 0.05; statistically significant at α ≤ 0.01.

Table 8. Test of the impact of knowledge management (knowledge creation, knowledge storage, 
knowledge sharing, knowledge application, and knowledge evaluation) collectively on non-financial 
performance

Criterion 

Variable

Model 

Overview

Analysis of 

Variance
Regression Coefficients

R R2 F Sig F Predictor Variables B S.D T Sig T

Non-Financial 

Performance 0.860 0.735 129.924 0.000**

Knowledge Creation 0.008 0.149 0.057 0.955

Knowledge Storage 0.043 0.143 0.301 0.763

Knowledge Sharing 0.441 0.117 3.772 0.000**

Knowledge Application 0.238 0.133 1.797 0.074

Knowledge Evaluation 0.343 0.094 3.658 0.000**

Note: * statistically significant at α ≤ 0.05; statistically significant at α ≤ 0.01.
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of knowledge management are positively related 
with the enhancement of financial performance 
with storage of knowledge being the most effective.

The findings regarding Non-Financial Performance 
also conform to the regression model as depicted 
by the R-value of 0.860 and R² value of 0.735, which 
means that about 73.5% of the variation in non-fi-
nancial performance is explained by the predictor 
variables. The overall model is significant, with an 
F statistic of 129.924 and a Sig F value of 0.000. Out 
of all the predictor factors, Knowledge Sharing (B 
= 0.441, t = 3.772, Sig t = 0.000) and Knowledge 
Evaluation (B = 0.343, t = 3.658, Sig t = 0.000) 
were the most influential factors on non-finan-
cial performance at α = 0.01. On the other hand, 
Knowledge Creation and Knowledge Storage are 
not significant, with p-values of 0.955 and 0.763, 
respectively. On Knowledge Application, a small 
effect (B = 0.238, t = 1.797, Sig t = 0.074) does not 
make statistical sense at the α = 0.05 level. These 
results highlight that while sharing and evaluating 
knowledge are important aspects of non-financial 
performance, other facets of knowledge manage-
ment are perhaps not as important to this element 
of business performance.

The regression analysis results for Innovation 
Capability include the R-value of 0.948 and the 
R² value of 0.896, indicating that such a model ac-
counts for 89.6% of the variation in the innovation 

capability with respect to the knowledge manage-
ment variables. The overall model is significant, 
demonstrated by the F statistic of 401.762 and a 
Sig F value of 0.000. Considering the predictor 
variables, knowledge creation positively and signif-
icantly increases innovation capability at α = 0.05 
(B = 0.138, t = 2.275, Sig t = 0.024). All other pre-
dictors, such as Knowledge Storage, Knowledge 
Sharing, and Knowledge Evaluation, also have sig-
nificant level effects at alpha = 0.01, where B was 
0.264, 0.190, and 0.246, respectively. However, in 
terms of the variable of knowledge application, no 
relationship to innovation capability was found 
(B = 0.082, t = 1.118, Sig t = 0.130). So, the results 
show that the application of knowledge tends not 
to be of great importance in enhancing innovation 
capability, as most constructs of knowledge man-
agement tend to be.

Regression analysis for Organizational Performance 
provides an exceptionally good model fit, with 
R value of 0.919 and R² equal to 0.843, meaning 
that 84.3 percent of organizational performance 
variance is explained by the innovation capability. 
Nevertheless, there is clear evidence that the over-
all model is adequate, shown by the F statistic of 
1255.526 with a Sig F of 0.000. The predictor vari-
able, Innovation Capability, shows very high and 
strong positive and statistically significant impact 
on organizational performance with B value of 
0.836, T value of 35.433, and Sig t value 0.000, all 

Table 9. Test of the impact of knowledge management on innovation capability

Criterion 

Variable

Model 

Overview

Analysis of 

Variance
Regression Coefficients

R R2 F Sig F Predictor Variables B S.D T Sig T

Innovation 
Capability 0.948 0.896 401.762 0.000**

Knowledge Creation 0.138 0.061 2.275 0.024*

Knowledge Storage 0.264 0.058 4.524 0.000**

Knowledge Sharing 0.190 0.048 3.992 0.000**

Knowledge Application 0.082 0.054 1.118 0.130

Knowledge Evaluation 0.246 0.038 6.440 0.000**

Note: * statistically significant at α ≤ 0.05; statistically significant at α ≤ 0.01.

Table 10. Test of the impact of innovation capability on organizational performance 

Criterion 

Variable

Model Overview Analysis of Variance Regression Coefficients

R R2 F Sig F
Predictor 

Variables
B S.D T Sig t

Organizational 
Performance 0.919 0.843 1255.526 0.000** Innovation Capability 0.836 0.024 35.433 0.000**

Note: * statistically significant at α ≤ 0.05; statistically significant at α ≤ 0.01.
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at alpha 0.01, three sigma level of significance α = 
0.01. This implies that indeed, the high level of in-
novation capability would enhance organizational 
performance in highly positive ways.

SEM results show that Knowledge Management 
is a major contributor to Innovation Capability, 
with an estimate of 0.919, a small standard error 
of 0.021, and a critical ratio of 44.507, which is 
more than adequate to state that the relationship 
is significant at α = 0.001. Likewise, Knowledge 
Management is considered a paramount media-
tor of Organizational Performance when it has an 
estimate of 0.750, a standard error of 0.050, and a 
critical ratio of 15.000, all statistically significant 
at α = 0.001. Further, Organizational Performance 
is largely impacted by the Innovation Capability 
with an estimate of 0.746, standard error of 0.072, 
and a critical ratio of 10.317, substantiating the re-
lation at and above α 0.001 levels. From this, we 
can conclude that when Knowledge Management 
and Innovation Capability are used concurrently, 
they can further improve organizational perfor-
mance. Knowledge management is known to im-
prove organizations’ innovation capability, which 
translates to enhanced organizational perfor-
mance. The elevated critical ratios, combined with 
a lower standard error, also add to the significance 
and validity of the relationships.

Therefore, all suggested null hypotheses were re-
jected in support of the alternative hypothesis. 
This indicates a significant impact, with a signifi-
cance level of α = 0.05. 

5. DISCUSSION

In industries known for swift technological ad-
vancements, like the telecommunications industry, 
the relationship between Knowledge Management, 
Innovation Capability, and Organizational 
Performance Measurement becomes crucial. The 
current study was designed to investigate this tri-
ple relationship.

The study presents the key results of the signifi-
cant positive relationships between knowledge 
management, innovation capability, and orga-
nizational performance measurement in the 
Jordanian telecommunications sector. Knowledge 
management is seen to be a determinant of orga-
nizational performance measurement, with an 
R-square value of 0.803. This means that knowl-
edge management practices (creation, storage, 
sharing, application, and evaluation) account for 
80.3% of the variation in organizational perfor-
mance. The most crucial determinant observed 
was knowledge sharing, indicating that the better 
the dissemination of knowledge within the firm, 
the higher the degree of improved performance 
will be achieved. Further, innovation capability is 
influenced much by knowledge management with 
an R-square value of 0.896. Therefore, as for inno-
vation capability variations, 89.6% were explained 
by knowledge management practices. Thus, effec-
tive processes that deal with storing, sharing, and 
evaluating knowledge in an organization provide 
a suitable environment for inspiring creativity and 
formulating new ideas, thereby enhancing innova-
tion capability. In addition, organizational perfor-
mance measurement is influenced by innovative 
capability at a positive and significant R-squared 
of 0.843. This means that 84.3% of the variation 
in performance measurement is explained by in-
novative capability. Therefore, with higher inno-
vative capability, better resultant outcomes of per-
formance are realized; this innovatively encodes, 
in practice, success through efficiency, meet-
ing customer needs, and remaining competitive. 
Moreover, the structural equation modeling re-
sults explaining the mediating effect support the 
indication that the capability of innovation acts 
like a conduit through which knowledge manage-
ment practices are translated into improved orga-
nizational performance.

Extant management literature is related to the 
current research that confirms the relationship 
between knowledge management and organiza-
tional performance measurement. Nonaka and 

Table 11. Coefficients of direct and indirect effects

Path Estimate S.E C.R P

Knowledge Management → Innovation Capability .919 .021 44.507 ***

 Knowledge Management → Organizational Performance Measurement .750 .050 15.000 ***

Innovation Capability → Organizational Performance Measurement .746 .072 10.317 ***
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Takeuchi (1995) noted that knowledge management 
is vital in increasing organizational performance 
through knowledge generation, utilization, shar-
ing, and storage. Their work identifies knowledge 
management practices as crucial in keeping an or-
ganization professional in achieving desired objec-
tives on performance. Also, Andrea and Wanyoike 
(2024) indicated that an organization that applies 
knowledge management in decision-making pro-
cesses and daily practice, therefore, applies orga-
nizational performance to enhance speed and re-
sponse to improve the performance measurement 
metrics. Further, the interrelation of knowledge 
management with innovation capability has also 
received scholarly attention. Edeh et al. (2022) ar-
gued that an organization characterized by high 
knowledge management is also likely to have the 
capability for innovation. They established that ef-
fective knowledge dissemination and utilization 
enhance innovativeness in an organization because 
this helps the creation process. Also, the study by 
Trivedi and Srivastava (2023) explored the impact 
of knowledge management on innovativeness cul-
ture in driving organizational effectiveness and 
satisfaction. They said that continuity of excellence 
via knowledge management is preconditional to 
ensure innovation comes out in organizations. In 
addition, as for the connection between organiza-
tional performance measurement and innovation 
capability, Indiran et al. (2021) reiterated that in-

novation is an essential tool in enhancing a firm’s 
competitiveness and performance. They indicated 
that firms with highly developed innovation capa-
bilities are characterized by increased support and 
the ability to adapt to new trends and introduce in-
novative solutions, thus improving performance. 
Likewise, Medase and Abdul-Basit (2020) proposed 
the relevance of external knowledge in influencing 
innovation and enhancing competitiveness. They 
indicated that organizations implementing innova-
tion initiatives are best positioned to achieve stra-
tegic objectives and top in performance measures, 
showing that retaining innovation initiatives leads 
to overall organizational success.

Notwithstanding, the current study differentiates it-
self by explaining the Jordanian telecommunications 
sector, showing that organizations with a high inno-
vation capability are more likely to turn their knowl-
edge management activities into better business out-
comes. This emphasizes why it is crucial to encour-
age innovativeness in organizations, especially in 
performance measurement. Further research might 
take these additional areas by considering different 
disciplines and regions, increasing the findings’ ex-
ternal validity. In addition, there might be room to 
investigate other aspects, such as AI integration or 
competitive psychological climate, that may inter-
act with innovation capability and organizational 
performance.

CONCLUSION

The purpose of this study was to examine the distinct principles of knowledge management and its rela-
tionship with the innovation capability and  organizational performance measurement in the telecom-
munications sector of Jordan. The findings point out that the effective implementation of knowledge 
management practices is necessary for achieving both financial and non-financial performance, along 
with supporting the innovation capability that is vital for organizational growth in a competitive envi-
ronment. Regarding the relationships, evidence showed that all factors of knowledge management, such 
as knowledge creation, knowledge storage, knowledge sharing, knowledge application, and knowledge 
evaluation, were found to correlate with organizational performance. Furthermore, the study substan-
tiated that innovation capability fully mediates the relationship between knowledge management and 
organizational performance measurement. This reinforces the concept that innovation is not just about 
generating ideas but rather about using knowledge to implement them.
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APPENDIX A

Questionnaire

Primary Information:
Please kindly complete the following information:
Educational Qualification:
☐ Master’s Degree;
☐ Ph.D.;
Years of Experience:
☐ Five years or less;
☐ More than 5 years and less than 10 years;
☐ 10 years or more;
Job Title:
☐ General Manager;
☐ Department Manager;
☐ Assistant Manager or Head of Department;
☐ Other;
Gender:
☐ Male;
☐ Female
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Knowledge Management

Knowledge Creation 
1 Our organization allows new ideas from all employees.
2 Our company has in place systems for developing new knowledge
3 Our company encourages teamwork, which often fosters truly creative solutions
4 Our company recognizes and encourages knowledge creation from all departments

Consistency

1 Our company has appropriate systems for storing valuable knowledge

2
Our company ensures ease of access to information and knowledge resources stored by 
the employees

3
Our company constantly stays updated on the latest developments in knowledge storage 
methods

4 Our company systematically documents important knowledge

Adaptability

1
Our company is one that offers varied opportunities on how knowledge sharing among 
workers can be achieved regularly

2 The company promotes knowledge sharing through collaboration tools and platforms
3 Our company fosters a culture of knowledge sharing among employees
4 Our company encourages employees to share their expertise

Knowledge Application

1
Our company ensures that knowledge acquired from previous projects is effectively 
applied by the employees

2 The Company solves new challenges using already-possessed knowledge
3 Knowledge is routinely used by our company to improve processes and products

4
Our company provides professional training programs that engage staff in the practical 
application of their knowledge

Knowledge Evaluation
1 The company has mechanisms that ensure the assessment of the quality of knowledge

2
Our company undertakes updating knowledge on a regular basis regarding relevance and 
accuracy
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3
Our company is designed with feedback mechanisms for continuous improvement in the 
application of knowledge

4
Our company ensures that employees have ample opportunities to assess the 
effectiveness of knowledge applied in projects

Organizational Performance Measurement
Financial Perspective

1 Our company always reaches its financial goals.
2 Our company implements effective cost management strategies
3 The profitability motive is emphasized in our company.
4 In our company, there is a clearly identified system of monitoring financial performance
5 Our company carefully evaluates investments based on their return on investment

Non-Financial Perspective

1
Our company works for employee satisfaction continuously by monitoring and constantly 
improving

2
Our company perceives customer satisfaction as one of the significant pointers of 
performance evaluation

3 Our company is very concerned about the environment and sustainability
4 Our company analyzes and follows trends in productivity
5 Our company periodically revisits its internal processes to ensure efficiency
6 Our company is keen on innovations and continuous improvement
7 Our company nurtures community relationships and values them
8 Our company strives to motivate employees and make them interested in their activities
9 Our company has highly developed mechanisms of risk management

10 Our company harmonizes a positive and well-acknowledged brand reputation
11 Our company provides opportunities to employees for learning and development

12
Our company values customers’ feedback very much and makes the necessary 
improvements based on their testimony

Innovation Capability
1 Our company encourages innovative thinking
2 Our company invests in resources that support innovation initiatives
3 Our company allows freedom for employees to try new ideas
4 Innovation forms an important part of our organizational strategy at our company
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