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Abstract  
This study explores the relationship between knowledge management (KM) practices and organizational 
performance, examining how the strategic management of knowledge can influence the effectiveness and success 
of organizations. Knowledge management, which involves the creation, sharing, and application of knowledge 
within an organization, is increasingly recognized as a critical factor in driving innovation, improving decision-
making, and enhancing competitive advantage. Through an exploratory analysis, this research investigates the key 
KM processes, such as knowledge creation, transfer, storage, and application, and their impact on various 
performance metrics, including operational efficiency, financial performance, and employee satisfaction. The 
study utilizes both qualitative and quantitative methods, gathering data from organizations across different 
industries to identify common KM practices and performance outcomes. Findings indicate that organizations that 
implement robust KM strategies tend to outperform those that neglect knowledge-related practices, with positive 
effects on productivity, collaboration, and overall organizational effectiveness. This paper contributes to the 
growing body of literature on KM by providing insights into how effective knowledge management can enhance 
organizational performance and offering practical recommendations for organizations seeking to leverage their 
knowledge assets for sustainable growth and success. 
Keywords: Knowledge management, Organizational performance, Surveys. 
 

INTRODUCTION 
Knowledge management (KM) has become a critical focus for organizations seeking to leverage their knowledge 
assets to drive competitive advantage and improve overall performance. As businesses face increasing pressure 
to innovate, adapt, and streamline operations, the effective management of knowledge—encompassing the 
creation, sharing, and application of expertise—has emerged as a key driver of strategic success. However, despite 
the growing body of literature on KM, empirical evidence linking KM practices directly to organizational 
performance remains sparse. While many studies suggest a positive relationship between KM and performance 
outcomes, there is a need for more robust, large-scale research that examines how specific KM practices impact 
both intermediate performance measures and long-term financial results. This study aims to address this gap by 
exploring the connection between KM practices and organizational performance, providing new insights into how 
KM can be strategically aligned with business goals to foster improved competitive positioning and sustainable 
success. 
Over the past 15 years, knowledge management (KM) has evolved from a nascent concept to a well-established 
function within business organizations. As a testament to its growing importance as an academic field, an 
increasing number of journals focused on KM and intellectual capital management have emerged. Despite this 
progress, the discipline remains relatively young, and quantitative empirical research in the field is still limited 
(Foss and Mahnke, 2003). Most of the published literature in KM consists of conceptual frameworks and 
theoretical models. Existing empirical studies are predominantly qualitative, relying on a small number of 
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descriptive, exploratory case studies (e.g., Davenport and Prusak, 1998; Kalling, 2003; Massey et al., 2002; 
Nonaka, 1994). While these studies have provided valuable insights and foundational concepts that have shaped 
the KM field, it is now time to move beyond theoretical discussions and begin testing and refining these ideas 
through more rigorous empirical research. 
One of the most notable gaps in the existing literature is the lack of large-scale empirical evidence linking 
knowledge management (KM) to organizational performance. Although survey research is beginning to emerge 
in KM journals (e.g., Kalling, 2003; McCann and Buckner, 2004; Tanriverdi, 2005), much of it remains 
descriptive (Chauvel and Dupres, 2002). Of the few survey studies that explore the connections between KM and 
other organizational factors (e.g., Moffett et al., 2003), only a small number of articles were empirically assess 
the relationship between KM practices and organizational performance. 
The research presented here aims to fill this gap by conducting an exploratory quantitative study designed to 
provide a broader empirical basis for understanding the relationship between KM and organizational performance. 
While performance metrics are important, the ultimate indicator of value lies in how effectively an organization’s 
KM practices support its competitive strategy. This is especially relevant for KM, given that knowledge is often 
considered an organization’s most strategic resource (Zack, 1999). 
To explore this relationship, a survey was administered to gather data on organizations’ KM practices, the strategic 
objectives of their KM initiatives, several intermediate performance measures linked to strategic value disciplines 
(Treacy and Wiersema, 1995), financial performance indicators, and contextual factors related to the competitive 
environment. Rather than simply describing the state of KM practices, the study aimed to investigate the 
connections between KM practices, intermediate and financial outcomes, and the broader competitive context in 
which organizations operate. 
The results of the study confirm that KM practices are positively associated with organizational performance, 
aligning with both qualitative (e.g., Davenport and Prusak, 1998; Massey et al., 2002; Nonaka, 1994) and 
quantitative (e.g., Choi and Lee, 2003; Darroch and McNaughton, 2003; Lee and Choi, 2003; Schulz and Jobe, 
2001; Simonin, 1997; Tanriverdi, 2005) KM literature. More specifically, the study found that KM practices are 
directly linked to several intermediate measures of strategic organizational performance, including customer 
intimacy, product leadership, and operational excellence. These intermediate performance measures, in turn, were 
found to be associated with financial performance. 
Based on these findings, the study concludes that KM practices can drive positive financial outcomes, as long as 
they improve intermediate organizational performance (Lee and Choi, 2003). While the relationship between 
intermediate organizational performance and financial performance is of interest, it extends beyond the scope of 
KM itself. Therefore, the remaining discussion will focus primarily on the connection between KM practices and 
intermediate organizational performance. 
RESEARCH MODEL 
The core premise of knowledge management (KM) is that by identifying and sharing valuable knowledge, 
organizations can enhance their overall performance (Davenport and Prusak, 1998). In practice, KM is expected 
to impact various dimensions of organizational performance. Research has shown that KM positively influences 
both financial outcomes (Tanriverdi, 2005) and non-financial metrics such as quality (Mukherjee et al., 1998), 
innovation (Francisco and Guadamillas, 2002), and productivity (Lapre and Wassenhove, 2001). 
Tanriverdi (2005) identified a moderately weak relationship (r = 0.15 to 0.17) between a firm’s financial 
performance, measured by return on assets (ROA) and Tobin’s Q, and its ability to create, share, integrate, and 
apply knowledge. Many recent surveys examining the performance impacts of knowledge management (KM) 
have aggregated various performance measures. Gold et al. (2001), for example, investigated the role of 
"knowledge infrastructure" (encompassing information technology, organizational culture, and structure) and 
knowledge processing capability (the ability to acquire, convert, apply, and protect knowledge) on multiple 
dimensions of organizational effectiveness. They found a strong and significant relationship between both 
knowledge infrastructure and knowledge processing capabilities and organizational effectiveness, as measured by 
a range of non-financial outcomes, such as innovation, coordination, responsiveness, market opportunity 
identification, speed to market, and process efficiency. 
  However, they did not explore the link to financial performance. Mohrman et al. (2003) extended the 
concept of organizational effectiveness by incorporating financial measures. In a survey of ten companies, they 
found a weak positive relationship between the extent to which organizations created and exploited knowledge 
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and overall organizational performance, including financial metrics. However, by aggregating both financial and 
non-financial performance measures, the strength of this relationship may have been diluted. Similarly, most of 
the other surveys reviewed (e.g., Choi and Lee, 2003; Darroch and McNaughton, 2003; Lee and Choi, 2003; 
Marqué and Simón, 2006; Sher and Lee, 2004) followed a similar approach, aggregating financial and non-
financial metrics to assess the impact of KM on organizational performance. 
The impact of knowledge management (KM) on organizational outcomes can be understood through both 
financial and non-financial measures, which are distinct constructs (Simonin, 1997). Changes in organizational 
practices, including those related to KM, do not always lead to immediate changes in financial performance 
(Kalling, 2003). Instead, KM is believed to influence a range of intermediate capabilities, which subsequently 
impact financial performance (Lee and Choi, 2003). This distinction may explain the weak relationships observed 
in prior research that relied solely on financial performance metrics or aggregated both financial and non-financial 
measures. In contrast, the research model guiding this study (Figure 1) hypothesizes that KM practices will be 
positively associated with a set of intermediate performance outcomes, collectively referred to as "organizational 
performance," and that these intermediate outcomes will, in turn, be positively linked to financial performance. 
The primary research question addressed by this study is: 
RESEARCH QUESTION: To what extent is an organization’s engagement in specific KM practices positively 
related to its overall performance, and how does organizational performance, in turn, impact financial 
performance? 
If these relationships are found to hold, this study will identify the specific KM practices most strongly associated 
with organizational performance. The authors were also interested in exploring whether a direct relationship exists 
between KM practices and financial performance, contrary to their initial expectations. In identifying KM 
practices as antecedents to organizational performance, the authors sought to include factors similar to those 
identified by Gold et al. (2001), Mohrman et al. (2003), and others (e.g., knowledge processing behaviors, 
management practices, and organizational culture), while maintaining a clear focus on the research question. The 
primary goal was to directly address the KM-performance link, with less emphasis on the technological, socio-
cultural, or structural mechanisms that support or enhance KM. Instead, the focus was on the perceived quality 
and extent of KM practices and their relationship to performance outcomes. By doing so, the study aimed to 
provide clearer insights into whether (or not) a relationship exists between KM practices and organizational 
performance. The following sections outline the constructs of the research model and the survey items used to 
operationalize them. 
Figure.1  Research model  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
According to Davenport and Prusak (1998), knowledge management (KM) focuses on the processes and 
mechanisms that enable organizations to identify and share knowledge, both internally and with external 
stakeholders. The ability to share internal best practices plays a key role in improving organizational performance 
(Szulanski, 1996), while leveraging external knowledge is essential for driving innovation and enhancing overall 
performance (von Hippel, 1994; Sher and Lee, 2004). To assess these aspects, this study included measures to 
evaluate the organization's ability to identify internal sources of expertise, transfer best practices across the 
organization, and capitalize on external knowledge from stakeholders such as customers. 
Organizational culture is a crucial factor in either promoting or hindering KM practices (Davenport et al., 1998; 
Lee and Choi, 2003). Organizations that value and reward employees for sharing their knowledge foster an 
environment conducive to KM. Accordingly, the study included items to assess the cultural aspects that support 
knowledge sharing. Organizational learning is often regarded as one of the most valuable dynamic capabilities for 
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sustained competitive advantage (Teece et al., 1997). Learning not only enhances existing knowledge but also 
facilitates the exploration of new knowledge, which is essential for future organizational performance (March, 
1991). Organizations that fail to continuously learn may fall behind competitors who are more adept at expanding 
their knowledge base (Zack, 2005). To measure this, the study included items related to the organization's efforts 
in experimenting with and learning about customers, markets, products, and services. 
From a strategic perspective, knowledge is a core resource that should drive value-creating strategies (Barney, 
1986; Bierly and Chakrabarti, 1996; Zack, 1999). To fully integrate knowledge as a strategic resource, it must be 
embedded in the strategic planning process, and its creation and utilization should be directly aligned with value 
generation (Clare and Detore, 2000). Benchmarking knowledge resources against competitors is also vital for 
maintaining a competitive edge (Zack, 1999). To capture this strategic linkage, the study included measures to 
assess the extent to which knowledge was incorporated into the strategic planning process, benchmarked against 
competitors, and explicitly connected to value creation. Additionally, the study measured the perceived value 
created by the organizational unit responsible for KM. 
In total, 12 KM practices were identified, each considered critical for effective KM based on previous research. 
These practices, listed in the Appendix, were assessed using a five-point Likert scale to determine the degree to 
which organizations engaged in each practice. 
2.2 Organizational performance 
The potential of knowledge management (KM) to drive competitive advantage is closely tied to improvements in 
organizational performance (Schulz and Jobe, 2001). Treacy and Wiersema (1995) identified three "value 
disciplines" or strategic capabilities that organizations can pursue to gain a competitive edge: product leadership, 
which focuses on innovation in products or services; customer intimacy, which centers on understanding, 
satisfying, and retaining customers; and operational excellence, which emphasizes efficiency in internal 
operations. Many organizations implement KM practices to enhance one or more of these value disciplines 
(O’Dell et al., 2003). In this study, we linked KM practices to these three indicators of strategic organizational 
performance. Specifically, we included items to measure the extent of product and service innovation, quality, 
customer satisfaction and retention, and operational efficiency, relative to industry peers (see Appendix). In 
addition to creating individual performance constructs for each value discipline, these organizational performance 
items were combined to form an overall measure of organizational performance. 
The potential of knowledge management (KM) to generate competitive advantage is closely linked to 
improvements in organizational performance (Schulz and Jobe, 2001). Treacy and Wiersema (1995) identified 
three "value disciplines" or strategic capabilities that organizations can pursue to gain a competitive edge: product 
leadership, which focuses on innovation in products or services; customer intimacy, which emphasizes 
understanding and retaining customers; and operational excellence, which prioritizes efficiency in internal 
processes. Organizations often adopt KM practices to enhance one or more of these value disciplines (O'Dell et 
al., 2003). This study links KM practices to these three strategic performance indicators. We included items that 
assess the level of product and service innovation, quality, customer satisfaction and retention, and operational 
efficiency, relative to other organizations within the same industry (see Appendix). In addition to developing 
separate performance constructs for each value discipline, the organizational performance measures were 
aggregated to create an overall measure of organizational performance. 
2.3 Financial performance  
To the extent that organizations excel in one or more of the value disciplines, they are likely to achieve a 
competitive advantage and improve financial performance (Treacy and Wiersema, 1995). To measure financial 
performance, two items were included: one assessing return on assets or equity, and the other evaluating 
profitability, both in comparison to other organizations within the respondent’s industry. 
RESEARCH METHOD  
A survey was developed to test the research model, with all measures, including performance indicators, based 
on respondents' perceptions. While this reliance on self-reported data is a limitation of the study, such measures 
are commonly used and accepted in research (Chan et al., 1997; Gold et al., 2001; Tallon et al., 2000). The final 
sample size was 88. Respondents included mid-level managers and senior executives from different organisations. 
The final sample of 88 was checked for missing data on KM practices, organizational performance, and financial 
performance indicators, with less than 5% of cases showing missing data for one or two indicators. The missing 
data appeared random, so those cases were retained and addressed with mean value substitution. SPSS was used 
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to assess data normality, calculate reliability, correlations, and other descriptive statistics. The partial least squares 
(PLS) approach was employed to test the research model, given its ability to handle formative constructs, small 
sample sizes, and non-normal data distributions. PLS allows for the simultaneous testing of psychometric 
properties and the analysis of the relationships between constructs using principal components analysis, path 
analysis, and regression (Barclay et al., 1995; Chin, 1998a; Fornell and Bookstein, 1982; Wold, 1985). PLS is 
particularly suited for early stages of theory development, which aligns with the objectives of this study. To 
complement the structural model, cluster analysis was performed to explore potential patterns of KM practices 
across the sample.  
The authors sought to determine whether the strength of the relationship between KM practices and organizational 
performance was due to specific key practices or a broader pattern of KM practices. Responses to the 12 KM 
practice items were treated as vectors and entered into a clustering algorithm. The two-step clustering method in 
SPSS 14.0 (using Schwartz’s Bayesian Information Criterion) identified two clusters: one representing high-KM 
capability organizations and the other representing low-KM capability organizations, allowing for a comparison 
of organizational performance based on KM practice patterns. 
DATA ANALYSIS  

Item                                                                                Mean                                              SD                        
KM practices  
KP1: Knowledge is made a part of strategic 
planning                                                                           1.67                                         0.88 
KP5: Employees are valued for what they know            1.71                                          0.71 
KP4: Identifies internal sources of expertise                   1.81                                         0.97 
KP6: Experiments/learns regarding customers 
and markets                                                                      1.84                                        0.92 
KP7: Experiments/learns regarding products and 
Services                                                                            1.84                                         0.74 
KP8: Experiments/learns regarding operations 
and technology                                                                 1.92                                       0.86 
KP9: Encourages and rewards knowledge 
Sharing                                                                              2.35                                      1.07 
KP11: Exploits external knowledge                                 2.43                                      1.04 
KP2: Benchmarks knowledge versus 
competitors                                                                        2.57                                      0.99 
KP12: KM group provides value                                      2.80                                      1.23 
KP10: Best practices are transferred within the 
Organization                                                                     2.83                                       1.21 
KP3: Knowledge strategy maps knowledge to 
value creation                                                                   2.90                                        1.13 
Organizational performance (OP)b c 
Product leadership 
Innovation                                                                        3.11                                          1.02 
Quality                                                                             4.13                                          0.72 
Customer intimacy c 
Customer satisfaction                                                      3.83                                           0.80 
Customer retention                                                          3.88                                           0.89 
Operational excellence N/A 
Operating Costs d                                                            3.06                                            1.03 
Financial performance (FP)e c 
ROA/ROE                                                                       3.64                                             0.92 
Profitability                                                                     3.75                                             0.89 
Notes: a 1 = high compliance; 5=low compliance; listed in order of decreasing compliance; 
b Organizational performance was formed by combining three constructs – product leadership, 
customer intimacy and operational excellence. Product leadership was formed by combining 
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innovation and quality. Customer intimacy was formed by combining customer satisfaction and customer 
retention. Operational excellence was measured by operating costs; These constructs are formative (as opposed 
to reflective) therefore alphas were not calculated; Reverse coded;  Financial performance was formed by 
combining two constructs – ROA/ROE and profitability. 
 

The scores ranged from 1.67 to 2.90 on a scale of 1 to 5 (where 1 indicated high engagement and 5 indicated low 
engagement), suggesting that respondents generally perceived their firm's engagement in KM practices as "good" 
on average. 
 
STRUCTURAL RESEARCH MODEL 
 Figure 2 depicts the primary structural model. The results indicate that the extent to which respondent 
organizations engaged in knowledge management (KM) practices was significantly (p < 0.01) and positively 
associated with overall organizational performance. In turn, organizational performance was significantly (p < 
0.01) and positively related to financial performance. However, there was no direct significant relationship 
between KM practices and financial performance. These findings strongly support the overall research model. 
The lack of a direct relationship between KM practices and financial performance suggests that organizational 
performance fully mediates the connection between the two—meaning that KM practices enhance organizational 
performance, which in turn drives financial performance, in line with existing literature. To account for potential 
contextual influences, each contextual factor was individually incorporated into the primary research model. 
Fig.2 Research model result 
                                           0.004 (NS) 
 
 
 
-0.496 
                                                                                                 0.327 
 
 
 
 
 
Notes: p value is less than 0.001: NS= Not significant, KM practices are reverse coded. Thus, the negative sign 
represents a positive effect.  
CONCLUSION  
The purpose of this research was to examine the perceived quality and extent of knowledge management (KM) 
practices to better understand their relationship with performance outcomes. The authors anticipated a direct 
relationship between KM practices and organizational performance, with organizational performance mediating 
the link between KM practices and financial performance. These expectations were supported: KM practices were 
found to have a direct relationship with intermediate measures of organizational performance, and organizational 
performance showed a significant direct relationship with financial performance, though no direct link was found 
between KM practices and financial performance. These results were consistent across overall performance as 
well as the three components of performance based on the value disciplines framework (customer intimacy, 
product leadership, and operational excellence, Treacy & Wiersema, 1995). These findings have important 
implications for both practitioners and academics. Practitioners can use the results to guide the identification and 
implementation of KM practices that align with their organizational strategy, based on empirical evidence. The 
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study also encourages a focus on specific intermediate performance outcomes and highlights the importance of 
adopting a broad range of KM practices, as an overly narrow set may not achieve the desired results. Finally, the 
observed gap between perceived and demonstrated importance of certain KM practices underscores the need for 
further attention to their real-world impact. 
Academics should be encouraged by these results, particularly due to the demonstrated impact of KM practices 
on organizational performance. However, the study had some limitations. While the research model was informed 
by literature on both Western and Asian firms, the findings were based exclusively on organizations from North 
America and Australia. Cultural differences, financial reporting practices, and KM processes may vary outside 
this geographic scope, suggesting that future research should explore how geography and culture influence these 
findings. Additionally, as an exploratory study, much work remains. Given that many of our constructs were 
formative, improving the measurement of KM practices and potentially identifying additional practices will be 
crucial for validating and extending these findings. Future research targeting specific respondents and industry 
sectors may offer deeper insights. Finally, understanding how organizations can cultivate a "KM mindset" to 
ensure KM practices gain traction is essential, as without this mindset, many KM initiatives are likely to fail. 
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