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Abstract: Knowledge Management and Market Orientation have become
buzzwords today owing to their importance for enhancing organizational
performance. Innovation has become the strategic need of organizations at
present in order to contend with the extreme market competition. The objective
of this research was to examine the impact of knowledge management
orientation on a firm’s performance with the mediating role of organizational
innovation and market orientation. Data was collected through personal survey-
based questionnaire. Based on a survey of 343 employees from Telecom Sector
of Pakistan, this study applied Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) Technique
to observe the research model. The results of the study demonstrate that
knowledge management orientation plays an affirmative role in the promotion
of organizational performance. The organizational innovation has significant
impact on the performance of the organization. It was also revealed that there is
positive effect of market orientation on organizational performance. Moreover,
innovation and market orientation were observed to have mediating role in the
knowledge management orientation-organizational performance linkage. As,
the global phenomenon exposes that if the knowledge management, market
orientation and innovation in relation to performance are being practiced, then
the results are promising, driving extensively in a constructive way as validated
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by the literature review. Consequently, this research is one the first attempts in
Pakistan towards the perspective i.e. knowledge management orientation,
organizational innovation, market orientation in relation to the performance of
an organization. It will further contribute towards the local academic and viable
arena of Pakistan.

Keywords: Knowledge management orientation; Organizational innovation;
Market orientation; Performance
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1. Introduction

1.1. Background

The generation and accessibility of new and existing knowledge demonstrate a
remarkable challenge and opportunity to organizations attempting to compete in a global
arena. At the beginning of the current decade when the competitive atmosphere went
through a major revolution due to globalization, businesses have increased their
exploration for a policy that will provide them a sustainable competitive benefit. Such
policies usually need that the organizations always differentiate their products and
process, that is, organizations must continually be innovative (Brewer & Brewer, 2010;
Manfredi Latilla, Frattini, Messeni Petruzzelli, & Berner, 2018). In such circumstance,
where innovation in products and process is considered as an indispensable requirement
for the business success and survival, concentration to market orientation and change to a
firm invoked a lot of interest of scholars and business associates (Li, Huang, & Tsai,
2009; Shujahat et al., 2019).

The literature on strategic management identifies innovation as an important
initiator for organizations to generate value and maintain competitive advantage in the
progressive compound and quickly changing atmosphere (Zoghi, Mohr, & Meyer, 2010).
Organizations with greater innovativeness will be winning in answering to altering the
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environment and in developing new capability that permits them to attain improved
output. Innovation plans lean to rely a lot on peoples' proficiency, knowledge, and
dedication as significant inputs in the process of value creation (Navarro, Acedo, Robson,
Ruzo, & Losada, 2010).

Establishing an innovation environment needs suitable strategies, practices and
policies with respect to individuals and work. Effective knowledge management
orientation in terms of organizational memory, knowledge absorption, knowledge sharing
and knowledge receptivity increases an organization’s competence in establishing new
goods, services, and management structures, guiding to better novel results (Liu, Gong,
Zhou, & Huang, 2017; Rahman, Daud, & Raman, 2018). As innovative businesses are
characterized by greater ambiguity and inconsistency, businesses need to keep focus on
market orientation to improve the business performance (Herrera, Mufioz-Doyague, &
Nieto, 2010; Maughan, 2012).

1.2. Problem identification and contribution of the study

Today's problems cannot be resolved with yesterday's solutions. The ecological situations
are so complex, vibrant, and uncertain that organizations cannot guarantee their extensive
existence without innovation (Tidd & Bessant, 2018). The key device, which can benefit
the firms with this, is the wisdom and knowledge factor (Emerson & Berge, 2018). It
prepares the organization for change as well as the competitive advantage for the
existence and growth of the organization (Farooq & Vij, 2018). There was a time when
organizations were acting under a stable and constant atmosphere. It was almost feasible
for them to forecast the future, so that business managers and supervisors could supervise
and manage the company within certain circumstances. However, changes in science &
technology, politics, economy, and society persuaded the organizational procedures.
Business leaders observed that they must recognize knowledge as an important fact. To
succeed in realizing an improved future, they should educate their employees to share
knowledge within the organization (Adams, Jeanrenaud, Bessant, Denyer, & Overy, 2016;
Li et al., 2009).

Knowledge is believed as the basic mode of prosperity and wealth creation and
the most valuable significant strength for the achievement of organizational goal
(Martinez-Martinez, Cegarra-Navarro, Garcia-Perez, & Wensley, 2019; Riege, 2007).
Knowledge management is becoming a progressive issue for business interests. The
objectives of knowledge management are stressed by some researchers (Eger, 2018; Liu
et al., 2017). Those research scholars believe that the knowledge management can be
considered as knowledge of organizational management. This particular school of
thought provides more contemplation on the data warehouse, file management, data
mining and knowledge base concepts (de Guimaraes, Severo, & de Vasconcelos, 2018).
Moreover, it highlights the institutional value of knowledge management system
structurally. In some situations, they outlook knowledge management as about the
management of facts and uphold that management of knowledge is transmitting true
knowledge for true individuals at right time also it can serve for organizations to produce
maturity for effectiveness in decision-making. A number of other scholars believe that
organizational knowledge is considered as abilities and strategically resourceful assets
that are important, uncommon and hard to copy and replacement (Hussein, Rahayu, &
Prabandari, 2017; Ireland, Reutzel, & Webb, 2005).

Market orientation is important for a new project to assist the exploitation of
innovative and prevailing knowledge to find out market openings (Kasim, Ekinci, Altinay,
& Hussain, 2018; Wiklund & Shepherd, 2003). Conversely, organization with originality
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has a trend to permit new thoughts and innovation, and supplementary enhance the
commitment in the development of new products, processes and services (Lin & Lee,
2005). The development of new goods and process entails extensive and intensive
knowledge undertakings. Organizations with market orientation lean to rely on
individuals' knowledge and expertise as important efforts in the knowledge progression.
Knowledge management orientation is an outline of more rendering the knowledge and
skill to construct worth and improve business performance (Fang & Chang, 2016;
Navarro et al.,, 2010). The study confirms that efficient knowledge management
orientation helps knowledge publication and replace obligatory in the origination
procedure, and more increases firm’s productivity through the development of new
thoughts and abilities (Argote, McEvily, & Reagans, 2003; Van Raaij & Stoelhorst,
2008). Consequently, knowledge management orientation may perform a critical part in
assisting and promoting performance of a firm (Chen & Huang, 2009; Chen & Liang,
2011).

The previous research focused on empirically testing the association between
knowledge management orientation (KMO) and organizational performance with the
mediating effect of market orientation (Wang, Hult, Ketchen Jr, & Ahmed, 2009), and the
role of organizational innovation was overlooked. Testing the association of KMO with
market orientation, organizational innovation and organizational performance is a novel
field in this research (Masa’deh, Shannak, Magableh, & Tarhini, 2017; Zack, McKeen, &
Singh, 2009). The present study was carried out in order to fill this literature gap. Our
research activities are contributing to the existing literature by the role of KMO with
respect to the performance of an organization and the role of market orientation and
organizational innovation in the telecom sector of Pakistan, Fig. 1 portrays the research
model.

The main theme of previous research of Wang et al. (2009) was to check the
impact of knowledge management orientation on the performance of an organization.
However, the mediating role of organizational innovation was ignored. There is not
enough empirical research showing how knowledge management orientation binds an
organization in innovation and market orientation, and ultimately increase the
performance of the organization, particularly with an orientation to Pakistan. Moreover,
previous study was performed in developed regions. Therefore, contemporary research
will also contribute and support in the domain of knowledge management orientation,
innovation, market orientation in relation to business performance from a developing
country stance like Pakistan.

1.3. Problem statement

According to Farooq (2018), Pakistan telecom sector revenues through the first two-
quarters FY 2017-18 touched PkRs. 235.5 billion, revealed the Economic Survey of
Pakistan 2017-18. The telecom firms in brutal competition need to emphasize on their
knowledge management practices along with innovation and market orientation. These
firms face the issue of brutal completion. In order to compete in the competitive
environment, a business desires to focus on all components of the business, utilizing the
effectiveness of all its resources. These resources play a key role in any company’s
innovation process that in turn guides to organizational performance. The factors linked
to organizational performance have been examined in the contemporary research.
Dynamics of innovation and market orientation in brutal competition have made KMO
and organizational performance more important for the knowledge-based firms. Although,
knowledge management orientation and organizational performance have been examined
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in the prior study. However, mediating role of market orientation and innovation has not
been investigated. This lack understanding of roles of innovation and market orientation
may leave the KMO stranded ineffective. Thus, after the holistic understanding of KMO
towards organizational performance with mediator innovation and market orientation will
be able to better plan and implement KMO practices encompassing innovation and
market orientation for the sake enhanced performance of the organization.

1.4. Significance and rationale of the study

Knowledge is important for the modern firms in a progressively more intricate social,
economic atmosphere of business, particularly for the knowledge organization. Research
reveals that knowledge management orientation is an organizational strategy, which
guarantees proper knowledge is transmitted to the employees at the right time, assists the
persons for sharing, and put into practice interests, ultimately civilizing the rationale of
organizational performance. Other researchers consider knowledge management
orientation from the behavior of organization (Wofford, 2006; Zheng, Yang, & McLean,
2010). The main research paradigm of knowledge management orientation is the
construction of a knowledge management model. Nonaka, Toyama, and Konno (2000)
categorized the model of knowledge management into three classes: Organizational
Performance Based Model (OPBM), Knowledge Based Model (KBM) and Knowledge
Tool Based Model (KTBM). The ultimate rationale of knowledge management
orientation is the improvement in business performance. The research narrates that if an
organization wants to compete in the market, then it ought to be market oriented with
fully exploitation of resources (Chen, Li, Evans, & Arnold, 2017). The knowledge
management orientation is a consistent and valid gauge for knowledge management-
oriented attitudes (Certo, Moss, & Short, 2009; Rahman et al., 2018). It reveals an
outcome about knowledge management as creating organization abilities, improving
organizational performance and offering a useful device for the businesses to
occasionally evaluate their knowledge management implementation.

1.5. Study objectives

The major objective of contemporary study is to find out factors, which improve
organizational performance and intended to identify the influence of KMO on
organizational performance with the mediating mechanism of organizational innovation
and market orientation.

2. Literature review and research framework

2.1. Knowledge management orientation (KMO)

Different scholars have provided different definitions of knowledge management
orientation. For example, Lin and Lee (2005) defined KMO as an intended process to
control the acquiring, sharing and applying knowledge as a firm asset to promote
invention enactment. Wang et al. (2009) established KMO like a firm’s comparative
tendency to build on its attained intelligence (organizational information memory), the
tendency for allocation of information (sharing of knowledge), incorporate (knowledge
absorption) and open for new insight (knowledge receptivity). In the contemporary study,
four constructs of KMO have been adopted, which are being explained below:
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2.1.1. Organizational memory (OM)

Different scholars have defined organizational memory in different words. Moorman and
Miner (1997) in their study defined organizational memory as the attained knowledge
that is discovered from earlier knowledge, which might be carried out to tolerate on
business decisions. The most fundamental denotation of a firm’s memory is information,
which appears form the history of a business and is utilized for decision-making (Brewer
& Brewer, 2010).

2.1.2. Knowledge sharing (KS)

The term knowledge sharing may be defined as the process, which allocates knowledge
among all the people involving in the development undertakings (Lin & Lee, 2005).
According to Tsai (2002), knowledge sharing (KS) is referring to as the transmit of
knowledge, technology and skill between the departments, divisions and subdivisions of
the organization.

2.1.3. Knowledge absorption (KA)

Knowledge Absorption (KA) is the capability of a business to identify the worth of new
insight, its incorporation and application. It consists of two important practices:
knowledge discovery and utilization (Van Den Bosch, Volberda, & de Boer, 1999).

2.1.4. Knowledge receptivity (KR)

Popper and Lipshitz (1998) narrate that knowledge receptivity reveals an easiness
through which latest thoughts are taken up in the organization. This notion submits the
amount to which new thoughts are evaluated in accordance with their value and removed
from the personality and condition of the provider.

2.2. Organizational performance (OP)

The measurement of performance is not simple for businesses with complex goals of
production, profitability, employee satisfaction, development, growth, CSR and
capability to adjust to the ever-changing atmosphere among other goals. Organizational
performance has been conventionally conceived in terms of monetary processes.
However, some researchers have anticipated an extensive concept that integrates non-
financial measurements involving market share, quality of products and services, and
business image.

The earlier study shows that professed measurements of organizational
performance may be a realistic alternate of object measurements of business performance
(Chang & Huang, 2005; Shin & Konrad, 2017), and have a considerable relationship with
object measurements of monetary performance. Moreover, cross-industry business
performance is determined by outside financial components (Bamberger, Biron, &
Meshoulam, 2014), therefore, subjective assessment can be even more suitable than
object measures. In addition to the trouble in attaining object measures of organizational
performance, it recommends soliciting business leaders to evaluate their own
organization’s performance comparative to others in the same area. To diminish the
results of random error, scholars have recommended the use of several substances to
evaluate organizational performance. Known this situation, the author in this research has
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selected to utilize multiple objects to evaluate the performance of the businesses to be
investigated. These objects are related to quality of services and products, competitive
market share, production cost, comparative performance with respect to rivals and
comparative performance according to the industry.

2.3. Knowledge management orientation and organizational performance

Organizations with innovative capacity have a trend to permit novel and new thoughts,
and supplementary enhance the commitment in the development of new products or
processes (Li et al., 2009). The development of new goods and process entails intensive
and extensive knowledge activities. Organizations with market orientation lean to rely on
individuals' knowledge and expertise as important inputs in the knowledge process.
Knowledge management orientation is a trend of more rendering the knowledge and skill
to construct value and improve business performance (Manfredi Latilla et al., 2018;
Navarro et al., 2010; Zheng et al., 2010). The study verifies that effective knowledge
management orientation helps awareness communication and interchange obligatory in
the innovation process, and more increases firm’s productivity through the development
of innovative ideas and abilities (Argote et al., 2003; Castaneda & Duran, 2018; Van
Raaij & Stoelhorst, 2008). Thus, knowledge management may play a critical part in
assisting and promoting performance of a firm (Chen & Liang, 2011; Eger, 2018).

Knowledge management orientation performs a vital role in supporting and
promoting organizational performance. The newly obtained knowledge, interacting with
the accessible knowledge may transform knowledge stock of an organization, and
improve the depth and breadth of knowledge available to the organization, thus
improving the prospective for innovative results (Birkinshaw, Hamel, & Mol, 2008). The
knowledge-based view recommends that the knowledge management movement shall
improve an organization’s capability to achieve its role (Chen et al., 2017). Organizations
with superior competence to obtain outside and inside knowledge will decrease insecurity
and accomplish a greater number of managerial and technical distinctiveness
(Damanpour, Szabat, & Evan, 1989; Emerson & Berge, 2018). Therefore, it is stated that
KMO has a positive relationship with organizational performance. Hence, it can be
hypothesized that:

Hypothesis 1: An organization’s knowledge management orientation is positively
related to organizational performance.

2.4. Organizational innovation

Organizational innovation, involving the development of new goods or services and new
management system, is promising as an essential source of affirmed viable benefit.
Organizations showing a greater intensity of knowledge management orientation practice
a learning outcome that may enhance their capability in decreasing idleness, replying
quickly to modify, and developing innovative thoughts and improvement (Scarbrough,
2003). An innovation is like a device, which is used by almost all organizations for
generation of profitability and other benefits. It cannot only increase the business of firms,
but also improve vitality, adaptability and improvement in the performance. An
organization ought to pay more concentration on development of innovative capability
and make stronger its competitive dominion to face the challenge from other competitive
organizations and environmental uncertainty (Maughan, 2012; Mitrega, Forkmann,
Zaefarian, & Henneberg, 2017).
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According to Chen et al. (2017), the innovation progression is the growth and
performance of latest thoughts and views by the individuals who are concerned with
transforming the central or organizational field in collaboration with others. Krammer
(2017) says that it is the use of new procedural knowledge to present innovative goods or
services to end users and customers. Hence, it may be said that the innovation is
considered as any new technique in the businesses that may contain equipment, goods,
services, processes, strategies, policies and projects (Lin, 2007). In other words,
innovation is the creation of innovative wisdom and promotion of thoughts to assist the
creation of new products and services, improving the organizational processes, and
producing market-based goods and services (Baregheh, Rowley, & Sambrook, 2009).

Now a days, organizational innovation is necessary for innovative awareness and
positive differential advantage to the business sectors (Liu et al., 2017). The practices and
ways of the organizational innovation are tremendously versatile. These can be
premeditated from two main parts; number one is the extensiveness of innovation that
contains managerial procedures, structures, rules, existing services and products. Second
thing is creativity and innovation depth, which is a further important concern. It defines
the employees’ level of inspiration, which affects long run services and productivity.
Damanpour and Gopalakrishnan (2001), and, Damanpour and Evan (1984) exclaimed
that there are two main types of organizational innovation; administrative innovation and
technological innovation. Technological innovation comprises product innovation and
process innovation (Chen et al., 2017). The results originated from earlier study explain
that organizational innovation is categorized into three main types that are product
innovation, process innovation and administrative innovation. According to Tan and
Nasurdin (2010); Mavondo, Chimhanzi, and Stewart (2005); Damanpour and
Gopalakrishnan (2001); Damanpour and Evan (1984), the organizational innovation can
be categorized into three main types, number one products innovations, number two
processes innovations and number three administrative type innovations. According to
Cooper (1998), processes innovation, products innovation and administrative type
innovations are central ancestors for engineering firms. Moreover, those are more likely
to make reasonable advantages for business for value addition, and problem resolutions.
Consequently, the firm’s innovation is working for a multi-categorized containing of
these particular main types of innovation.

The idea of organizational innovation was first time introduced by Schumpeter,
1934 (Schumpeter, 1934). Subsequently, different researchers have presented different
explanations for this notion. Therefore, organizational innovation is conceived as a key
dynamic in the survival of an organization. Usually, the speculative debate associated to
the organizational innovation is some adaptations of two substantial approaches. These
approaches are the purpose-oriented approach and the subject-oriented approach. The
purpose-oriented approach focuses on the innovation itself, while the subject-oriented
approach focuses on the issues like industry, country, companies, and groups, which have
produced and executed the innovation developments (Ballot, Fakhfakh, Galia, & Salter,
2015).

2.5. Organizational innovation and organizational performance

The increasing rapidity of organizational innovation process improves the developments
in market share, and quality of product and services. Organizational innovation can guide
to better organizational performance. Brewer and Brewer (2010) narrated that firm’s
innovation that contains technical and administrative innovation, might have impact on
the performance of an organization in best practices of organizations. Significant
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relationships among firms’ innovativeness, dynamics, and achievements were observed
during the survey conducted in the previous studies (Mitrega et al., 2017; Subramanian &
Nilakanta, 1996). Some other scholars had checked encouraging effects of up to date
innovations on firms’ performance (Hansen, Mors, & Lgvas, 2005; Schulz & Jobe, 2001).
Organizational innovation may be categorized according to different criterion. According
to the radicalism of innovation, the innovation process can be categorized into two types
such as radical and incremental. Radical innovation generates basic alterations in the
business activities and signifies an apparent departure from present patterns; while
incremental innovation consequence in a smaller amount of exit (Zoghi et al., 2010).

Technical
Innovation

Administrative
Innovation

Organization
Memory

Organizational
Innovation

Knowledge
Sharing

Knowledge
Management
Orientation

Organizational
Performance

Knowledge
Receptivity

Market
Orientation

Knowledge

Absorption

Fig. 1. Proposed model of the study

According to the dual-core model, an innovation is comprised of administrative
and technical innovation. An administrative innovation refers to latest strategies,
practices, policies, procedures and structures of the organizations. The technical
innovation denotes to the introduction of the latest developments or superior services or
goods, which can create winning situations in the markets already existing.

The innovations’ development might be a source of contributions to the
performance of an organization (Gunday, Ulusoy, Kilic, & Alpkan, 2011; Pérez-Lufio,
Valle Cabrera, & Wiklund, 2007). That is to say, that innovator has the potential to
generate markets, outline client preferences, and even modify the elementary behavior of
customers (Hyun, 2018; Zhou, 2006), that in brief directs to higher benefits. By studying
the literature as discussed above, we indicate that new activities represent a significant
competence that increases the performance of an organization. Therefore, the following
hypothesis can be presented:

Hypothesis 2: Organizational innovation is positively related to organizational
performance.
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2.6. Market orientation

Market orientation is defined as activities involving the creation of market intelligence
that are relevant to the operations of an organization, distribution of effective and
valuable knowledge to create proper assessment with the response of market’s supportive
design. As execution of strategies, elements such as rivals might affect performance of an
organization with the ability to present the valuable importance for customers. A business
operator’s beneficial importance was offering to its customers and price arrangement in
producing the worth restrains its performance (Morgan, Kaleka, & Katsikeas, 2004).

2.6.1. Market orientation and organizational performance

Market orientation is important for a new project to assist the exploitation of existing and
new knowledge to grab opportunities from the market (Wiklund & Shepherd, 2003).
Conversely, organizations with innovative capacity have a trend to permit novelty and
new thoughts. There has been a considerable amount of efficient research showing the
link between performance of an organization and market orientation. In the study of
Renko, Carsrud, and Brénnback (2009), it has been suggested that market orientation
enhances the organizational performance to a considerable extent. A number of external
forces, like weaker economy, market instability and competition might moderate the
association between market orientation and organizational performance. The atmospheric
circumstance of a business will more likely manipulate its stage of market orientation.
Businesses in more aggressive and energetic atmosphere are anticipated to subsist further
market oriented. Consequently, an association between business performance and market
orientation relies on organizational environmental character. Firms, which work with fast
changing technology, might be capable to gain a competitive benefit through
technological novelty mutually with the market orientation.

Market orientation is considerably significant to enable organizations to recognize
the marketplace and develop suitable goods and services to meet the requirements of the
consumers (Liu & White, 1997; Wang et al., 2009). Market orientation ensures a
consumer-focused policy for market information-based creation, subsequently
harmonized, inter-functional market activities to attain enduring victory of the
organization. There have been major movements in the improvement of a market
orientation since 1980s and much critical attempts have been dedicated to defining,
conceptualize, and operationalize theories of market orientation (Renko et al., 2009).

Definitely, if an organization is to be advanced, management should develop
organizational landscapes, which represent a perfect ‘learning orientation’, an idea that
rotates about the development of new insights, knowledge, and correlated cultural and
behavioral change. Market orientation has been incorporated as an appropriate variable in
theoretic outlines trying to describe strategic organizational structures and dynamics
(Chen & Huang, 2009; Devece, Llopis-Albert, & Palacios-Marqués, 2017; Zoghi et al.,
2010).

A lot of research on the association between business performance and market
orientation has been done (Kohli, Jaworski, & Kumar, 1993). Nevertheless, the outcomes
of those studies show deviation concerning the route of the relationships, antecedent and
mediator. As prior research shows the optimistic association between firm performance
and market orientation, several studies accounted non-significant or inadequate
relationship. In the study of Bhuian (1997), conducted in Saudi Arabia, there was not a
considerable association between organizational performance and market orientation.
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To explain valuable concept of a firm’s performance and market orientation,
Kirca, Jayachandran, and Bearden (2005) prepared Meta-analysis as an evaluation about
predecessors with effects related to organizational performance and market orientation.
This might be said that the research of Kirca et al. (2005) was a more inclusive analysis
work on the market orientation. This study was based on mismatched massive database
involving 418 consequences from 130 free samples accounted 114 researches. The
findings showed that market orientation had an affirmative impact on business
performance, for example overall organizational performance, earnings, sale and market
share. Moreover, the research showed considerable relationships among market
orientation along with high-level administration prominence, market-based compensation
organism and interdepartmental link (Kirca et al., 2005).

Forgoing in view, following hypothesis may be put forwarded:
Hypothesis 3: Market orientation is positively related to organizational performance.

2.7. Knowledge management orientation and organizational innovation

The organization memory is considered as the addition of knowledge resources and assets
(Kingston & Macintosh, 2000) also a one-mode conduct for the actions of a business
using precedent knowledge and information efficiency improvement (Li et al., 2009).
Accordingly, organizational memory offers the foundation for organizational innovation
related activities. This assists the people to build up innovative products and accomplish
innovation related new activities, supports the management for the establishment of new
views and technology, and encouragement for management’s level.

Tsai (2001) established that the innovation of an organization would be endorsed
when sharing and co-operation are durable amongst the various divisions. The knowledge
sharing is a beginning position of knowledge link between group and individuals
(Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995). The creation of knowledge is a spiraling technique of
positive relations among tacit and explicit knowledge (Castaneda & Duran, 2018). The
firms have the potential to innovate promptly, but only by receiving rapidly, the
necessary knowledge can become the innovation resource. The tactic for obtaining the
desired knowledge source is the sharing of knowledge. The knowledge sharing process is
vital for improvement of the innovation concert (Donate & de Pablo, 2015; Rahman et al.,
2018; Teece, 1998), and it is an essential forecaster of the completion of actions related to
outsourcing (Lee, 2001; Shujahat et al., 2019). The sharing of knowledge performs a vital
role in the procedure of innovation development ability in knowledge-intensive
organizations (Liao, Fei, & Chen, 2007). Accordingly, KMO may perform a key role in
assisting and promoting innovation (Chen & Huang, 2009; Hwang & Xie, 2018).

The pioneering study of Cohen and Levinthal (1990) has observed absorption
ability as a new outlook on innovation and learning. Liu and White (1997) found that
innovations are motivated by association between an investment in absorption capability
(most prominently, research & development of employees) and investments in new
awareness’ source. Zahra and George (2002) argued that there are merely those who
actually have ability of absorption, which can acquire competitive improvement through
technological innovation and product development. From a network point of view, Tsai
(2001) explained that the capability of absorption about firm’s components is not merely
optimistic and openly persuade performance and innovation, although influences
obliquely innovation and its performance by interface with unit networks location.
According to Cohen and Levinthal (1990), knowledge absorption highlights the
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achievement, and recognition of new intelligence and wisdom, whereas information
utilization hub on the deployment about accessible knowledge.

The meaning of knowledge receptivity is a positive approach towards innovative
thoughts and assistance of interior uptake and execution. It is generally referred that the
more knowledge receptive is the firm, the more accommodating and accepting is
innovative in thought, coordination, structure and approaches of operation (Donate & de
Pablo, 2015). Therefore, knowledge receptivity is strongly related to technical and
administrative innovations. Keeping in view the above, it can be hypothesized that KMO
is associated with organizational innovation. Hence:

Hypothesis 4: An organization’s knowledge management orientation is positively
related to organizational innovation.

2.8. Knowledge management orientation and market orientation

A rigorous market orientation is considered as important for comparative differential
advantage (Hussein et al., 2017; Narver & Slater, 1990). Nevertheless, efficacious
implementation of a market orientation (the degree to which market orientation is
illustrated strongly) depends on the support of an organizational internal culture
(Deshpande & Webster Jr, 1989; Wang, Ahmed, & Rafig, 2008). In this regard, an
organization’s KMO (or lack thereof) influences the value of the organization’s market
orientation exertions (Day, 1994; Wang et al., 2009). For instance, lack of the shared
beliefs inherent in knowledge management orientation is probable to hamper the activity
configurations, which are such a vital factor of the market orientation paradox (Davis,
1984; Farooq & Vij, 2018). In this circumstance, an organization’s lack of KMO impedes
and destabilizes the efficiency of its actions of creating and propagating external
intelligence attained about the market and its capability to exploit the intelligence to
counter to the market (Emerson & Berge, 2018). On the other hand, a strong knowledge
management orientation offers a base of insight, which facilitates the organization to
efficiently process, interpret, and act on information about external events and trends.
Intrinsically, it can be hypothesized that:

Hypothesis 5: An organization’s knowledge management orientation is positively
related to market orientation.

2.9. Mediating role of market orientation

In prior study, market orientation is a missing bond between KMO and the organizational
performance (Hurley & Hult, 1998). Established in the resource-based view (Wernerfelt,
1984), the logic for this declaration is that neither an organization’s KMO nor its MO can
be raised to a “strategic resource” autonomously. Rather, the real combination of both —
in an interlinked manner where KMO works as the inside-out basis for the outside-in
intensive MO (Day, 1999) — is essential to accomplish a strategic asset that is rare,
valuable, unique, and challenging to substitute (Barney, 1991). Some organizations
develop a distinct ability of properly integrating, adapting, and reconfiguring external and
internal business knowledge, resources, abilities, skills and functional competencies to
match the requirements of a fluctuating atmosphere and thus enjoy a competitive
differential benefit. Across organizations, this convergence emerges in inimitable and
unique ways (Dierickx & Cool, 1989). Other organizations attempt to align inside-out
and outside-in processes, and their performance decline because this lack of fit compels
their capability to counter to the market trends and events (Day, 1994).
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To be more specific, we mention that on one hand, knowledge management
orientation may be deliberated the organization’s pre-eminent expertise, and the key
factor of all other capabilities and competencies (Devece et al., 2017; Lei, Slocum Jr, &
Pitts, 1997). On the other, an organization’s positional advantage lies in providing
customer value, through either a differentiation strategy or low-cost policy or a
combination of both (Day & Wensley, 1988). Basically, an organization’s capability to
grab the pulse of the market and the competition, and align its knowledge base to counter
to the market environments, is a vital source of prospective competitive differential
advantage (Aaker, 1989; Kasim et al., 2018). Such responses can not be achieved without
associating the inside-out dedicated knowledge management orientation to the outside-in
paradox of market orientation through the “spanning processes” discoursed by Day
(1994). It is inadequate to develop knowledge management orientation abilities, which
are entrenched in the organization’s fabric; an organization must also have a system to
enterprise knowledge management orientation (Mahoney & Pandian, 1992; Naidoo,
2010). We propose that market orientation is a missing association in knowledge
management outlines — the outside-in process, which transforms knowledge management
orientation into organizational performance. Hence, it can be hypothesized that:

Hypothesis 6: Market orientation mediates the relationship of knowledge
management orientation and organizational performance.

2.10. Mediating role of organizational innovation

The KMO has a significant impact on converting the power of organizational knowledge
into organizational innovation (K&ér & Maden, 2013). Innovation is vital for
organizational performance to acquire long-term viable competitive differential
advantage (Standing & Kiniti, 2011). Gunday et al. (2011) observed a optimistic
association between non-technological innovation and organizational performance
through an experimental research comprising Turkish manufacturing organizations.
Atalay, Anafarta, and Sarvan (2013) examined the association between organizational
innovation and its performance in the Turkish automotive supplier industry and exhibited
that technological innovation had a substantial and positive influence on organizational
performance. Jiménez-Jiménez and Sanz-Valle (2011) in their study, observed a positive
association among knowledge management, organizational innovation and organizational
performance. An allied outcome was sustained by the research of Calantone, Cavusgil,
and Zhao (2002), who exposed that organizational innovation is positively associated
with organizational performance in the manufacturing and service industries of United
States. According to the results of these scholars, innovation ability of an organization is
a wealth, which leads to better organizational performance. By the end of the 1990s,
references to the KMO and organizational innovation in the modern management
journals were common for organizational performance (Nelson & McCann, 2010).
Whereas numerous studies highlighted that organizational performance was principally
affected by its knowledge management orientation (Li, Zhou, Zhou, & You, 2015; Wang
& Wang, 2012) and business innovation (Artz, Norman, Hatfield, & Cardinal, 2010;
Gunday et al., 2011), some researchers connected the association between the knowledge
management process and organizational innovation to organizational performance
(Darroch, 2005; Mojtahedzadeh, 2014).

There is sufficient experiential proof to support the observation that an
organization with a knowledge management orientation is probable to use resources more
proficiently, more innovative and have improved performance (Darroch, 2003). For
instance, Urgal, Quintas, and Arévalo-Tomé (2013) studied a positive influence of
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knowledge resources on an organization’s innovation performance and an indirect impact
on the innovation ability. Their results demonstrate how organizations can manage the
knowledge resources for improving their performance based on their innovation. The
contemporary research is pertinent because of its intent to tie innovation to the
association between the KMO and organizational performance. In the research of Uhlaner,
van Stel, Meijaard, and Folkeringa (2007), knowledge creation and knowledge absorption
were observed to be imperative to the innovation success and business performance.
Likewise, the research of Nawaz, Hassan, and Shaukat (2014) established that knowledge
management expedited an organization’s innovation that resulted in improved
organizational performance. Yang (2010) focused on process innovation, while a few
researchers examined the association between product innovation and organizational
performance and observed a positive and significant association (Mitrega et al., 2017;
Naranjo-Valencia, Jiménez-Jiménez, & Sanz-Valle, 2016). Several researchers claim that
marketing innovation increase organizational performance by conveying supplementary
revenue to the organization and hence absolutely impact an organization’s differential
advantage (Johne & Davies, 2000; Naidoo, 2010). To contribute to the literature gap, the
contemporary research examines the mediating mechanism of organizational innovation
in the association between the knowledge management orientation and organizational
performance. Based on the above-mentioned empirical and theoretical results in the
literature, the following hypothesis is anticipated:

Hypothesis 7: Organizational innovation mediates the relationship of knowledge
management orientation and organizational performance.

3. Research methodology

3.1. Population, sampling and procedures

The hypothetical deductive methodology was selected for this study. Descriptive and
causal study is carried out to lead and to finalize the study instrument. Telecom
companies of Pakistan were targeted for this study. Telecom Sector is a fast-growing
segment of Pakistan. Pakistan has been selected as a concentration of present research
due to the complexity of the operating atmosphere of telecom sector. The sample for this
study contains PTCL, Telenor, Mobilink, Ufone, Zong, and Warid from Telecom Sector.
Mobilink, PTCL and Ufone are national, whereas Zong, Warid and Telenor are working
as multinational organizations. The convenient sampling technique was used for this
study. The questionnaires in number of 400 were dispersed amongst the managerial level
employees. The Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was performed with AMOS (18.0)
version to evaluate validity of the study instrument. The relationship among variables
was analyzed with AMOS through Structural Equation Model (SEM) and finally,
anticipated hypotheses were verified by the analysis of Structural Equation Model.

3.2. Instrument and variable measurement

The survey-based questionnaire was used for this particular research. The five-point likert
scale with response choices ranging from 5 (five) “strongly agree” to 1 (one) “strongly
disagree” was exercised for analysis purpose. The instrument comprised of two valuable
parts. The part one contained demographic detail of target respondents and part two had
questions related to the research variables.
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To measure knowledge management orientation, the scale of Wang et al. (2008)
was used. This scale comprised of four constructs of knowledge management orientation.
These constructs were organizations’ memory (OM), knowledge absorption (KA),
knowledge sharing (KS), and knowledge receptivity (KR). Four items were used to
measure knowledge sharing and organizational memory. To measure Knowledge
receptivity five items were used.

Scale of Jiménez-Jiménez and Sanz-Valle (2011) was used for the measurement
of organizational innovation. The two fundamental types of innovation (administrative
and technical innovation) were used in this research. An administrative innovation
contains four numbers of observational items, whereas technical innovation contained
three items.

The scale of Navarro et al. (2010) was used for measuring market orientation.
This scale comprised three items. This scale measured three dimensions of market
orientation, for instance to collect information about markets, actions and information
about any changes in the environment.

For measuring organizational performance, the scale of Chen and Liang (2011)
was used. This scale measured five aspects of organizational performance, for example
market share, production cost and rivals related performance plus organizational industry
related performance, professed excellence of services and goods.

3.3. Assessment of reliability and validity

For assessment of reliability, Cronbach’s Alpha was used. The cronbach’s alpha values
have range from 0.00 to 1.00. The high value of Chronbach’s Alpha shows greater
reliability. Researchers considered that 0.60 as the minimum acceptable value of
reliability (Jolibert & Jourdan, 2006). In the CFA, originally validity of all constructs was
verified by applying the Measurement Assessment Model Fit method to verify the
association of dissimilar constructs. Ensuring about method of assessment, an association
among variables was tested. Particularly applying the technique, the researcher was
capable to identify how best all obvious variables regarding its construct have linkage
with each other. The results of factor loadings are given in Table 2. By assessing
measurement model with CFA, maximum likelihood (ML) of assessment was used
(Hooper, Coughlan, & Mullen, 2008).

CFA was used to check convergent and discriminant validity for assessing the
construct validity. Convergent validity was verified according to the item loadings and
average variance extracted (AVE). Table 1 exhibits the AVE values of all the study
constructs, which is above 0.50. Factor loadings were observed as greater than 0.50.
Consequently, convergent validity was accomplished in the contemporary research. The
method of Fornell and Larcker (1981) was used to institute the discriminant validity.
According to the method of Fornell and Larcker (1981), the square root of the AVE must
be higher than the correlation between the construct and the other constructs in order to
accomplish discriminate validity. As shown in Table 1, square root of AVE (shown in the
diagonal of correlation matrix) among constructs is greater than their inter-construct
correlations, consequently, discriminant validity is established. Finally, Cronbach's alpha
coefficient (o) and composite reliability (CR) were employed to check the reliabilities
among the items of every construct. Table 1 shows that the a and CR values of all the
study constructs were greater than 0.70. Accordingly, reliability is established.
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Table 1

Values of a, AVE, CR, and correlation matrix

Constructs v} AVE CR 1 2 3 4 5 6

Organization Memory (1)
Knowledge Sharing (2)
Knowledge Absorption (3)
Knowledge Receptivity (4)
Administration Innovation (5)
Technical Innovation (6)
Market Orientation (7)
Organizational Performance (8)

954  0.626 0.724 0.791

.780 0.731 0.768 0.441 0.854

841 0.612 0.890 0.449 0.532 0.917

.710  0.603 0.790 0.536 0.590 0.539 0.842

689 0.728 0.819 0.581 0.647 0.573 0.463 0.830

835 0.739 0.835 0.653 0.562 0.570 0.683 0.489 0.859

877 0.805 0.827 0.619 0.519 0.509 0.467 0.450 0.401 0.897
802 0.736 0.807 0.524 0.532 0.671 0.481 0.468 0.467 0.485 0.857

Table 2
Factor loading

Constructs

ltems

Estimates

OoM1

OoM2
Organizational
Memory

Oom3

OoM4

KS1

Knowledge KS2

Sharing KS3

KS4

KAl

Knowledge
Absorption
KA2

Our organization has system to capture and store ideas
and knowledge.

Our organization has system to codify and classify
thoughts in a design, which is easier to accumulate for
future use.

Information technology helps the procedures of
classifying, capturing, retrieving and storing, data plus
thoughts.

We have systems to codify and categorize ideas in a
format that is easier to save for future use.

Our organization has system and settings for
employees to share knowledge and learn from each
other in the organization.

Our employees share information and knowledge with
our managers.

Our employees share information and knowledge with
our subordinate.

Our employees often share their thoughts and ideas
with other individuals of similar significance, even if
they are based in diverse areas.

Our organization use information technology to access
a broad array of outdoor information and knowledge
on rivals and market changes, etc.

Through sharing information and knowledge, our
company often comes up with innovative thoughts and
ideas, which may be utilized to improve our
organization.

831

.702

821

778

752

.658

.798

831

731

.788
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Knowledge
Receptivity

Administrative
Innovation

Technical
Innovation

Market
Orientation

Organizational
Performance

KA3

KR1

KR2

KR3

KR4

KR5

All
Al2

Al3

Al4
TI1
TI2

TI3

MO1

MO2

MO3

OP1

OP2
OP3
OP4

OP5

Our organization has network of knowledge sharing
with other firms on a accepted base.

Our people hesitate to speak out their ideas as new
ideas have a tendency to be highly criticized or
ignored.

In our organization, we appraise ideas based on their
merits, no matter who comes up with the ideas.

In our company, we evaluate new ideas quickly on a
regular basis.

There is a common culture in our organization where
employees respect knowledge and knowledge
ownership.

Employees who donate innovative ideas are invited to
participate in future development and execution of this
innovative idea.

Novelty of the management systems.

Search of innovative management systems by
directives.

Pioneer disposition to initiate innovative management
systems, scale, process.

Efforts on innovation in terms of hours/person, teams
and training involved in innovation, scale.

Number of new products or services introduced.
Pioneer disposition to introduce new
products/services.

Research and development expenditure in new
products or services, scale

In our organization, we systematically collect
information about the markets (needs, desires, level of
satisfaction with our products, etc.).

In our organization, we systematically collect
information about our rivals’ actions in the markets
(price policy, product, market segments targeted, etc.).
In our organization, we systematically collect
information about any changes in the environment
(technologies, regulations, economic aspects, etc.).
Perceived quality of products and services relative to
competitors.

Production cost relative to competitors

Market share relative to competitors

Performance relative to competitors

Organizational performance relative to industry
average

972

.864

.861

.748

971

921

707
.697

779

.798
911
.784

.707

961

875

917

.807

.748
.856
.748

.890
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4. Results of the study

4.1. Analysis of demographics

Table 3 shows the respondents’ demographic profile. According to the Table 3, there
were 343 individuals, out of them 213 were male respondents, 130 were female workers.
Explicitly, sample was comprised of 67% of male as well as 33% of female. The table
describes that 43 % of respondents were in the age bracket of 41-50, 17% were in the age
bracket of 21-30. There were 40 % responders in the age bracket of 31-40.

Table 3
Demographic profile of respondents

Demographic Category Frequency Percentage
Male 213 67
Gender Female 130 37
21—30 57 17
Age 31—40 139 40
41—50 147 43
. Married 189 55
Marital Status Unmarried 154 45
Graduate 198 58
Qualification Master 128 37
PhD’s 17 05
1—2 117 34
. . 3—5 81 24
Service Period 610 86 o5
More than ten years. 59 17
Total 343 100

Table displays that 55% employees were married and 45% were unmarried.
Explicitly, 58% respondents were Graduate. 37% were Master, and 05% were PhDs. The
table shows that most employees had 1-2 year tenure in the current organization. As a
percentage, 34% had 1-2 years’ experience in current organization and 24% had 3- 5
years’ experience, 25% had 6-10 years’ service and 17% had more than ten-year service
in the present organization.

4.2. Hypotheses testing

To test the hypotheses, a structural equation modeling method was used through AMOS
18, Fig. 2 shows the path diagram of the proposed model. The results of the study in the
Table 4 report regression estimate, regression path, critical ratio, standard error,
significance values, and designate of conjectured association. The particular result
designates significant and positive influence of knowledge management orientation on
organizational performance ($=.41, P< 0.050, Hypothesis-1). This displays that
knowledge management orientation increases organizational performance by 41%
roughly. The critical ratio (4.726) discloses that KMO is considered as a significant factor
of organizational performance. The analysis further demonstrates that the KMO is
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positively linked to organizational innovation, as is clear from the table that f=.35 at P<
0.050. Hence, Hypothesis 2 is accepted. Moreover, KMO is positively associated with
market orientation ($#=.40, P< 0.050), thus providing support for Hypothesis 3.
Hypothesis 4 postulates that organizational innovation is positively and significantly
related with organizational performance and the results support as g value is .27 at P<
0.050. To check the impact of market orientation on organizational performance, it was
found that market orientation ($=.49, P< 0.050) had a positive impact on organizational

performance. Consequently, Hypothesis 5 was also supported.
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Note. OM=0rganizational memory, KS=Knowledge sharing, KR=Knowledge receptivity,
KA=Knowledge absorption, AdmInno=Administrative innovation, Techlnno=Technical innovation,
Orglnno=0Organizational Innovation, MarketOrien=Market orientation, OrgPerf=Organizational

Performance.
Fig. 2. Path diagram of proposed model
Table 4
Regression weights
Hypothesis Estimates S.E. C.R. P. Remarks

H1 Performance <-- KMO 409 .095 4.726 falele Supported
H2 Innovation <---  KMO 452 .108 4.185 il Supported
H3 g"?r"et. —  KMO 403 053 7.603  ***  Supported

rientation
H4 Performance <---  Innovation 271 .058 4.672 Fkx Supported
H5 Performance <--- Market 491 .059  14.700 falele Supported

Orientation
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To check the mediating effect (Hypothesis 6 and Hypothesis 7), we used the
mediation testing technique developed by Baron and Kenny (1986). The results
demonstrate that market orientation and organizational innovation partially mediated the
KMO - organizational performance relationship. Overall, all the study hypotheses were
accepted in the contemporary research.

The results of Table 5 indicate Model Fitness Index, since the significance value
regression path essentially means model was fit, the scholar has to go through model fit
index given in AMOS results. The table also exposes seven model-fitness criterions. The
model of Chi Square and linked considerable values show that this particular condition
satisfies the lowest condition of model fitness, since the significance values are less than
level of significance (P < 0.050) demonstrating discrepancy factors in the model
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). One more fitness of measures is the goodness of the Fit
index (GFI), with the help of convention to value for GFI equivalent to or may be greater
0.90 is good (Lomax & Schumacker, 2004). The condition accomplishes the least
accepted value of Model Fit (GFI > 0.90) and AGFI is variant regarding goodness to fit
that adjusted goodness of fit index to degree of freedom. Further criterion contains CFlI
(Comparative-fit index) that is modified form of NFI (norm-fit index). The recommended
value for NFI and CFI is equal or may greater 0.90. RMSEA (root-mean square-error of
approximation) enlightens to optimally selected constraints would conform to population
co-variance matrix. RMSEA value below 0.08 demonstrates good-fit of the model
(Hooper et al., 2008). Based upon the previously mentioned criterion, model fit index
meets the criteria of Model-fitness.

Table 5
Structural equation model fit measures

Constructs Chi D.F %hllzl GFl IFI CFlI NFI  AGFI RMSEA
Model 93.659 21.13 4.4 .904 917 . 941 927 .928 .043
Traditional Cut off <5 2090 =090 =090 =090 =090  <0.08
Criteria

Note. D.F. = Degree- of-Freedom, G.F.l. = Goodness- of-Fit-Index, I.F.I. = Incremental-Fit-Index,

C.F.l. = Comparative-Fit-Index, N.F.l. = Normated-Fit-Index, A.G.F.l. = Adjusted-Goodness-of-Fit
Index, R.M.S.E.A. = Root-Mean-Square-Error-of-Approximation.

5. Discussion

This research examined a comprehensive model, which clearly furnishes the role of
different important variables that in previous study established only limited and
independent consideration. The key results of this study are argued as follows.

First, the outcomes demonstrate that the association between knowledge
management orientation and organizational innovation is significant and positive. These
results underline the important role of knowledge management orientation in increasing
innovation of the business environment (Chen & Huang, 2009). Second, the results
signify that KMO would influence organizational performance optimistically. It
demonstrates that with more knowledge management orientation in companies, there is
more organizational performance ability. Third, the results point out that there is enough
proof to sustain a link between organizational innovation and organization performance.
Fourth, the key hypothetical contribution of contemporary study is the market orientation
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and organizational innovation as the mediating effect between KMO and business
performance. Observed support demonstrated that the association between KMO and
innovation is positive and significant. Accordingly, the present research contributes the
markets’ orientation causes an association amongst organizational performance and
knowledge management orientation. It may be narrated that knowledge must execute via
market orientation and innovation to increase organizational performance. Organizational
performance would increase if an organization can employ market orientation in
knowledge intensive business (Wang et al., 2009). The accelerating rates of the
organizational innovation improves the development regarding quality of products,
market share as well as organizational performance (Ballot et al., 2015). In general, based
on the contemporary study results, we can say that the improvement of knowledge can
play an important role in cultivating innovations, market orientation and for improvement
of organizational performance.

Moreover, when knowledge is acknowledged, attained, and stored, organizations
can execute this knowledge to investigate troubles and generate resolutions, thus creating
a composition for assisting proficiency and usefulness. In the contemporary vibrant
atmosphere, organizations need to obtain, generate, save, share, and enforce new
knowledge to make a tactical decision, which may guide to improvement in output,
employee performance, work relations, innovation, and customer satisfaction. Therefore,
telecom managers must be dedicated to providing an accommodating atmosphere and
culture that motivate the workforce and managers to execute the knowledge management
practices, to improve the business performance.

It is obvious from the present study that lack of a suitable system of knowledge
management in organization hinders an effective design and dissemination of market
knowledge and accordingly suitable response on this knowledge. In contrast, winning
knowledge management orientation executed in an organization builds circumstances for
processing, interpreting and using knowledge about market trend and actions. Therefore,
integration of knowledge management and market orientation is a significant ability and
improve the viable location of an organization.

Today, customers of the organizations are very educated, knowledgeable and
more demanding as compared to the customers of before. Therefore, responses to
customers’ needs and shifting market circumstances have become significant for the
victory of organizations and call for introduction of the new goods and services together
along with innovation capability for the business.

Certain to the regular relations between the aspects of organizational innovation,
market orientation and organizational performance, we may debate that the pains of
organizations to improve the gathering and utilization of market information and
realization of market-oriented policy is particularly significant to businesses, which
desire to get a competitive advantage. The outcomes of the contemporary research
propose that knowledge management orientation can direct to organizations’ innovation
and market orientation, and increase performance of a firm as consistent with the results
of Bajwa, Samad, Mumtaz, Kazmi, and Choudhary (2009), and Zack et al. (2009).
Market orientation can guide to winning new product development activity.

It is recommended that market orientation as a driver of business market
information giving out movement must be integrated into conceptualizations of
innovation practice, because it usually survives on a variety illustrated by the amount to
which businesses obtain, propagate and react to information attained from organizational
customers, channel and rivals (Renko et al., 2009). Respond to market feedback may
permit businesses to adjust productively in the external atmosphere that may be
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characterized both as vibrant and established. Consequently, market orientation is a
foundation of innovative thoughts, opinions and inspiration to react to the atmosphere
and increases business performance (Inoguchi, 2011).

5.1. Conclusions

This study discloses a positive relationship between market orientation, knowledge
management orientation, organizational performance and organizational innovation of
Telecom Sector in Pakistan. It also exposes that organizational innovation and market
orientation have mediating role in the relationship of the organizational performance and
KMO. In conclusion, fully employing the talents of every person will certainly provide
answers to the major challenges, for example financial shortcoming in the organization.
To conclude, knowledge is a precious asset for organizations hoping to attain advanced
innovation and sustainable competitive advantage. The outlook of this research highlights
the critical significance of the constructive role of market orientation while investigating
the association of business performance and knowledge management orientation.
Moreover, the conclusion of the research suggests that knowledge management, market
orientation and organizational innovation are the key components for promoting the
performance of the company.

Finally, the present research suggests that firms, which exploit these aspects
effectively (knowledge management orientation, market orientation and innovation
development) in their processes can expect positive innovation activities, which increase
long-term performance of the organization. Moreover, the model provides a base to help
both practitioners and researchers in understanding the essence of innovation and market
orientation and how to relate it to corporate objectives. In knowledge base organizations,
knowledge management orientation practices facilitate, and enhance organizational
innovation and market orientation to produce higher business performance.

5.2. Practical implications

Telecom firms must recognize their customer’s needs and wants and must have a
complete emphasis on them and deployment of their resources to the best for the
accomplishment of preferred objectives and goals. The scholar argued about the
highlighting of shifting phenomenon, which was happening in the forceful competition of
the market. Nowadays organizations have awareness of their customers and they are
organizing the results that are promoting the modes of success.

Consumer orientation and rival orientation emerge to be dependent on an
organization’s competitive atmosphere. It proposes that whereas both customer
orientation and rival orientation are critical for the common understanding of the market,
they can offer a diverse variety of information for diverse types of choices and decision
makers of the organizations. Furthermore, the result of this study is a strong indicator that
market orientation is not even related to organizations with diverse approaches and for
organizations in different environmental circumstances.

Moreover, managers should recognize the benefits of knowledge management
practices, which can increase efficiency, productivity, employee performance, financial
performance, innovation, work relations, and customer satisfaction. KM leadership must
invest in external and internal resources in engaging of a suitable knowledge.
Consequently, improved performance can be one of the long-term and strategic benefits
of accomplishing KM best practices. Business managers should suitably transform the
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work culture and ecological conditions so that employees accept, support, commit to, and
employ knowledge management practices in executing their activities.

5.3. Recommendations and limitations

We have come to know through the findings of the contemporary research that market
orientation has optimistic influence on the business performance. The researcher also
discovered a positive result that the market orientation would positively enhance the
organizational performance. With the significance of all these factors’ impact on the
organizational performance, it is recommended that owing to the change of the global
system, market orientation must be according to the necessities that enable the
organization to assist their resources with improved execution of business policies they
make high earnings to survive and success for the future.

The organizations should apply information technology to introduce new products
and continuous training of employees to meet customer satisfaction. The businesses
should pay more attention to the innovativeness in determining a firm’s purposes, and
reward those who are contributing to this process and giving fresh and innovative ideas.
Moreover, organizations should adopt innovative practices and procedures before
competitors and stabilize their position in the marketplace by adopting competitive
approaches and strategies.

This particular research has few limitations. First limitation is that this research
adopted a cross-sectional study. A longitudinal research to observe vibrant features
regarding knowledge management orientation would offer results that are more vigorous.
Second, contemporary study was done in the telecom sector of Pakistan. Further
researches should investigate more organizations such as banking, education, medicines,
etc. Third, some other variables like organizational culture, time management, and
organizational learning may also be as mediating variables in the association between
performance of an organization and knowledge management orientation. Hence, these
factors may be investigated in future study.
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