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Abstract: The purpose of this research study was to examine the correlation, if any, between knowledge and performance
management and associated strategies employed by today’s organizations to increase stakeholder and shareholder value.: Each
strategy was individually examined using the quantitative causal method research design in order to examine the
relationship/correlation of the level of knowledge and performance activities within participant organizations, and then
collaboratively examine their inter‐relations. The independent variables and the dependent variables vary in each correlation
research questions. The findings endorsed that effective use of organizational explicit knowledge and efficient performance are
practices worth doing. Correlations between knowledge and performance and innovation and value added were found to be
relatively strong. A moderately strong predictive correlation between effective implementation of knowledge strategy and
performance was also found and presented, and similar findings showing a moderately strong predictive correlation between
effective implementation of performance strategy and innovation are also established and shown.: Organizations can increase and
create vital added value to both stakeholders and shareholder members by implementing effectively a holistic approach as an
integrated part of routine practices that enhances knowledge creation and exceptional performance, which will contribute to
superior results – tangible and intangible ones. The practical implications of this research will contribute to the academic discipline
of knowledge and performance management. Paper relevance: This paper will contribute to the debate regarding the linking of
knowledge and performance management. Further, this paper will contribute to the in‐depth analysis/discussion of the importance
of knowledge in innovation and velocity management.
Keywords: knowledge management, knowledge transfer, innovation, performance, strategy, velocity

1. Introduction
There is considerable interest in knowledge and performance management at the present time – witness the output
of books, papers and conferences on this subject over the past few years. According to international conference
organizers IRR, knowledge management has been the top theme for business and management from 2002 and
onwards, with major events oversubscribed and speakers at a premium. Why is this? According to some leading
academics it is because we are living in the knowledge age, in addition to a fast‐changing environment that needs
constantly updated and accurate knowledge that will enhance superior performance and develop a learning approach
towards innovation. Armstrong (2015) argues that environmental factors, such as competition, globalization and
technology, are stretching organization capabilities to the limit, requiring ever higher levels of skills and intelligence in
order to respond effectively. Furthermore, Bessant and Tidd (2011) highlight and analyze the knowledge and
innovation relationship as a key facilitator for creating value‐added organization. Clearly, in this scenario the effective
management and transfer of knowledge may not be just a passing fad, but potentially an essential tool for survival,
and possibly the base for developing the ability to thrive through creating a source for competitive advantage through
performance (Osseo‐Asare et al, 2007).This paper reports on research within European case organizations that are at
various stages of approaching and deploying knowledge and performance management programs. It builds upon
previous work (Chourides & Longbottom 2001, 2002; Chourides et al, 2003; Chourides, 2004; Armstrong 2015) to
establish practice and key factors likely to enhance successful implementation. Specifically, this research paper
assesses critical areas and identifies relationships and procedures over a range of organizational perspectives in order
to establish the affiliation in the diffusion and transfer of organizational knowledge and performance, aiming to
support existing organizational activities/policies/ procedures and projects, and to advance their goals, market
competiveness and meet customer demands/needs.

2. Literature analysis
According to Nonaka and Konno (1998), organizational knowledge can be created through socialization,
externalization, combination and internalization. Socialization refers to sharing tacit knowledge and externalization is
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(2011) emphasize the above, going even further by stressing facilitators such as the strategic and tactical management
process, the involvement and commitment of top management and training and knowledge sharing.

4. Knowledge management
O’Dell and Hubert (2011) define “knowledge” as: what employees know about their customers, one another,
products, processes, mistakes, and successes, whether that knowledge is tacit or explicit, and “knowledge
management” as a systematic effort to enable information and knowledge to grow, flow, create value (O’Dell &
Huber, 2011), and meet tactical and strategic requirements (Frost, 2012). It is about creating and managing the
processes to get the right knowledge to the right people at the right time, having as a main purpose helping people to
share and act in accordance with this information to improve organizational performance (O’Dell & Huber, 2011). A
similar definition was given by Skyrne (2011), who defines knowledge management as “the explicit and systematic
management of vital knowledge – and its associated processes of creation, organization, diffusion, use and
exploitation – in pursuit of business objectives."
By identifying, sharing and using the knowledge and practices internally, a company has the advantage of identifying,
capturing and the ability to leverage this internal knowledge and compete and become a learning organization (O’Dell,
Grayson, 1998). Even if a company is willing to proceed with an internal benchmarking and best practice transfer
approach, it is a requirement that the crucial knowledge is at a first step identified and as a second step transferred
throughout the internal environment. In other words, best practice transfer is one of the most profitable knowledge
management approaches used to close performance gaps and achieve the same level of high performance as similar
organizational divisions of an organization.
O’Dell and Hubert (2011) identified three main categories of knowledge, further divided into 7 subcategories.
According to the area of interest, different maps are used to explore the knowledge of interest:
Enterprise Knowledge
Strategic‐Level Knowledge map
(Level of competency or expertise to meet strategic goals)
Expertise‐Level Knowledge map
(What knowledge an organization has, key knowledge assets to be available, strengths and opportunities,
sharing behaviors)
Cross‐Functional Knowledge
Expertise Tacit Knowledge map
(Expert employees and their areas of expertise)
Technical/Functional Knowledge map
(Strengths and gaps within specific technical or functional knowledge domains)
Process‐Explicit Knowledge
Document‐Explicit Knowledge map
(Assets and content, knowledge needs and sources, recipients, knowledge locations and formats)
Job or Role‐Based Knowledge map
(Required knowledge for jobs or roles to perform specific process)
Competency/Learning Needs map
(Learning or competency needs within various processes)
Once the type of knowledge is identified and agreed, it should be incorporated into the knowledge management
strategy. The following framework ensures that the elements needed for successful knowledge transfer should be
incorporated in the KM strategy and it has been used as a tool to validate and target gaps, issues and strengths. For
the needs of this research we will focus on the change of knowledge throughout the framework’s levels.
This framework suggests that as knowledge management capabilities improve the nature of the organization’s critical
knowledge evolves, needing to be higher need to be the performance.
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Initiate
Figure 2: Knowledge management framework [Source: O’ Dell, C. & Hubert, C. (2011)].
Nevertheless, over the years, several knowledge management models have been reviewed and developed, proposing
key variables for the successful implementation of knowledge management. Central to the creation of a knowledge‐
based organization is quality training, since the demand for high quality, lower costs and faster cycle times is
extremely high. This is done through continuous improvement of organizational performance in combination with
advances in technology and improved processes. All these require a competent workforce and are achieved through
continuous training and development efforts. Consequently, training should be treated as a strategic investment in
order to become a “learning organization,” and innovation needs to be accepted as an important tool towards that
goal. The implementation of successful knowledge management has been related to different organizational factors,
such as employee training, involvement and empowerment, open and trustworthy spirit of teamwork, visible top
management leadership, information systems’ infrastructure, performance measurement, knowledge‐friendly culture,
benchmarking, knowledge structure and elimination of organizational constraints (Choy & Suk, 2005).

5. Performance Management and Value Creation
In general performance management can be defined as the guidelines, strategies and systems with the only purpose
to direct managers’ and employees’ actions towards the improvement of an organization’s performance and hence to
enhance the value of all stakeholders. Value creation is the most vital objective of any business. As suggested by
Vester et al. (2007) performance management is one of the most essential devices that any organization can employ
to generate shareholders value creation. The same study indicated that by having a clear picture on the central value
drivers of a firm, by connecting mangers’ incentives to the business value driver and by lining up their actions and
interest with those of their shareholders, and finally by aligning peoples’ performance with the expected targets
would eventually lead to a healthy and strong circle of value creation and at the same time initiate performance
culture.
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One of the driving forces for the need of the performance management in today’s business world is the diversified
need and competing views from different stakeholders in regards to what should be accomplished and what creates
value (PWC, 2015). Shareholders for example, since they are interested for their return on investment, can utilize
performance a management as a tool to force out bad performers. On the other hand employees can see
performance management as tools to assist them to grow professionally and at the same time reward them for their
outstanding work. Policy makers use performance management to cope with business risk and employee behavior
where managers use it to motivate employees towards the desired behavior.
Additionally, taking into account the increasing competition in today’s business environment many organizations rely
heavily on their employees for gaining competitive advantage over their rival and value creation. A successful
performance management system would involve and at the same time motivate employees, give them secure
rewards whereas at the same time promote risk‐responsible actions. Additionally, this system should promote a
culture where innovation, improvement, and the needs of the customers are of fundamental importance (PWC, 2015).
Based on the resource‐based view model, company’s resources are the primal sources for generating competitive
advantage over rivals and at the same time enhance performance (Peteraf and Bergen, 2003). In essence, the
employees are considered to be both resources and assets for a given company, and for that reason companies should
incorporate strategies that boost, progress and reward employees’ performance. In accordance and Stevers and Joyce
(2002), performance management in conjunction with appraisal systems portrays a vital role in helping firms to obtain
growth in performance and value.
Studies indicated that a large number of organizations today incorporate performance management systems as
opposed to traditional financial oriented systems, with the most popular one being the balance score card with a
utilization rate of 44%
on a global level (Marinez, 2005). Martinez and Kennerley (2005) found six reasons for the
increasing use of performance management systems within firms; ‘ (1) monitor productivity, (2) communicate
strategy, (3) reduce costs, (4) review their business strategy, (5) support their compensation systems and (6) control
operations’ (Martinez, 2005, pp 16).
Lingle and Schiemann (1996) found evidence that companies which utilize performance management systems
generate better performance than other firms, where Lawson et al. (2003) found evidence that found evidence that
companies which utilize performance management systems exhibited growth in sales and profits, reduction in costs,
and at the same time improvement in return on assets and investments. Other literature have suggested those
systems benefit indirectly performance through increase in customer and employee satisfactions (DeWall, 2003).
Finally, it has been stated that performance management systems generate a better business model by motivating
employees’ actions, and generating new practices and procedures, than by just concentrate on increasing revenue
and profits (Martinez, 2005). In essence more motivated and satisfied employees and better set of practices it is
expected to lead in increase in value for a number of stakeholders.
On the other hand as Martinez (2005) pointed out some companies have not identified any positive results in their
financial performance with the employment of performance management systems. Another point of notice is that
they could not separate the benefits from those system in their performance, where in some cases they have
generate negative financial results due to the high implementation costs.
Vester et al. (2007) examine the performance management system on a five successful companies so as to identify key
lessons out of those examples. There results indicated that even though there was no single best practice in terms of
planning, targets or controls, all features of those systems must be matching with both the culture as well as the
behavioral features of the firm as well as to work together in a harmonizing mode. In more detail the example
companies have demonstrated a range of different performance management approaches, but they all had four
specific features. The first one was that they were clear and define roles and accountabilities for each manager.
Managers felt totally empowered to deliver their roles and this in turn added value to their business units. The second
feature is related to trust. Companies trust their manager that would in firm’s best interest, and manager trust
companies that would provide all the necessary tools for them to perform well. The third on relates performance
evaluation. The starting point was the link of performance with actual results to together with the related drivers.
After completing this task then the alternative actions together with the actual actions are compared. The last feature,
all the systems incorporated both performance and health. In essence performance was depicted based on the
deliverable by the firms in terms financial and operational terms to its stakeholders. On the other hand health was
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portrayed as the qualities, characteristics and today’s actions that would help to sustain performance tomorrow. The
combination of the two, performance and health, leads to a sustain value for a given firm.

6. Knowledge Management and Value Creation
Knowledge management has drew the attention of both practitioners as well as academics all around the globe, based
on the notion that real recourses have been replaced by intangible resources, such as knowledge, as the key force of
performance increase in an organization (Massingham, 2014). Further, the increasing level of global competition, the
diversity of product and services available to consumers, the growing technological advancement and the constantly
changing demands of consumers have generated and extra pressure to firms to identify new methods and capabilities
as well as competitive advantage to enhance value creation.
For that reason, it is evidence that the quick attainment and use of new knowledge is the key element to the creation
of sustainable competitive advantage (Davenport and Prusak, 1998). As Kaplan et al. (2001) pointed out for a firm to
increase its performance it must entail the capability to generate new knowledge by mixing existing knowledge with
knowledge resources together with alteration of firm’s internal procedures. Further to the above, Chong et al. (2000)
stated that management of knowledge resources make the most of corporate prospects and at the same time
diminish the risk of lacking or lost prospects. In essence it has been suggested that a successful utilization and
administration of knowledge resources are the grounds for the development of corporate capabilities that lead to
increase in performance and value creation (Schiuma et al., 2012).
Moustaghfir (2008) indicated that knowledge resources are characteristically dynamic and they interact with each
other so as to create value. Knowledge resources can be defined as ‘‘all the firms’ assets, capabilities, organizational
processes, firm attributes, information, knowledge, etc. controlled by a the firmto conceive of and implement
strategies that improve its efficiency and effectiveness’’ (Barney, 1991).
In more details the relevant literature argues that successful firms’ in today’s competitive business environment arise
because of their competitive advantage over their rival. This competitive advantage emerges because of the manner
that those firms administrate their knowledge resources as well as a competence knowledge management process
that utilizes those knowledge resources and convert them into increased both firm value and performance
(Massingham, 2014). The evolution as well as the improvement of the firm’s knowledge resources is done through
knowledge management and a set of education tools lead to an increase in the firm’s capabilities whereas those
capabilities are redeem into product and services that are more attractive to consumers. As suggested by Schiuma et
al. (2012) value creation is generated in the progress of firm’s knowledge resources as depicted in the figure 3 below.

Firm’s Procedures

PERFORMANCE

Capabilities

VALUE

Firm’s
Stakeholders

KNOWLEDGE PROCESSES
Knowledge resources

Figure 3: The connection between knowledge management and value creation [adopted from Schiuma et al. (2012)]
A number of prior literature has examine the effect of knowledge management on firm’s performance and value
growth. Kianto et al. (2014) suggested that for knowledge management to have a positive impact on performance a
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company should not only take notice of n its intangible assets but similarly to focus on the management of these
assets because is of equal importance. Bart et al. (2003) utilized brand as an indicative intangible asset and found that
its value it’s positively related with the company’s share prices and in turn the related returns to its shareholders. On
the other hand Hand (2003) indicated that in terms of intangible resources only marketing and research and
development affect share prices and especially when the above mentioned two resources play a significant role in the
strategy of the company. In line with Hand (2003) are the results of Lev and Sougiannis (2003) which also indicated a
positive relationship between share prices and research and development.

7. Research Questions
The research questions that have been formulated to examine the purpose of this study were the following:


To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between the implementation of a knowledge management strategy
and innovation?



To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between the implementation of a performance management
strategy and innovation?



Which, if any, of the strategies of knowledge management and performance management relate more strongly to
innovation?

Hypotheses
The hypothesis questions for this quantitative research study are as follows:
H10: There is no correlation between a knowledge management strategy and innovation.
H1a: There is a correlation between the implementation of a knowledge management strategy and innovation.
H20: There is no correlation between the implementation of a performance management strategy and
innovation.
H2a: There is a correlation between the implementation of a performance management strategy and
innovation.
H30: There is not a strong relationship between the strategies of knowledge management and performance
management and innovation.
H3a: There is a strong relationship between the strategies of knowledge management and performance
management and innovation.

8. Research methodology
This quantitative causal quantitative research study was conducted using questionnaires. The sample population of
this research study was 600 respondents. Questionnaires were given to managers and employees in six different
European organizations, striving for as large a sample as possible, with a hope of a 50% sample. This research did not
examine the entire population because inferential statistics would not then be able to be conducted. Hence, a simple
random sampling was used to select the participants. The researchers felt that establishing personal contact with the
directors of the organizations helped to increase the response rate. For this reason the sampling procedure that was
used is not wholly probabilistic as particular organizations were chosen to be included in this study. Probability
sampling implied that the selection of participants was determined by chance. In purposive sampling, we sample with
a purpose in mind. We usually would have one or more specific predefined groups we are seeking. For instance, have
you ever run into people in a mall or on the street who are carrying a clipboard and who are stopping various people
and asking if they could interview them? Most likely they are conducting a purposive sample (and most likely they are
engaged in market research). They might be looking for Caucasian females between 30‐40 years old. They size up the
people passing by and anyone who looks to be in that category they stop to ask if they will participate. One of the first
things they're likely to do is verify that the respondent does in fact meet the criteria for being in the sample. Purposive
sampling can be very useful for situations where you need to reach a targeted sample quickly and where sampling for
proportionality is not the primary concern. With a purposive sample, you are likely to get the opinions of your target
population, but you are also likely to overweight subgroups in your population that are more readily accessible.
Therefore, purposive sampling was used to select participant organizations for this study. Purposive sampling involves
obtaining information from specific types of individuals who can provide the desired information. The individuals
chosen met the criteria set by the researchers. The non‐probabilistic purposive sampling was used instead of a
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probability sampling approach in choosing the six organizations, even though this sampling strategy limited the
generalizability of the results (Zikmund et al, 2011).
Simple random sampling is the most common sampling design, in which researchers select a group of subjects (a
sample) for study from a larger group (a population). Each individual was chosen entirely by chance and each member
of the population had an equal chance of selection in the sample. Every possible sample of a given size has the same
chance of selection. The main benefit of simple random sampling is that it guarantees that the sample chosen is
representative of the population. This ensures that the statistical conclusions will be valid. In addition, simple random
sampling requires an accurate list of the whole population. Hence, this research used the simple random sampling
procedure because the researchers had access to names in the population and the questionnaires were distributed
directly to the managers and employees in six different organizations. One way of achieving a simple random sample
is to number each element in the sampling frame and then use random numbers to select the required sample.
Random numbers can be obtained using a calculator, a spreadsheet, and printed tables of random numbers (Zikmund
et al, 2011). The following are the advantages of simple random sampling:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

One of the great advantages of simple random sampling method is that it needs only a minimum knowledge
of the study group of population in advance.
It is free from errors in classification.
Simple random sampling is representative of the population
It is totally free from bias and prejudice
The method is simple to use.
It is very easy to assess the sampling error in this method.

Simple random sampling suffers from the following demerits:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

This method carries larger errors from the same sample size than that are found in stratified sampling.
In simple random sampling, the selection of sample becomes impossible if the units or items are widely
dispersed.
One of the major disadvantages of simple random sampling method is that it cannot be employed where the
units of the population are heterogeneous in nature.
This method lacks the use of available knowledge concerning the population.
Sometimes, it is difficult to have a completely cataloged universe.
It may be impossible to contact the cases which are very widely dispersed.

This research was conducted using survey instruments and specifically questionnaires that were administered to
managers and employees in six different organizations. The questionnaire survey is a research strategy often used
when adopting a deductive approach in business and marketing research. By using quantitative surveys, the
researcher administered a questionnaire to collect standardized data in an economical way. The sample size must be
large enough to allow adequate statistical analysis and to better address potential confounding effects (Zikmund et al,
2011).
An a priori power analysis using GPOWER was carried out to determine an appropriate sample size. The power of a
test indicates the probability of correctly rejecting a false null hypothesis. To detect a medium effect size (d = 0.5), a
total sample size of 176 was needed to conduct a one‐tailed paired sample t test on means with alpha = 0.05, and
power = 0.95, and a sample of 140 was required for alpha = 0.01 and power= 0.99. The total employee target
population for this study was 600 participants. Hence, a priori power analysis using GPOWER was carried out to
determine an appropriate sample size.

9. Data analysis
Analysis of research question and hypothesis 1
In all cases, a Pearson two‐tailed correlation was used with a 0.05 significance level for evaluation. However, the SPSS
software also flags significant correlations down to the 0.01 level, and as such, if correlations were found within this
level these were reported as indicated. Each of these outcomes is discussed below. The Pearson product‐moment
correlation coefficient (or Pearson correlation coefficient, for short) is a measure of the strength of a linear association

www.ejkm.com

184

©ACPIL

Pieris Chourides, Lycourgos Hadjiphanis and Loukia Ch. Evripidou

between two variables and is denoted by r. Basically, a Pearson product‐moment correlation attempts to draw a line
of best fit through the data of two variables, and the Pearson correlation coefficient, r, indicates how far away all
these data points are to this line of best fit (how well the data points fit this new model/line of best fit). The Pearson
correlation coefficient, r, can take a range of values from +1 to ‐1. A value of 0 indicates that there is no association
between the two variables. A value greater than 0 indicates a positive association; that is, as the value of one variable
increases, so does the value of the other variable. A value less than 0 indicates a negative association; that is, as the
value of one variable increases, the value of the other variable decreases. The stronger the association of the two
variables, the closer the Pearson correlation coefficient, r, will be to either +1 or ‐1 depending on whether the
relationship is positive or negative, respectively. Achieving a value of +1 or ‐1 means that all your data points are
included on the line of best fit ‐ there are no data points that show any variation away from this line. Values for r
between +1 and ‐1 (for example, r = 0.8 or ‐0.4) indicate that there is variation around the line of best fit. The closer
the value of r to 0 the greater the variation around the line of best fit.
The outcome of the correlation for the full sample is presented in Table 1. This demonstrates a correlation of r(600) =
.85, p < .01 at the .01 significance level between the two variables identified in the full sample This correlation
coefficient was found to be significant at the 0.01 level, exceeding the threshold of significance p < .05 that was set for
analysis.Thus, in terms of the full sample, hypothesis 1 (alternative hypothesis) could be said to be supported and the
null hypothesis was rejected.
Table 1: Correlation across full sample for perceived effectiveness of implementation of knowledge management on
innovation
Correlations

Perceived effectiveness of
implementation of knowledge
management

Perceived effectiveness of
implementation of knowledge
management

Perceived impact of
knowledge management on
innovation

1.000

.85**

Pearson
Correlation
Sig. (2‐tailed)

Perceived impact of knowledge
management on innovation

.000

N

600

600

Pearson
Correlation

.85**

1.000

Sig. (2‐tailed)

.000

N

600

600

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

Analysis of research question and hypothesis 2
The outcomes of the correlation between the perceived effectiveness of implementation of performance
management strategies and the perceived impact of performance management strategies on innovation for the full
sample group are demonstrated in Table 2. As can be seen, this is not as strong a correlation as was seen in hypothesis
1, but nevertheless he correlation coefficient of r(600) = .57, p < .01, which is found to be significant at the 0.01 level
(two‐tailed), demonstrates that there is a significant correlation between these two variables. This correlation
coefficient was found to be significant at the 0.01 level, exceeding the threshold of significance p < .05 that was set for
analysis. Thus, for this hypothesis at the sample‐wide level, the null hypothesis H20 was rejected and the alternative
hypothesis H2a should be accepted.
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Table 2: Correlation between the perceived effectiveness of implementation of performance management strategies
on innovation ‐ full sample
Correlations

Perceived impact of performance
management strategies on
innovation

Perceived impact of
performance management
on innovation

Perceived effectiveness of
implementation of performance
management strategies

1.000

.57**

Pearson
Correlation
Sig. (2‐tailed)

Perceived effectiveness of
implementation performance
management strategies

.000

N

600

600

Pearson
Correlation

.57**

1.000

Sig. (2‐tailed)

.000

N

600

600

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

10. Research question and hypothesis 3
The analyses for research questions 1 and 2 focused on correlations, or identification of similarities in performance.
However, this did not allow direct comparison of the results, nor did it allow direct identification of the relationships
between variables that may be found in this case. Furthermore, as correlation did not imply causation, it did not say
anything about the potential causal relationships between the variables. To determine if there was a relationship
between these three factors and enrollment, linear regression was chosen to examine this relationship.
Two linear regression processes were used to explore the issues involved in this evaluation. Each of the three sets of
variables identified above (X1 and Y1, X2 and Y2) were examined using an individual linear regression process. This was
evaluated using a significance level of p = 0.05.
The variable pairings used in two separate linear regression determinations for each of the analysis levels are
identified in Table 3. These variables are consistent throughout the analysis levels.
Table 3: Variable specifications for linear regression process
Variable

Description

X1 (Independent)

Perceived effectiveness of implementation of knowledge management strategies

Y1 (Dependent)

Perceived impact of knowledge management strategies on innovation

X2 (Independent)

Perceived effectiveness of implementation of performance management
strategies

Y2 (Dependent)

Perceived impact of performance management strategies on innovation

All regression equations were specified in the form Yi = slope * Xi + intercept, in which i = the number of the variable
as specified above. Each variable number corresponded to the related correlation‐based hypothesis above. Each
equation was specified for the variable pair using the appropriate matrix determination (Constant/B for the slope and
2
Variable/B for the intercept). R values (from 0 to 1) were used to determine the strength of the relationship
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described by each equation, and the ANOVA output from each was used to determine whether the relationship was
2
statistically significant. Following the process of specification for each of the models, the R values for each of the
2
outcomes were considered to determine how strong the relationship between the two variables was. The R value
varies between 0 and 1, with 0 indicating no significant relationship and 1 indicating an absolute relationship. As in
common with the rest of this analysis, a significance level of p = 0.05 was used to determine statistical significance.
2
The R, R (coefficient of determination) and regression equation determined for each of the three variable pairings in
2
the full sample. In the case of the relationship between X1 and Y1, the R = .72, F(1, 600), p < .01 value indicate a
moderate relationship between the two variables; colloquially, 72% of the variation in Y1 can be explained by the
corresponding value of X1. The ANOVA output for this test indicates a significance of .000, which is below the
significance threshold of p = 0.05. Thus, this is accepted as a valid and statistically significant relationship on the
2
sample‐wide level. The second relationship between X2 and Y2 demonstrated an R = .33, F(1, 600), p < .01 value,
which was much lower than the other regressions involved. This indicates that 33% of the variation in Y2 can be
attributed to the X2 variable. The ANOVA analysis for this variable did indicate that it was a significant relationship,
with a significance level of .000. However, this relationship was much less substantial than the first, lending only
partial support to a strong relationship between the two variables in this case.

11. Final thoughts
Such is the nature of knowledge and performance management, and a significant finding from this research is that
critical success factors, such as speed, time, availability, decision‐making process, response, performance, do emerge
in association with the aforementioned authors (Chourides et al, 2003; Chourides, 2004; Bessant & Tidd, 2011;
Marrioti and Glackin, 2013; Armstrong, 2015) indicating the strong correlation of knowledge management and
performance management approaches. Consequently, these critical factors would empower the performance and
more crucially will provide profound argument for better Scheduling/ Programming, Guidance, Evaluation and Reward
within the organization
The demand and requirements for best practice in knowledge and performance management, as an emerging pattern
from the analysis, intensify the argument for such efforts. Within the theoretical framework of knowledge and
performance management parameters – such as internal and externa practices, people, customer demands and needs
– time, accuracy, and information technology appear to share a common ground. Therefore the evolution of such an
approach within the knowledge and performance management context appears to be in harmony and is not a fad. A
logical integration will enable organizations and individuals to understand, implement, and assess their capabilities.
Additionally, the approach of best practice contributes to an effective process of moderation and control at any given
time of organizational activities. The future best practice needs to support the key processes of:


Discovering and identifying the organizational knowledge assets,



Mapping and auditing the organizational performance activities,



Adding valuable sources and tools of understanding for the creation and transfer of knowledge within and outside
the organization,



Contributing and facilitating the level of performance in the organizations,



Integrating the innovation process using performance and knowledge characteristics,



Exploring the capabilities and contribution in distinctive competence of both organization and individuals,



Strengthen the relationship among key stakeholders,



Improving time and accuracy of innovation.

This level of engrossment and complexity has not been allowed for in previous research and this research has found
and endorses that this parameter needs to be further investigated and developed. Furthermore, the velocity factor
needs to be addressed in the near future, as it appears that the timing factor is an area that enables knowledge and
performance to strengthen their strong relationship, which will enable the users to acquire a substantial competitive
advantage. As the rapid change of business environment level increases it can be observed that the number of factors
increases, and a senior participant refers to this as “an indication of sufficient progress.” The introduction of a
link and association of critical success factors highlight the benefits of the approach that any knowledge and
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performance management activities need to be addressed outside the typical organizational and personal boundaries.
The relationship is of significance and can be regarded as a blueprint for current activities and level of involvement
within the organization and the knowledge end‐user.
By embedding knowledge and performance activities and initiatives within a holistic and sophisticated framework,
organizations will be better able to fulfill their aims and objectives. Consequently, a better understanding and
indication of knowledge transfer and investment will be able to be traced and reported. Managers will be in a better
position of control, performance indicators and measurement will be developed and any strategic intent can be
assessed at any given stage without the human interaction and innovation being lost.
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