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Abstract-The purpose of this study is to explore the
relationships among Critical Success Factors (CSFs) of
Knowledge Management (KM), innovation and
Organizational Performance (OP). From the point-of-view of
this study, the major idea is regarding that the successful
implementation of KM has a direct effect on OP improvement
and indirect effect through innovation. The intensive review of
previous study is explored a serious gap in the literature of
relationships among CSFs of KM, innovation and OP.
Subsequently, this study will try to fill the gap from the
perspective of Resource-Based View (RBV) and Knowledge-
Based View (KBV). This study is proposed a conceptual
framework. The proposed conceptual framework is considered
a contribution towards the enrichment of the relevant
literature. Moreover, this study as a stepping stone for further
research on finding importance CSFs of KM towards enhance
innovation and improve OP.
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innovation; organizational performance.

1. INTRODUCTION

In knowledge-based era, KM is regarded as the best way
to enhance innovation and improve OP [1], [2]. The KM is
defends as an oriented methodology to create and manage
knowledge during use of the knowledge assets of
organizations for enhancing innovation and improving OP.
Based on the perspective of both the RBV and KBV theories,
the knowledge becomes as a key resource for survival,
stability and growth of the organizations [3]. Thereby, since
1990s the success of organizations is closely related with
KM implementation [4], [5], [6], [7], [8], [9], [10]. Working
on this assumption, several studies have been carried out to
identify factors that affect successful KM implementation
[11], [12], [13], [14], [15]. These factors are called critical
success factors (CSFs) of KM. CSFs of KM implementation
can be defined as the managerial and organizational factors
that need to be effectively addressed in order to increase the
probabilities of successful KM implementation [16], [17].
Organizations that seek to implement KM successfully must
consider the development and understanding of CSFs. This
means that without due consideration of CSFs, expected
performance is not likely to be delivered [18]. In addition,
the organizations could definitely benefit from a broader
understanding of these factors, which are critical to the
success of KM implementation. Nevertheless, the adoption
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of factors that are not appropriate can hinder the desired
performance achievement [19]. Furthermore, empirical
investigations that examine the influence of KM
implementation on OP are also limited even though KM is
argued to be able to enhance OP [20], [21], [22]. Therefore,
there is an existing gap in the literature on KM and its
influence on OP [23], [24]. That is consistent with Kalling's
(2003) remark that “there are relatively few knowledge
management texts that make an explicit connection between
knowledge and performance” [25:67]. Subsequently,
empirical attempts that link CSFs of KM implementation,
innovation and OP in a single study position are limited [1],
[2], [26], [26], because there is a large gap in the literature of
KM, innovation and OP, disentangling the complexities in
the relationship is still problematic [1], [2]. There are also
limited studies that investigate the relationship between
innovation and OP. Despite the claim that innovation is
broadly described as a critical tool to improve OP [27], [28],
[29], [30], several organizations are not able to develop it
appropriately [31]. In this regard, several studies have shown
that OP improvement does not depend much on the
characteristics of the organizations but on other factors that
have a direct effect on innovation [1], [32], [33]. However,
there are few studies in the field of innovation field,
particularly those that determine the significant factors that
influence directly innovation to improve OP [30], [32], [34].
In a nutshell, the purpose of this study is to address the issue
of the CSFs of KM implementation and investigate its
relationship with innovation and OP. As a consequence,
there are three aspects of this relationship (i) the direct
relation between CSFs of KM implementation and OP; (ii)
the indirect relation of the CSFs of KM implementation with
OP through innovation and (iii) the direct relation between
innovation and OP.

II. OVERVIEW OF THE CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTORS OF

KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT

The CSFs is considered as an important issue when
implementing KM in the any sector [12], [35]. Hence, the
present study seeks to consider the CSFs as a significant part
of KM implementation to enhance innovation which reflects
on the OP improvement. It has been argued that generally
business organizations fail to implement KM successfully
because they are not able to identify the critical factors for
successful KM implementation [36]. As a result, they may



face risk when implementing KM. Because KM
implementation is one of management issues not
appropriately valued by leaders in organizations, and
because there is a lack of academic and scholarly endeavors,
more investigation into CSFs of KM is still needed [11],
[37]. Accordingly, the researchers are interested in
investigating how CSFs contribute to the successful KM
implementation, which may lead to enhanced innovation and
improved OP. In sum, successful KM implementation
requires preparation to create an organizational environment
to get the best possible use of knowledge, and a conducive
environment of effective knowledge management for the
storage, transfer and implementation of KM. Previous
studies have identified a broad range of factors that could
have an effect on the success of KM implementation.
Despite the differences in the CSFs of KM, there exist seven
CSFs agreed to by most researchers. They are success
factors explored by the researchers mentioned are human
resource management, information technology, leadership,
organizational learning, organizational strategy,
organizational structure and organizational culture.
Accordingly, this study attempts to examine the role of these
CSFs in implementing KM.

A. Human resource management

Most researchers suggest that human resource
management (HRM) is crucial for the KM implementation
in achieving success [38], [39], [40], [41]. HRM is
responsible for equipping employees in the organization,
who are the main source of knowledge creation through the
sharing of ideas, opinions and experiences [42]. But often
employees are reluctant to share their knowledge with others
because of vested interests and lack of trust. Therefore, it is
important for organizations to harness the involvement and
contribution of employees through KM. HRM practices are
essential to capture and support employees' knowledge and
skills that an organization needs [43]. HRM practices are
defined as a strategic personnel management that gives
emphasis on the gaining, organizing and motivation of
human resources [44]. In this regard, Lee & Lee (2007)
pointed out that HRM practices, including staff training and
development, performance appraisals, compensation, HR
planning and employees security have a significant influence
on OP improvement [45]. In addition, Chen and Huang
(2009) found that HRM practices, which include training,
compensation, performance appraisal, staffing and
participation, are able to contribute to successful KM
implementation [43]. In general, the successful KM
implementation hinges on the motivation of employees to
create, share and apply knowledge. Therefore, HRM
practices have become the most vital issue in the KM
implementation [46]. However, many KM frameworks have
neglected to identify the nature of the relationship between
employees and KM success, which is reflected in the limited
examination of HRM practices in the KM literature [47],
[48]. Furthermore, Lopez-Cabrales et al. (2009) argue that
HRM practices can improve the knowledge within
organizations, but there are few studies about the use of
HRM in managing knowledge [26].
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B.  Information technology

Modern information technology (IT) has a decisive role
in KM implementation because it can provide important
tools to organizations, such as the use of information of
clients and competitors, technical databases, decision
support systems, management models, successful solutions
to competitive situations, and access to specialized sources
of knowledge. This will facilitate and expedite the KM
implementation in organizations [17]. According to Chong
et al. (2000), KM refers to a process of leveraging,
articulating skills and experiences of employees supported
by information technology [49]. Subsequently, the
information technology system will be able to maintain
continuously new knowledge, knowledge transfer and
knowledge storage [50]. In addition, it can help employees
in organization to reduce time of transfer knowledge. It also
helps achieve higher efficiency, quality and employees’
participation of transfer knowledge [51]. As said by Ray
(2008), there are three elements of information technology
system that can help successful KM implementation. Firstly,
the role of IT in KM implementation needs to be identified.
Secondly, it should facilitate document storage, organization
and access. Thirdly, organizations should maintain the
databases, hardware, software and information survivability
[52].

C. Leadership

Leadership is regarded as an important component of
successful KM implementation. A leader is a role model for
others in continuous learning. KM requires an unusual
manner of leadership to guide others to achieve the highest
levels of OP [53]. Leadership is defined as the support of top
management for achieving KM activities [16]. Several
researchers have investigated the relationship between
leadership and KM. in this regard, Lakshman (2007)
considered leadership role as a key variable in the
relationship between KM and OP improvement. He
identified two internal and external dimensions of leadership
role in supporting KM implementation. These dimensions
depend on the leader's comprehension of the importance of
KM implementation. Internal dimension is the leader's
comprehension of the importance of technological and
socio-cognitive role in the KM implementation. External
dimension is the leader's comprehension of the importance
of customer-focused knowledge in the KM implementation
[54]. Moreover, Singh (2008) emphasized that the leadership
style is a key role in the KM processes for gaining
competitive advantage. He suggested four leadership styles
i.e. directive, supportive, consulting and delegating in the
implementation of KM. The results indicate that directive
and supportive styles of leadership are significantly and
negatively related to KM processes, but the consulting and
delegating styles are positively and significantly related to
KM processes [55]. Furthermore, Politis (2001) examined
the relationship between transformational leadership (which
includes attributed charisma, individual consideration, and
intellectual stimulation), transactional leadership (which
includes contingent reward and consideration), and various
dimensions of knowledge acquisition (which includes



communication, personal traits, control, organization and
negotiation). He found a strong positive relationship
between various styles of transformational leadership and
transactional leadership, and various dimensions of
knowledge acquisition. In addition, he considered middle
managers as gatekeepers of information and knowledge. He
recommended that further studies should reexamine these
variables [56]. Besides, Crawford (2005) looked at the
relationship between styles of transformational leadership
and KM processes. He hypothesized that transformational
leadership styles leads to the creation of knowledge culture
in the organization, which leads to successful
implementation of KM processes and to more innovation.
The results indicated that transformational leadership style,
which consists of charisma, individual consideration,
intellectual stimulation, and inspiration, is significantly
related to KM processes (which consist of acquisition,
creation and application). He suggested the needs for future
research to investigate the relationship between
transformational leadership styles and KM [57]. In sum,
according to Migdadi (2005), transformational leadership
has recently received unprecedented attention in KM
because of the effect of this style on employees’ motivation
to create and share knowledge. However, only a few
empirical studies have focused on the effect of
transformational leadership role on KM [58]. Hence, this
study will focus on the importance and the role of the
transformational leadership styles in the implementation of
KM [57], [58].

D. Organizational learning

The success of contemporary organizations depends on
creating organizational environment that combines
organizational learning with KM [59]. Organizational
learning has been defined as a collective ability based on
experiential and cognitive processes involving acquisition,
sharing and utilization of knowledge [32]. In addition, it is
defined as an integral feature of any learning organization
that successfully utilizes its knowledge assets to generate
superior performance [60]. Moreover, Lopez et al. (2004)
argued that KM and organizational learning should “go hand
in hand” in the organization to achieve superior performance
[26]. Organizational learning consists of three major
dimensions: commitment to learning, vision sharing and
open-mindedness [34], [37], [45], [61], [62], [63]. These
dimensions could have a significant positive effect on KM
implementation [62], [63]. Furthermore, [62], [63] maintain
that these dimensions have a significant and positive effect
on knowledge transfer, which includes organizational
knowledge transfer, group movements and procedure
movements.

E. Organizational strategy

The successful KM implementation always needs to be
linked with effective organizational strategy. In this regard,
Wei et al. (2006, 2009) revealed that the organization's
ability to succeed in its KM implementation program
depends on its ability to choose and apply the organizational
strategy needed, which gives it a sustainable competitive
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advantage. Therefore, the efforts to link KM implementation
with organizational strategy are important to achieve OP
[12], [35]. Knowledge creation plays a critical role in the
development of organizational strategy by providing
knowledge about the customer, service, technology and
market, which is considered key for strategic choice [64].
Greiner et al. (2007) emphasized that the KM
implementation must therefore support the strategic
direction of the organization [36].

F. Organizational structure

Organizational structure refers to the outcome of the
combination of all the ways in that work can be divided into
various tasks, the coordination of which must subsequently
be ensured [65]. Most organizations seek to implement KM
by choosing suitable organizational structure to maintain the
continuity of creating new knowledge. As such, suitable
organizational structure must encourage team spirit at work
and increase exchange of the ideas with low degree of
formalization and a decentralization of the decision making
process [15], [66]. According to Chen and Huang (2007),
organizational structure is divided into three elements:
formalization, centralization, and integration. They noted a
few studies that have investigated the effect of
organizational structure on the KM implementation. The
results indicate that interaction had positive effect on
knowledge sharing and application. Also, the decreased rate
of creating new knowledge comes due to the adoption of the
formalization structure and structure of centralization
procedures in the workflow. Based on their findings, they
suggested that a decrease in formalization and centralization
procedures in the workflow and more interaction is pertinent.
By doing so, creation of new knowledge can be enhanced
through social interaction between employees [67]. In
addition, Claver-Cortés et al. (2007) indicated the important
role of the flexible organizational structures on successful
KM implementation. Flexible structures help achieve
decentralization of decision-making process by facilitating
the communication process at all organizational levels [65].
In the same vein, Al-Alawi et al. (2007) emphasized that
organizational structure characterized by participative
decision making, ease of information flow and cross-
functional teams contribute positively to support knowledge
sharing [68].

G. Organizational culture

Organizational culture is a vital element in directing and
monitoring efforts towards KM implementation. It is defined
as a model of shared basic assumptions that is a taught to the
group as a way to solve its troubles of external adaptation
and internal integration and therefore it is taught to new
members as the right way to perceive, believe and feel in
relative to those troubles [69]. In essence, both
organizational culture and KM depend on human
dimensions [68], [69]. Furthermore, organizational culture is
an essential building block to creating a “knowledge friendly
culture,” which leads to positive outcomes such as more
innovation and improvement of OP [70]. It is argued that
organizational culture can either be a hindrance or an



enabler to successful KM implementation. Previous studies
have highlighted several characteristics of organizational
culture considered a major barrier of successful KM
implementation [68], [69]. But Tseng (2010) noted that
organizational culture characteristics such as trust, common
cultures and broad ideas of productive work have significant
contributions in the successful KM implementation [70]. For
example, Park et al. (2004) found a positive relation between
KM implementation and the characteristics of culture such
as stability, flexibility, trust, sharing knowledge freely, and
support of employees [69]. Furthermore, Al-Alawi et al.
(2007) investigated the relationship between culture
characteristics, such as trust, communication and
information systems and knowledge sharing such as direct
assessment, techniques, collaboration required to accomplish
tasks and willingness to share knowledge freely. They found
that those culture characteristics are positively related to
knowledge sharing in the organization [68].

III. INNOVATION

In the literature, innovation is defined in many different
ways. However, it is defined as “the creation of new
knowledge and ideas to facilitate new business outcomes,
aimed at improving internal business processes and
structures and to create market driven products and services”
[71:21]. In addition, it is defined as “innovation is a process
wherein knowledge is acquired, shared and assimilated with
the aim to create new knowledge, which embodies products
and services” [72:341]. Thereby, this study adopts the
definition of innovation as a knowledge-based process to
create new ideas, markets, products and services toward
overall OP improvement.

IV. INNOVATION TYPES

In fact, there are classical problems in the identification
of innovation types because the private literature of
innovation had found a large variety of innovation types [73].
The reasons for this variety are the environmental conditions,
organizational factors, generation processes of innovation,
and organizational sector. Thereby, the previous studies
have introduced many types of innovation [74]. Despite
innovation is a multi-type activity, this study will adopt the
results of previous studies that considered the technological
innovation, administrative innovation, radical innovation
and incremental innovation as a main reason to survival and
growth contemporary organizations [75], [76], [77], [78],
[79], [80]. Based on the literature, innovation is a multi-type
activity. According to Lin et al. (2010), the organizational
innovations have affected the OP through five types, which
are product innovation, process innovation, administrative
innovation, marketing innovation and service innovation
[46]. In addition, Damanpour et al. (2009) explored four
types of organizational innovations that are appropriate to
improve OP at service organizations which are service
innovation, technological innovation, and administrative
innovation [74]. However, there are several researchers who
grouped innovation types into three main groups including
administrative and technical, product and process, and
radical and incremental [81]. Based on the above, this study

97

will focus on four types of innovation radical, incremental,
administrative and technical. Technical innovation is the
knowledge that links methods, components, and techniques
with processes to create a product or service [82].
Administrative innovation refers to the changes in
organizational structure and processes, like the authority,
tasks structuring, personnel recruitment, resources allocation
and rewards [83]. Radical innovation is a main change that
represents a new technological pattern [84], and requires
more organizational capabilities and superior profundity of
knowledge [85], [86]. Incremental innovation is defined as
small technological changes in organization to create
products or services [84]. As such, unlike radical innovation,
it does not require much organizational capability [85], [86].

V. ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE

Organizational performance has been defined in different
ways. According to Pitt & Tucker (2008), it is defined as “a
vital sign of the organization, showing how well activities
within a process or the outputs of a process achieve a
specific goal” [87:243]. Also, it is defined as “a process of
assessing progress towards achieving pre-determined goals,
including information on the efficiency by which resources
are transformed into goods and services, the quality of these
outputs and outcomes, and the effectiveness of
organizational objectives” [88:172]. Accordingly, OP in this
study refers to the integration between organizational
knowledge and innovation competence to achieve positive
goals that have been identified previously.

VI. ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT

The OP measurement has become an important standard
in evaluating the organizational success [85], [89]. It is
defined as "comparing the expected results with the actual
ones, investigating deviations from plans, assessing
individual performance and examining progress made
towards meeting the targeted objectives" [90:503]. Based on
this definition, OP measurement can provide more
assistance for managers to evaluate the organizational
activities and maintain the competitive position or
superiority over competitors [91], [92]. In this regard, Visser
and Sluiter (2007) developed indicators of OP measurement
that leads to improve OP. The researchers put sets of
indicators of OP measurement depending on Balanced
Scorecard. These indicators are arranged in four major
sections, financial perspective metrics, customer perspective
metrics, internal process perspective metrics and learning
and growth perspective metrics. As a contribution in this
study, the researcher attempts to adopt these indicators [92].

VII. CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTORS OF KNOWLEDGE
MANAGEMENT AND INNOVATION

In this study, the researchers have identified seven
critical success factors of KM which are human resource
management, information  technology, leadership,
organizational learning, organizational strategy,
organizational structure and organizational culture. These
factors are an important for successful KM implementation



to create, support and enhance innovation. In this regard,
Gloet and Terziovski (2004) indicate that the success of
innovation performance, which includes new process,
product and service, depends highly on the integration of
KM processes with soft HRM activities and hard
information technology activities. It is considered as main
CSFs of KM. The results show that there is a positive
relation between KM processes-based on IT and HRM with
innovation [39]. In similarly, Chen and Huang (2009)
concluded that the HRM practices have indirect effect on
innovation performance through KM capacity. They found
the HRM practices, which includes performance appraisal,
compensation, staffing, participation and training have a
positive effect on the KM capacity. Subsequently, there is a
positive relation between acquisition, sharing and
application, which considered KM capacity with innovation
performance, which consist of administrative and technical
innovation [43]. Increasingly, Lin (2007) examined the
relationship between knowledge sharing and innovation
capability. The results show an increasing innovation
capability to create new service, new product and new idea
depending on effectiveness of knowledge sharing processes,
which consist of donating and collecting knowledge. In this
regard, the researcher indicates that the top management
support, helping others and self-efficacy is considered as a
main CSFs of knowledge sharing effectiveness. However,
the researcher noted that there is a gap between the CSFs of
knowledge sharing and innovation. Therefore, the researcher
has suggested to determine other CSFs that could perhaps
affect knowledge sharing processes to enhance innovation
capability in future research [93]. Meanwhile, Brachos et al.
(2007) indicate the few studies that have examined the
relationships among organizational context, knowledge
transfer and innovation. The results show organizational
factors, which include trust, motivation to transfer
knowledge, management support and learning orientation
which have a positive effect on knowledge transfer in order
to enhance innovation [94]. Likewise, Rhodes et al. (2008)
stated that there is a lack of substantial empirical studies that
have examined the relationships between critical
organizational factors, knowledge transfer strategies and
innovation. They noted that the IT systems, learning
strategies, trust culture, and flexible structure and design
have positive effect on knowledge transfer strategies. In
addition, the consistence of strategy codification and
personalization of knowledge transfer have positive effect
on product innovation and process innovation. Apart from
that, the researchers have suggested examining these factors
in the future with different sectors and cultures [2]. However,
Chang and Lee (2008) argued that enhancing administrative
and technical innovation could come from knowledge
accumulation capability, which includes accumulation,
storage, obtainment, selection, expansion and establishment.
On the other hand, they emphasized that organizational
culture and external entailment are regarded as a permanent
source of knowledge accumulation capability. Therefore, the
results indicate that knowledge obtainment capability has a
positive effect on administrative and technical innovation. In
addition, knowledge expansion capability has also a positive
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effect on administrative innovation.  Furthermore,
organizational culture and external entailment have a
positive effect on knowledge accumulation capability, which
is reflected on innovation [95]. Nevertheless, Saenz et al.
(2009) highlighted the role of CSFs of knowledge sharing in
the increasing innovative capability. The results show that
information technology, employees and processes have a
positive effect on knowledge sharing effectiveness.
Subsequently, the knowledge sharing has a positive effect on
enhancing innovation capability in many aspects such as
new ideas, innovation projects and effectively cost
efficiency. They emphasized that there is a lack of empirical
studies that have examined the CSFs effect of knowledge
sharing on the innovational capability of organizations.
Thereby, the researchers have recommended that future
studies should be testing these factors with other samples
[96]. Liao and Wu (2010) explored the main role of the
organizational learning as a critical key to investigate the
relationship between KM and organizational innovation.
They emphasized the availability of learning organizational
capabilities which contribute to the success of regulatory
KM practices that, in turn, lead to the creation of innovation
[8]. Based on the above, there is an agreement among the
previous studies with the opinion of the researchers in
selecting the CSFs of KM to investigate the relationship
between KM and innovation.

VIII. CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTORS OF KNOWLEDGE
MANAGEMENT AND ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE

In this study, the researchers have identified seven CSFs
of KM which are human resource management, information
technology, leadership, organizational learning,
organizational strategy, organizational structure and
organizational culture. These factors are important for
successful KM implementation in order to improve OP. In
this regard, Asoh et al. (2007) stated that there is a strong
relationship between CSFs of KM and OP. The results
indicate that the CSFs of KM, which includes technology,
leadership, culture and measurement have a positive relation
with OP. Furthermore, the relationship between CSFs of
KM and OP is in need of future studies. Therefore, in the
recommendations of the research there is a suggestion for
conducting more research in this area with more samples
[16]. Moreover, Zheng et al. (2010) stated that the structure,
culture and strategy are considered significant success
factors for KM to achieve high OP. Further exploration is
needed to examine integrating between the RBV and KBV.
It could increase knowledge resources in an organization in
order to achieve high OP [15]. Nevertheless, Lin and Kuo
(2007) argued that the existence of an organization depends
on increased KM capabilities during HRM and
organizational learning which can contribute towards
achieving high OP. Therefore, the results show the HRM
and organizational learning have indirect positive effects on
OP through KM capabilities [46]. In similarly, Ho (2008)
also argued that the existence of an organization depends on
increased KM capabilities during self-directed learning and
organizational learning which affects OP. Therefore, the
results show that the self-directed learning and



organizational learning have indirect positive effects on OP
through KM capabilities [5]. Meanwhile, Wei et al. (2009)
mentioned that the CSFs of KM is regarded as a major issue
to achieve OP improvement. Accordingly, the results stated
that there is a positive relation between business strategy,
organizational structure, KM Team, K-Map and K-Audit as
CSFs of KM and OP improvement. The researchers
suggested that there is more need for future studies in this
field with different countries and samples [12]. However,
Zack et al. (2009) stressed that KM has emerged as an
increased attention to the direction of OP improvement.
Nevertheless, the researchers found that there is a serious
gap in the literature in term of the relationship between KM
and OP due to lack of empirical evidence. The results of the
study show that KM practices indeed (i.e. processes, culture,
learning, and strategies) have positive relation with OP (i.e.
customer intimacy, operational excellence, and product
leadership). In addition, the organizations need to realign
their ““‘KM mindset’” and perceptions about how KM
practices can enable the organization to improve OP.
Without these, many KM practices might fail. The
researchers suggested that further studies with different
sample and culture [24]. Furthermore, Yang et al. (2009)
regarded CSFs of KM as the heart of OP improvement. The
results highlighted the positive effect of culture, structure
and information technology of CSFs of KM on the OP,
which include innovation, financing and service. However,
the researchers noted that there exists a large gap in the
literature between CSFs of KM and OP. Thereby, they have
recommended further studies to investigate the relationship
between CSFs of KM with OP, in addition to further studies
to investigate the relationship between the resource and
process of KM with OP. This is in line with the situation of
the researchers to investigate the relationships among CSFs
of KM processes with OP [97]. Based on the above, there is
an agreement between the previous studies and the opinion
of the researchers in selecting the CSFs of KM to investigate
the relationship between KM implementation and OP.

IX. INNOVATION AND ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE

In particular, the innovation has the potential to improve
the overall OP [98]. Subsequently, most organizations
needed more support for innovation [28], [29], [30], [84].
Furthermore, some previous studies show that analysis of
innovative organizations characteristics such as clear
mission and the ability to fail over hasn’t positively related
to improve OP [1], [33], but the analysis of factors that have
direct effect on innovation such as leadership and
organizational learning has positively related to improve OP
[32]. However, numerous previous studies have agreed that
innovation has a positive effect such as [27], [28], [73]. As a
stepping-stone, this study attempts to consider the
innovation as an intervening variable between CSFs of KM
and OP. For building a consistent argument, the researchers
will try to offer some previous arguments that are consistent
with the researchers’ opinion about the choice of innovation
as an intervening variable to improve OP. In this regard,
Akgilin et al. (2009) stated that emotional capability and
innovation needed to attain a success in OP. They examined
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the intervening role of innovation, which consists of product
and processes between expressive capability and OP. The
results indicate that emotional capability has a positive and a
direct effect on the innovation types, which in turn has a
positive and a direct effect on the OP. They suggested
conducting further studies in this area [27]. Meanwhile,
Calantone et al. (2002) argued that learning is an important
driver of innovation in order to improve OP. Apart from that,
to enable organizations to innovate effectively, the
researchers contend that it is now appropriate to consider the
effect of the main factors of effective learning. Besides that,
the results show that commitment, shared vision, open-
mindedness and shared knowledge have a positive effect on
learning, which, in turn, affects enhancing innovation.
Subsequently, the innovation has a positive effect on OP
improvement. The researcher suggested readdressing this
issue through studying the effect of other factors on
innovation to improve OP [34]. Besides that, Li et al. (2006)
stressed that the issue of the relationship between the factors
affecting innovation to improve OP still ranks first. Apart
from that, the researcher indicates that there is a large gap in
the empirical studies concerning this area. Therefore, they
examined the effect of HM on the technological innovation
in order to improve OP. The results showed that there is a
significant positive effect of training, motivating and
directing technological innovation, which, in turn, positively
affect the relation with OP. Nevertheless, the researcher
suggested reexamining the effect of other factors on
innovation types to improve OP. This is consistent with the
decision of the researchers in selecting the KM
implementation to improve OP through innovation types
[30]. Meanwhile, Aragon-Correa et al. (2007) mixed the
effect of transformational leadership and organizational
learning on innovation types in order to improve OP. The
empirical evidence shows that the leadership of
transformational and organizational learning have positively
and directly affected products and processes innovation. In
addition, it shows the positive and direct effect of innovation
types on OP, so, innovation, when utilized, always leads to
improve profitability. The future studies should be
examining effects of other factors on organizational
innovation to improve OP. This is consistent with the
situation of the researchers in choosing the CSFs of KM to
improve OP through innovation [32]. Apart from that,
Garcia-Morales (2008) emphasized that the transformational
leadership has a positive and indirect effect through
innovation capabilities on the OP. The various innovation
capabilities include a number of new products, processes,
ideas developed and marketed by the organization. Several
new markets that the organization has entered, total amount
that the company had spent on R&D and total number of
workers dedicated to task of R&D have a positive and direct
effect on the OP measurement, which includes return on
sales, return on equity, return on assets and market share.
They suggested further studies in this area, particularly in
the organizations technology [31]. Undeniably, investigating
the relationship between innovation and OP in contemporary
organizations is still relevant for three reasons. Firstly, OP
improvement depends on the factors that have direct effect



on innovation [1], [32], [33]. Secondly, there is a large gap
in the empirical studies in innovation particularly in
determining the significant factors that have a direct effect
on innovation to improve OP [30], [32], [34], [73]. Thirdly,
there is a gap in the performance theory of profit and non-
profit organizations due to external and internal
environmental changes. The gap in performance is the
variation between actual performance and expected
performance in the organization. Since innovation leads to
OP improvement, innovation is very important to reduce the
performance gap [73]. Based on the previous arguments, the
researchers contend that it is now appropriate to consider the
effect of the main drivers of effective innovation.

X. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

The CSFs of KM, which consist of human resource
management,  information  technology, leadership,
organizational learning, organizational strategy,
organizational structure and organizational culture are
regarded as the best way to enhance innovation and improve
OP [2], [11], [12], [13], [14]. In addition, the enhancing of
innovation is reflected on effectiveness four major types of
innovation are radical innovation, incremental innovation,
technological innovation and administrative innovation [81],
[86], [95], [96], which lead to provide new product or
service [38], [80]. Besides those, the OP measurement of
organizations involved four major measurements are
financial perspective metrics, customer perspective metrics,
internal process perspective metrics and learning and growth
perspective metrics [90]. From the previous arguments, the
conceptual framework is developed based on the theories of
RBV and KBV [7], [89], which explain that knowledge
leads to enhance innovation and improve OP [1]. The
framework was conceptualized on the study of [1], [16], [20].
Most of these frameworks were developed based on the
theories of RBV and KBV. Based on the theoretical
foundations which reviewed in literature, such as the
framework has been developed to investigate the
relationship among study's variables; the CSFs of KM,
innovation and OP. Figure 1 shows these relationships. The
proposed conceptual framework might be a good
contribution to the KM literature. It describes the causal
relationships among three variables CSFs of KM, innovation
and OP. The independent variable in this framework is the
CSFs of KM and the dependent variable is OP. Innovation is
as the intervening variable between CSFs of KM and OP.

XI. CONCLUSION

This study has revealed the importance of CSFs of KM
in relation to enhance innovation and improve OP. Therefore,
this study contributed to the previous studies through
provided the conceptual framework, which based on both of
RBYV and KBV based theories. The conceptual framework is
explained the direct relationship between CSFs of KM
(consisting of human resource management, information
technology, leadership, organizational learning,
organizational strategy, organizational structure and
organizational culture) and OP (consisting of performance
financial perspective metrics, customer perspective metrics,
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internal process perspective metrics and learning and growth
perspective metrics) and indirect relationship between CSFs
of KM and OP through investigate the intervening role of
the innovation (consisting of innovation radical, incremental,
technological and administrative). Furthermore, the future is
wide open for further research empirical in this area.

REFERENCE
(1

J. Darroch, “Knowledge management, innovation and organization
performance,” Journal of knowledge management, vol. 9, no. 3, 2005,

pp. 101-115.

J. Rhodes, R. Hung, P. Lok, B. Y. H. Lien, and C. M. Wu, “Factors
influencing organizational knowledge transfer: implication for
corporate performance,” Journal of Knowledge management, vol. 12,
no. 3, 2008, pp. 84-100.

M. Jafari, P. Akhavan, M. N. Fesharaki, and M. Fathian, “Iran
aerospace industries’ KM approach based on a comparative study: a
benchmarking on successful practices,” Aircraft Engineering and
Aerospace Technology: An International Journal, vol. 79, no. 1, 2007,
pp. 69-78.

P. F. Drucker, Post-Capitalist Society,
Publishers, Inc,1993.

L. A. Ho, “What affects organizational performance? The linking of
learning and knowledge management,” Industrial Management and
Data Systems, vol. 108, no. 9, 2008, pp. 1234-1254.

X. Jiang, and Y. Li, “An empirical investigation of knowledge
management and innovative performance: The case of alliances.
Research Policy,” vol. 38, no. 2, 2009, pp. 358-368.

H. Kim, and Y. Gong, “The roles of tacit knowledge and OCB in the
relationship between group-based pay and firm performance,”
Human Resource Management Journal, vol. 19, no. 2, 2009, pp.

[4] New York: HarperCollins

[3]

(6]

[7]

120-139.
[8] S. H. Liao, and C. Wu, “System perspective of knowledge
management,  organizational learning, and  organizational

innovation,” Expert Systems with Applications, vol. 37, no. 2, 2010,
pp. 1096-1103.

I. Nonaka, and H. Takeuchi, “The knowledge creating company:
How Japanese companies create the dynamics of innovation,” Oxford
University Press: New York,1995.

K. M. Wiig, “Knowledge management: an introduction and
perspective,” Journal of Knowledge management, vol. 1, no. 1, 1997,
pp. 6-14.

H. Abdullah, and R. R. Sinha, Knowledge management and
intellectual capital emerging perspectives (Eds.), Critical factors for
KM implementation: An LandT, EandC division case study (pp. 53-
71) In Institute of management technology, Ghaziabad, 2009.

C. C. Wei, C. S. Choy, and P. H. P. Yew “Is the Malaysian
telecommunication industry ready for knowledge management
implementation?,” Journal of knowledge management, vol. 13, no. 1,
2009, pp. 69-87.

P. Chourides, D. Longbottom, and W. Murphy, “Excellence in
knowledge management: an empirical study to identify critical
factors and performance measures,” Measuring Business Excellence,
vol. 7, no. 2, 2003, pp. 29-45.

Y. C. Hung, S. M. Huang, Q. P. Lin, and M. L. Tsai “Critical factors
in adopting a knowledge management system for the pharmaceutical
industry,” Industrial Management and Data Systems, vol. 105, no. 2,
2005, pp. 164-183.

W. Zheng, B. Yang, and G. N. McLean, “Linking organizational
culture, structure, strategy, knowledge management in higher
education and organizational effectiveness: Mediating role of
knowledge management,” Journal of Business Research, vol. 63 no.
7,2010, pp. 763-771.

D.A. Asoh, S. Belardo, and J. Crnkovic, “Assessing Knowledge
management: Refining and Cross Validating the Knowledge

[9]

[10]

[11]

[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]



[17]

(18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

(23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]

(28]

[29]

[30]

(31]

[32]

[33]

[34]

[35]

management Index Using SEM Techniques,” International Journal of
Knowledge management, vol. 3, no. 2, 2007, pp. 1-30.

A. Carneiro, “How does knowledge management influence
innovation and  competitiveness?  Journal of Knowledge
management,” vol. 4, no. 2, 2000, pp. 87-98.

K. Y. Wong, and E. Aspinwall, “An empirical study of the important
factors for knowledge-management adoption in the SME sector,”
Journal of Knowledge management, vol. 9, no. 3, 2005, pp. 64-82.

K. Al-Mabrouk, “Critical Success Factors Affecting Knowledge
management Adoption: A Review of the Literature,” IEEE Xplore,
2006, pp. 1-6.

P. E. Bierly, and P. S. Daly, “Alternative Knowledge Strategies,
Competitive Environment, and Organizational Performance in Small
Manufacturing Firms,” Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, vol.
31, no. 4, 2007, pp. 493-516.

B. Choi, , S. K. Poon, and J. G. Davis, “Effects of knowledge
management  strategy on  organizational performance: A
complementarity theory-based approach,” Omega, vol. 36, no. 2,
2008, pp. 235-251.

N. Shahrokhi, “Designing a Model for Implementing Knowledge
management in Project-based Organizations: Case Study of PATSA
Co.,” Knowledge management: theory, research and Practice,
Proceedings Knowledge management 5th International Conference,
2010, pp. 355-359.

B. Yang, W. Zheng, and C. Viere, “Holistic Views of Knowledge
management Models,” Advances in Developing Human Resources,
vol. 11, no. 3, 2009, pp. 273-289.

M. Zack, J. McKeen, and S. Singh “Knowledge management and
organizational performance: an exploratory analysis,” Journal of
Knowledge management, vol. 13, no. 6, 2009, pp. 392-409.

T. Kalling, “Knowledge management and the occasional links with
performance,” Journal of knowledge management, vol. 7, no. 3, 2003,
pp. 67-81.

A. Lopez-Cabrales, A. Pérez-Luio, and R. V. Cabrera, “Knowledge
as a mediator between HRM practices and innovative activity,”
Human Resource Management, vol. 48, no. 4, 2009, pp. 485-503.

A. E. Akgiin, H. Keskin, J. Byrne, and J. Eng, “Organizational
emotional capability, product and process innovation, and firm
performance: An empirical analysis,” Technol. Manage, vol. 26, no.
3, 2009, pp. 103-130.

C. Carmen, and G. José¢, “The role of technological and
organizational innovation in the relation between market orientation
and performance in cultural organizations,” European Journal of
Innovation Management, vol. 11, no. 3, 2008, 413-434.

C. Y. Lin, and M. Y. Chen, “Does innovation lead to performance?
An empirical study of SMEs in Taiwan. Management Research
News,” vol. 30, no. 2, 2007, pp. 115-132.

Li, Y., Zhao, Y. and Y. Liu, “The relationship between HRM,
technology innovation and performance in China,” International
Journal of Manpower, vol. 27, no. 7, 2006, pp. 679-697.

V. J. Garcia-Moralesa, “Influence of transformational leadership on
organizational innovation and performance depending on the level of
organizational learning in the pharmaceutical sector,” Journal of
Organizational Change Management, vol. 2, no. 2, 2008, pp. 188-212.

J. A. Aragon-Correa, “Garcia-Morales, V, J. and Cordon-Pozo, E.
Leadership and organizational learning's role on innovation and
performance: Lessons from Spain. Industrial  Marketing
Management,” vol. 36, no. 3, 2007, pp. 349-359.

S. Roper, and J. H. Love, “Innovation and export performance:
evidence from the UK and German manufacturing plants,” Research
Policy, vol. 31, no. 2, 2002, pp. 1087-1102.

R. J. Calantone, S. T. Cavusgil, and Y. Zhao, “Learning orientation,
organization innovation capacity. and organization performance,”
Industrial Marketing Management, vol. 31, no. 6, 2002, pp. 515-524.
Wei, C. C., Choy, C. S. and Yew, P. H. P. “KM implementation in
Malaysian telecommunication industry: An empirical analysis,”

101

[36]

[37]

[38]

[39]

[40]

[41]

[42]

[43]

[44]

[45]

[46]

[47]

(48]

[49]

[50]

[51]

[52]

[53]

[54]

Industrial Management and Data Systems, vol. 106, no. 8, 2006, pp.
1112-1132.

M. E. Greiner, T. Bohmann and H. Krcmar, “A strategy for
knowledge management,” Journal of Knowledge management, Vol.
11, No. 6, 2007, pp. 3-15.

M. J. M. Razi, and N. S. Abdul Karim, “An Instrument to Assess
Organizational Readiness to Implement Knowledge management
Process,” Knowledge management: theory, research and Practice,
Proceedings Knowledge management 5th International Conference,
2010, pp. 323-328.

I. R. Edvardsson, “HRM and knowledge management,” Employee
Relations, vol. 30, no. 5, 2008, pp. 553-561.

Gloet, M. “Knowledge management and the links to HRM
Developing leadership and management capabilities to support
sustainability,” Management Research News, vol. 29, no. 7, 2006, pp.
402-413.

H. Shih, and Y. Chiang, “Strategy alignment between HRM, KM,
and corporate development,” International Journal of Manpower, vol.
26, no. 6, 2005, pp. 582-603.

S. Yahya, and W. Goh, “Managing human recourses toward
achieving knowledge management,” Journal of Knowledge
management, vol. 6, no. 5, 2002, pp. 457-468.

A. Monavvarian, and Z. Khamda, “Towards successful knowledge
management: people development approach.,” Business Strategy, vol.
11, no. 1, 2010, pp. 20-42.

C. Chen, and J. Huang, “Strategic human resource practices and
innovation performance-The mediating role of knowledge
management capacity,” Journal of Business Research, vol. 62, no. 1,
2009, pp. 104-114.

I. Svetlik, and E. Stavrou-Costea, “Connecting human resources
management and knowledge management. International,” Journal of
Manpower, vol. 28, no. 3/4, 2007, pp. 197-206.

F. Lee, and F. Lee, “The relationships between HRM practices,
Leadership style, competitive strategy and business performance in
Taiwanese steel industry,” Proceedings of the 13th Asia Pacific
Management Conference, Melbourne, Australia, 2007, pp. 953-971.

C. Y. Lin, and T. H. Kuo, “The mediate effect of learning and
knowledge on organizational performance,” Industrial Management
and Data Systems, vol. 107, no. 7, 2007, pp. 1066-1083.

G. N. Theriou, and P. D. Chatzoglou “Enhancing performance
through best HRM practices, organizational learning and knowledge
management: A conceptual framework,” European Business Review,
vol. 20, no. 3, 2008, pp. 185-207.

B. Yang, W. Zheng, and C. Viere, “Holistic Views of Knowledge
management Models,” Advances in Developing Human Resources,
vol. 11, no. 3, 2009, pp. 273-289.

C. W. Chong, T. Holden, P. Wilhelmij, and R. A. Schmidt, “Where
does knowledge management add value?,” Journal of Intellectual
Capital, vol. 1, no. 4, 2000, pp. 366-380.

M. Mohamed, M. Stankosky, and A. Murray, “Knowledge
management and information technology: can they work in perfect
harmony?,” Journal of knowledge management, vol. 10, no. 3, 2006,
pp. 103-116.

A. Vaccaro, R. Parente, and F. M. Veloso, “Knowledge management
Tools, Inter-organizational Relationships, Innovation and Firm
Performance,” Technological Forecasting and Social Change, vol. 77,
no. 7,2010, pp. 1076-1089.

L. Ray, “Requirement for knowledge management: business driving
information technology,” Journal of Knowledge management, vol. 12,
no. 3, 2008, pp. 156-158.

Stephen, R., Essentials of Organization Behavior. New Jersey:
prentice Hall,2000.

C. Lakshman, “Organizational knowledge leadership: a grounded
theory approach,” Leadership and Organization Development
Journal, vol. 28, no. 1, 2007, pp. 51-75.



[55]

[56]

[57]

(58]

[59]

[60]

(61]

[62]

[63]

[64]

[65]

[66]

[67]

[68]

[69]

[70]

[71]

[72]

(73]

[74]

Singh, S. K. “Role of leadership in knowledge management: a
study,” Journal of Knowledge management, vol. 12, no. 4, 2008, pp.
3-15.

J.  D. Politis, “The relationship of various leadership styles to
knowledge management,” Leadership and  Organization
Development Journal, vol. 22, no. 8,2001, pp. 354-364.

C. B. Crawford, “Effects of transformational leadership and
organizational position on knowledge management,” Journal of
Knowledge management, vol. 9, no. 6, 2005, pp. 6-16.

M. M. Migdadi, “An integrative view and empirical examination of
the relationships among knowledge management enablers, processes,
and organizational performance in Australian Enterprises,”
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of  Wollongong,
Australia, 2005.

J. D. Pemberton, and G. H. Stonehouse, “Organizational learning
and knowledge assets—an essential partnership,” The Learning
Organization, vol. 7, no. 4, 2000, pp. 184-94.

Z. S. Dimitriades, “Creating strategic capabilities: organizational
learning and knowledge management in the new economy,”
European Business Review, vol. 17, no. 4, 2005, pp. 314-324.

W. E. Baker, and J. M. Sinkula, “The Synergistic Effect of Market
Orientation and Learning Orientation on  Organizational
Performance,” Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, vol. 27,
no. 4,1999, pp. 411-427.

Y. Liu, J. Zhou and J. Gao, “The Influence of Organizational
Learning on Knowledge Transfer and Dynamic Capabilities: An
Empirical Study in Chinese High-tech Industries,” IEEE Xplore,
2008, pp. 1-4.

H. Zhang, and B. China, “Organizational Learning, Organizational
Structure, and Knowledge's Transfer,” IEEE Xplore, 2008, pp. 1-4.

C. Yanga, S. Fang and J. L. Linc, “Organizational knowledge
creation strategies: A conceptual framework,” International Journal
of Information Management, vol. 30, no.3, 2010, pp. 231-238.

E. Claver-Cortés, P. Zaragoza-Séez, and E. P. Ortega,
“Organizational  structure features supp. orting knowledge
management processes,” Journal of knowledge management, vol. 11,
no. 4, 2007, pp. 45-57.

A. H. Gold, A. Malhotra and A. H. Segars “Knowledge management:
an organizational capabilities perspective,” Journal of Management
Information Systems, vol. 18, no. 1, 2001, pp. 185-214.

C. J. Chen, and J. W. Huang, “How organizational climate and
structure affect knowledge management-The social interaction
perspective,” International Journal of Information Management, vol.
27, no. 2, 2007, pp. 104-118.

A. 1. Al-Alawi, N. Y. Al-Marzooqi, and Y. F. Mohammed,
“Organizational culture and knowledge sharing: critical success

factors,” Journal of Knowledge management, vol. 11, no.2, 2007, pp.
22-42.

H. Park, V. Ribiére, and W. Schulte, “Critical attributes of
organizational culture that promote knowledge management
technology implementation success, Journal of Knowledge

management, vol. 8, no. 3, 2004, pp. 106-117.

S. Tseng, “The correlation between organizational culture and
knowledge conversion on corporate performance,” Journal of
Knowledge Management, vol. 14, no. 2, 2010, pp. 269-284.

M. Plessis, “The role of knowledge management in innovation,”
Journal of knowledge management, vol. 11, no. 4, 2007, pp. 20-29.

S. Herkema, “A complex adaptive perspective on learning within
innovation projects,” The Learning Organization, vol. 10, no. 6, 2003,
pp- 340-6.

R. Garcia, and R. Calantone, “A critical look at technological
innovation typology and innovativeness terminology: a literature
review,” Journal of Product Innovation Management, vol. 19, 2002,
pp- 110-32.

F. Damanpour, R. M. Walker, and , C. N. A. Combinative, “Effects
of Innovation Types and Organizational Performance: A

102

[75]

[76]

(771

(78]

(791

[80]

(81]

(82]

[83]

[84]

(85]

[86]

(87]

(88]

(89]

[90]

[91]

[92]

Longitudinal Study of Service Organizations,” Journal of

Management Studies , vol. 46, no. 4, 2009, pp. 650-675.

H. O. AL-Enzi, “The capabilities of information technology and its
role in strategic innovation: case study in a sample of the mobile
companies in Iraq,” Unpublished master thesis, University of Mussel,
Iraq, 2008.

V. Blazevic, A. Lievens, and E. Klein, “Antecedents of project
learning and time-to-market during new mobile service
development,” International  Journal of Service Industry
Management, vol. 14, no.1, 2003, pp. 120-147.

S. Forge, and E. Bohlin, “Managed Innovation in Korea in
telecommunications-Moving towards 4G mobile at a national level,”
Telematics and Informatics, vol. 25, no. 4, 2008, 292-308.

H. Gruber, “Competition and innovation: The diffusion of mobile
telecommunications in Central and Eastern Europe,” Information
Economics and Policy, vol. 13, no.1, 2001, pp. 19-34.

F. Jaspers, W. Hulsink, and J. Theeuwes, “Entry and Innovation in
Maturing Markets: Virtual Operators in Mobile
Telecommunications,” Jules Technology Analysis and Strategic
Management, vol. 19, no. 2, 2007, pp. 205-225.

A. Oke, “Innovation types and innovation management practices in
service companies,”  International Journal of Operations and
Production Management, vol. 27, no. 6, 2007, 564-587.

Y. Yang, “Workplace diversity, high performance work system, and
organizational innovation. Unpublished doctoral dissertation,”
University of Western Ontario, Canada, 2007.

S. Popadiuk, and C. W. Choo, “Innovation and knowledge creation:
how are these concepts related?. International Journal of Information
Management,” vol. 26, 2006, pp. 302-312.

R . J. Lin, R. H. Chen, and K. K. S. Chiu, “Customer relationship
management and innovation capability: an empirical study,”
Industrial Management and Data Systems, vol.110, no. 1, 2010, pp.
111-133.

C. Pedersen, and B. Dalum, “Incremental Versus Radical Change —
The Case of the Digital North Denmark Programme,” Paper for the
International Schumpeter Society Conference, Bocconi University,
Milan, 2004, pp. 9-12.

J. Darroch, and R. McNaughton, “Beyond market orientation —
Knowledge management and the innovativeness of New Zealand
firms,” European Journal of Marketing, vol. 37, no. 3/4, 2003, pp.
572-593.

D. M. Roberts, “The Integration of Service Innovation Into an
Existing Model for Vol.ume and Variety,” Unpublished doctoral
dissertation, Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute, US, 2008.

M. Pitt, and M. Tucker, “Performance measurement in facilities
management: driving innovation?,” Property Management, vol. 26,
no. 4, 2008, pp. 241-254.

D. Amaratunga, and D. Baldry, “A conceptual framework to
measure facilities management performance,” Property Management,
vol. 21, no. 2, 2003, pp. 171-89.

M. Moullin, “Performance measurement definitions Linking
performance measurement and organizational excellence,”
International Journal of Health Care Quality Assurance, vol. 20, no. 3,
2007, pp. 181-183.

R. Ngah, and A. R. Ibrahim, “The Effect of Knowledge Sharing on
Organizational Performance in Small and Medium Enterprises.
Knowledge management: theory, research and Practice,” Proceedings
Knowledge management 5th International Conference, 2010, pp.
503-508.

S. H. Liao, and C. C. Wu, “The Relationship among Knowledge
management, Organizational Learning, and Organizational
Performance,” International Journal of Business and Management,
vol. 4, no. 4, 2009, pp. 64-76.

J. K. Visser, and E. Sluiter, “Performance Measures for a
Telecommunications Company,” IEEE Xplore, 2007, pp. 1-7.



[93]

[94]

[95]

[96]

[97]

(98]

H. Lin, “Knowledge sharing and organization innovation capability:
an empirical study,” International Journal of Manpower, vol. 28, no.
3/4,2007, pp. 315-332.

D. Brachos, K. Konstantinos, K. E. Soderquist, and G. Prastacos,
“Knowledge effectiveness, social context and innovation,” Journal of
knowledge management, vol. 11, no. 5, 2007, pp. 31-44.

Chang, S. C. and Lee, M. S. “The linkage between knowledge
accumulation capability and organizational innovation,” Journal of
knowledge management, vol. 12, no. 1, 2008, pp. 3-20.

J. Saenz, N. Aramburu, and O. Rivera, “Knowledge sharing and
innovation performance A comparison between high-tech and low-
tech companies,” Journal of Intellectual Capital, vol. 10, no. 1, 2009,
pp. 22-36.

C. C. Yang, P. B. Marlow and C. S. Lu, “Knowledge management
enablers in liner shipping,” Transportation Research Part E, vol. 45,
no. 2, 2009, pp. 893-903.

Marchington, M. and Wilkinson, A. (Eds). People Management and

Development: Human Resource Management at Work, CIPD,
London, 2003.

CSFz of KM
-HEM
IT Innovation oP
-Laadarship. -Technological. -Financial.
it -Administrative. -Custorner.
-Cirzanizationsl !
laarni - Radical. -Int=rnal
sarming.
_Orzamizational -Incrementsl. procass.
stratagy. -Lzaming
-Oireanizationsl and erowth.
structura,
-Oreanizational
culturs.
Figure 1. Conceptual framework

103



