
Communications and Network, 2017, 9, 1-27 
http://www.scirp.org/journal/cn 

ISSN Online: 1947-3826 
ISSN Print: 1949-2421 

DOI: 10.4236/cn.2017.91001  December 7, 2016 

 
 
 

The Effect of Intellectual Capital on  
Organizational Performance: The  
Mediating Role of Knowledge Sharing 

Bader Yousef Obeidat1, Ayman Bahjat Abdallah1, Noor Osama Aqqad1,  
Abdel Hakeem Oqlah M. Akhoershiedah2, Mahmoud Maqableh3 

1Department of Business Management, School of Business, The University of Jordan, Amman, Jordan 
2Department of Public Administration, School of Business, The University of Jordan, Amman, Jordan 
3Management Information Systems, School of Business, The University of Jordan, Amman, Jordan 

  
 
 

Abstract 
Understanding the various effects that exist among intellectual capital, know-
ledge sharing, and organizational performance is the main purpose of this 
study. Data were gathered from 356 employees working in manufacturing 
companies in Jordan. In order to test the hypotheses of this study, the ap-
proach suggested by [1] was undertaken. The results of the analysis revealed 
that intellectual capital had a positive effect on organizational performance 
and knowledge sharing. The results also showed that knowledge sharing had a 
positive effect on organizational performance. Finally, it was found that 
knowledge sharing had a positive mediating effect on the relationship between 
intellectual capital and organizational performance. The findings of this study 
thus provide many benefits for researchers and practitioners despite the pres-
ence of some limitations. 
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1. Introduction 

Organizations today face the need to change their policies and strategies [2] in 
response to social developments and demographic changes such as globalization, 
increasing competition, technological advancements, and the rapid aging of the 
population [3]-[8]. Therefore, traditional organizational management is not 
considered the most appropriate strategy and organizations need to think of 
other ways to compete in the market [9]. Given these dramatic changes, organi-
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zations nowadays have concentrated on investing in such areas as employee 
training, customer relations, research and development, and computer systems 
[10], in addition to knowledge resources and their use [11]. These investments, 
also known as intellectual capital, are taking over the need to invest in the phys-
ical and financial capital of the firm [12]. In addition, [13] stated that organiza-
tions have shifted their attention to intellectual capital instead of the traditional 
physical and financial capital as a basis for competition. This is due to the fact 
that intellectual capital is being recognized as the foundation for success in to-
day’s knowledge economy [14]. Although organizations have avoided the area of 
intellectual capital for many years [15], scholars have come to emphasize the 
apparent importance of measuring and managing intellectual capital [16]. Man-
agers, investors, policymakers and others have focused increasingly on IC, seeing 
it a key resource in business [17]. This is because intellectual capital has been 
reported to influence organizations in areas of significant importance to their 
survival such as economic growth [18], value creation [19] [20], competitiveness 
[21], business performance [22], job performance [23] and sustainability [24]. 
Intellectual capital is also important as it shows that organizations characterized 
by skilled, creative, and distinctive knowledgeable employees, supportive orga-
nizational structures and systems, and maintain cordial customer relations con-
tribute to achieving superior organizational positions [25] [26]. 

Another important resource for organizations is knowledge [27] [28] [29] 
[30]. [31] stated that knowledge is the blood that runs through the organization’s 
veins and is an important element for the survival of the organization in today’s 
dynamic and competitive environment. According to [32], knowledge helps or-
ganizations sustain and maintain a competitive advantage and therefore organi-
zations need to have policies and infrastructures to effectively manage know-
ledge. In order to have successful knowledge management organizations need to 
have a well-functioning human resource management and facilitating em-
ployees’ behavior toward knowledge creating, knowledge sharing, and the appli-
cation of knowledge [33] [34]. According to [35], knowledge management prac-
tices that enhance intermediate organizational performance will lead to positive 
financial performance. Of these knowledge management practices knowledge 
sharing can be seen as valuable for organizations as it helps them improve effi-
ciency or performance [36] [37] [38] [39]. Knowledge sharing refers to the “col-
lective beliefs or behavioral routines related to the spread of learning among dif-
ferent individuals or units within an organization” ([40], p. 38). Knowledge 
sharing is of importance for organizations for many reasons. [41] stated that the 
innovation ability of organizations can be enhanced by knowledge sharing which 
facilitates the ability to achieve organizational goals. In addition, [42] suggested 
that businesses can gain a competitive advantage through knowledge sharing as 
it creates the opportunity to meet organizational needs and generates solutions 
and efficiencies. Furthermore, knowledge sharing provides the link between in-
dividual knowledge and organizational knowledge [43] and helps individuals 
develop their skills and knowledge which makes their job easier and saves them 
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time to perform more substantive tasks [44] [45]. 
Furthermore, the performance of organizations is considered an important 

issue for all organizations—profit or non-profit [46] [47]. Although organiza-
tional performance is a focal point in business studies, it is a complex and multi-
dimensional phenomenon to study [40] as it is anchored around stakeholders, 
heterogeneous market conditions, and time [48]. Organizational performance 
refers to the ability of organizations to meet its stakeholders’ needs and its own 
needs for survival [49]. Organizations differ in performance due to the variance 
in organizational resources which include tangible and intangible resources [50]. 
Therefore, improving organizational performance is not solely dependent on the 
successful deployment of tangible resources but also on intangible resources 
such as the effective management of knowledge [51] and the behavior of em-
ployees [52]. This is supported by [53] who stated that the smart management of 
all human resources who represent the knowledge capital of organizations and 
the capability to generate, acquire, store, transfer, and apply knowledge will help 
support organizational goals and objectives. 

The objective of the current study is to investigate the effect of intellectual 
capital on knowledge sharing and organizational performance of manufacturing 
companies in Jordan. Furthermore, the effect of knowledge sharing on organiza-
tional performance is investigated. Additionally, the mediating effect of know-
ledge sharing on the relationship between intellectual capital and organizational 
performance is explored. To the best of the authors’ knowledge, no empirical 
studies have been conducted in Jordan to investigate the proposed relationships. 
Moreover, the study derives its importance of being conducted in the Jordanian 
manufacturing sector which is seriously suffering from the severe global compe-
tition, and needs to capture and exploit all possible opportunities to enhance or-
ganizational performance.  

1.1. Intellectual Capital (IC) 

Intellectual capital has become a topic of great interest as a result of the intro-
duction of the new economy [54]. According to [55], this so called new econo-
my, also known as the knowledge economy, has shifted attention to the intangi-
ble assets possessed by organizations and how they are managed. This is sup-
ported by [56] who stated that for organizations operating in this new economy, 
intellectual not physical capital is considered to be an organization’s most prized 
asset. The reason why intellectual capital is considered valuable relates to the fact 
that intangible assets are more important than tangible assets [57]. Furthermore, 
[58] mentioned that in order for these organizations to remain competitive a 
systematic approach to intellectual capital must be undertaken.  

The concept of intellectual capital has changed considerably over time. At 
first, IC was introduced as the difference between the book value and market 
value of an organization [59]. Later on, ([60], p. 358) referred to IC as “know-
ledge that can be converted into value”. [61] suggested that IC is the capability of 
creating value when faced with constant change. In addition, [62] defined IC as 
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the sum of all knowledge used in business operations to gain a competitive ad-
vantage. However, the most common definition of intellectual capital must be 
the one provided by ([63], p. 5) who referred to it as “the possession of know-
ledge and experience, professional knowledge and skill, goal relationships, and 
technological capabilities which when applied will give organizations competi-
tive advantage”. As a result, it can be concluded that intellectual capital is made 
up of resources and capabilities that rare, inimitable, valuable, and non-substi- 
tutable which all lead to companies having superior performance and a lasting 
competitive advantage [64]. 

Literature provides many frameworks for measuring intellectual capital. Ac-
cording to [60], IC is comprised of four components; human, customer, process, 
and innovation. [65] suggested that IC is mainly divided into individual compe-
tence, internal structure, and external structure. However, it can be seen that the 
most accepted framework of IC consists of three components which are: human 
capital (human resources), structural capital (organizational values), and rela-
tional capital (relationships) (see [66] [67] [68] [69]). Furthermore, [13] men-
tioned that these three IC dimensions are interrelated and hence have a signifi-
cant influence on a firm’s value position and performance. This is supported by 
[70] who mentioned that intellectual capital must include human capital, struc-
tural capital, and relational capital for organizations to achieve their goals as 
they are interdependent and intertwined with each other. For the purposes of 
this paper the IC dimensions of human capital, structural capital, and relational 
capital will be used in accordance with the study of [71]. 

1.1.1. Human Capital (HC) 
One of the most important resources organizations rely on is human capital as it 
helps organizations respond to environmental changes innovatively [72]. In ad-
dition, human capital is considered to be of vital importance as it affects the 
performance of organizations [73]. Furthermore, [74] mentioned that the im-
portance of human capital lies in its ability to improve the efficacy and efficiency 
of organizations and in turn gain a competitive advantage. Therefore, human 
capital is considered to be the most significant intellectual capital component as 
the existence of the firm relies on it [75].  

Human Capital (HC) can be defined as “the sum of employees’ competence, 
knowledge, skills, innovativeness, attitude, commitment, wisdom and experience” 
([76], p. 234). Human capital is consists of the values, attitudes, and habits of the 
people in the organization, in addition to the leadership that motivates people to 
display their potential in the organization [77]. It must be noted that the human 
capital of one organization is different from that of another which gives the cha-
racteristics of being inimitable, rare and non-replaceable [70]. In addition, [78] 
and [79] reported that human capital is not fully controlled by the firm which 
distinguishes it from the other resources available in the firm. As a result, [57] 
advised that organizations should continuously invest in their human capital in 
order to improve their competitive advantage. 
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1.1.2. Structural Capital (SC) 
Structural capital deals with the mechanisms and structures of the organization 
which ultimately influences organizational innovation thereby making it an im-
portant organizational resource [72]. Moreover, [73] reported that structural 
capital is used to retain the human capital of organizations. This is due to the 
fact that structural capital acts as a supportive infrastructure for HC a set pro-
vides the necessary environment for individuals to invest their human capital 
and knowledge [70]. According to [80], structural capital (SC) refers to organi-
zational capabilities that are used to meet internal and external challenges. Struc- 
tural capital can also be defined as the non-human storehouses of knowledge 
such as organizational culture, routines, data bases, information systems, pa-
tents, copyrights, trademarks and so on (see [15] [75] [76]). [81] referred to 
structural capital as the knowledge that is created and owned by an organization. 
Unlike human capital, structural capital is owned by the firm [79], and as a re-
sult can be traded, reproduced and shared within the firm [82]. Therefore, SC is 
considered the dimension that allows IC to be measured and developed in an 
organization [83]. 

1.1.3. Relational Capital (RC) 
The premise of relational capital revolves around connecting internal intellectual 
resources with external stakeholders, hence influencing an organization’s ability 
to create value [76]. According to ([84], p. 517), relational capital (RC) can be 
defined as “the knowledge that is embedded in the relationships with any stake-
holder that affects the firm’s life”. [85] reported that relational capital benefits 
both the organization and its members equally as they both own it. Furthermore, 
[74] mentioned that relational capital is extremely important in order to actual-
ize the wealth-creation potential of human and structural capital. Therefore, [81] 
reported that creating and maintain relational capital is crucial for having suc-
cessful organizations. 

1.2. Knowledge Sharing 

Organizations operate in an environment characterized by uncertainty, change, 
and instability that lead to the creation of various challenges [86]. In addition, 
many trends have emerged as a result of globalization which requires organiza-
tions to quickly and easily adapt to them in order to survive [87]. Given that the 
current age is referred to as the intellectual age, the intellectual and intangible 
capital known as knowledge is considered to be a key factor to organizations 
[88]. This is due to the fact that knowledge leads to the strengthening of a firm’s 
core competencies and provides the necessary resources for organizations to in-
novate and compete [89]. Therefore, organizations that wish to survive in a dy-
namic and competitive environment should focus on the concept of knowledge 
[90] [91] [92]. This is supported by [93] [94] who mentioned that creating 
knowledge, sharing that knowledge across organizational entities, and embody-
ing that knowledge in new technologies and products is necessary for organiza-
tions to be competitive. 
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In addition, [95] stated that the success of organizations is highly dependent 
on knowledge and knowledge management. As a result, based on the previous 
literature the importance of knowledge for organizations can be highly noted. 
Knowledge can be defined as the insights, interpretations, context, experience 
and wisdom that help an organization to achieve its goals, mission, and vision 
and ultimately enhance its value [96]. Knowledge has two types; explicit and im-
plicit knowledge [97]. Explicit knowledge refers to knowledge that can be clearly 
expressed; whereas implicit knowledge refers to knowledge that is difficult to 
convey to others as it is highly personalized ([98], p. 233). Knowledge manage-
ment can be defined as the activities of capturing, using, and sharing of know-
ledge using various methods, systems, and practices by an organization [99]. As 
can be seen knowledge sharing is a component of knowledge management and is 
the most important behavior related to knowledge that has a direct effect on 
other knowledge behaviors such as knowledge integration and creation [100].  

Knowledge sharing refers to the voluntary behavior by individuals to provide 
access to others to their own knowledge and experiences ([101] [102], p. 2) re-
ferred to knowledge sharing as “the process by which explicit or tacit knowledge 
can flow between individuals, or utilize from others as groups, departments, or 
organizations”. Knowledge sharing can also be defined as the activities that lead 
to the transfer and dissemination of knowledge between individuals, groups, or 
organizations [103]. Knowledge sharing takes place between two individuals one 
that possesses knowledge and the other acquires knowledge [95]. This process 
includes the sharing of information, ideas, suggestions, and experiences related 
to an organization [104]. Furthermore, according to [105], organizations identi-
fy knowledge sharing as an important issue for several reasons such as; the 
growing importance of the value of knowledge and the increasing recognition 
that tacit knowledge is more valuable than explicit knowledge. In addition, [106] 
mentioned that difficult issues can be addressed through information sharing as 
many organizations are resource poor but information rich. However, sharing 
knowledge is not an easy process due to the fact that knowledge is created and 
stored within the employees of an organization [45] [107], and that it requires 
the willingness to collaborate and share knowledge with others [108] [109]. Un-
willingness to share information can lead to the sharing of inaccurate, incom-
plete, and false information [108] which is disastrous to organizations. 

The sharing of knowledge among employees creates many benefits for an or-
ganization which include; allowing the organization to build on previous know-
ledge and experiences, responding to problems more quickly, developing new 
ideas, fostering innovation, understanding customer needs, and building com-
petencies [101] [110]. Literature mentioned that knowledge sharing can have 
different forms or processes. For example [111] differentiated between two forms 
of knowledge sharing which include donating and receiving information. In ad-
dition, [112] differentiated knowledge sharing on the basis of the knowledge 
source and the knowledge receiver. Furthermore, [113] distinguished between 
the knowledge carrier and the knowledge requester in knowledge sharing. In this 



B. Y. Obeidat et al. 
 

7 

paper knowledge sharing will be measured using the knowledge sharing pro- 
cesses of knowledge collecting and knowledge donating as suggested by [28]. 

Knowledge Donating and Knowledge Collecting 
According to [28], knowledge sharing refers to a process where knowledge (both 
tacit and explicit) is mutually exchanged in order to create new knowledge. This 
implies that sharing “consists of both bringing (donating) knowledge and getting 
(collecting) knowledge” ([114], p. 116). In addition, [37] mentioned that know-
ledge sharing is the process that involves the acquisition (collecting) and provi-
sion (donating) of knowledge between two or more participants. Therefore, it 
can be concluded that knowledge sharing consists of the processes of knowledge 
donating and knowledge collecting as suggested by [28].  

Knowledge donating can be defined as “communication based upon an indi-
vidual’s own wish to transfer intellectual capital” and knowledge collecting as 
“attempting to persuade others to share what they know” ([115], p. 126). Ac-
cording to [42], knowledge donating refers to the willingness to actively com-
municate with others and knowledge collecting as actively consulting others in 
order to learn from them. Based on that the processes of knowledge donating 
and knowledge collecting can be regarded as active processes as one is either en-
gaged in active communication to share knowledge or actively consulting others 
to gain access to their knowledge [116]. [117] stated that employees who wil-
lingly engage in the process of knowledge donating are more likely to be recog-
nized for their efforts and intellectual capital and in turn makes the process of 
knowledge collecting easier for their managers. Furthermore, engaging in the 
process of knowledge donating can be very important for organizations as it can 
improve the knowledge stock of an organization by transforming individual 
knowledge into group and organizational knowledge over time [118]. 

1.3. Organizational Performance (OP) 

Organizational performance is considered an important issue for both profit and 
non-profit organizations [46]. Improving firm performance is something that 
most organizations strive to achieve [119]. Some of the factors reported in lite-
rature to have an influence on organizational performance and its improvement 
include: organizational culture [120], organization’s environment and strategy 
[121], individual and organizational learning [122], and employee involvement 
and commitment to organizational goals [123]. Literature provides many defini-
tions for organizational performance. According to [40], performance refers to 
the ability of an organization to create outcomes and actions at an acceptable 
level. In addition, [49] mentioned that organizational performance refers to the 
degree that an organization meets its own needs and its stakeholder needs in or-
der to survive. Furthermore, [41] referred to organizational performance as a 
measure of how well an organization achieves its objectives. Measuring organi-
zational performance can be performed using various objectives and measure-
ments [46]. However, performing this task is not easy when it comes to measur-
ing organizational performance depending solely on financial measures is in-



B. Y. Obeidat et al. 
 

8 

sufficient, non-financial measures should be used as well [124]. [35] suggested 
measuring organizational performance using five dimensions that include: in-
novation, rate of new product development, customer satisfaction, customer re-
tention, and operating costs. On the other hand, [56] proposes four dimensions 
for measuring organizational performance these include: return on assets, return 
on equity, revenue growth, and employee productivity. This paper uses the di-
mensions of operational performance and financial performance as proposed by 
[76]. 

1.3.1. Operational Performance 
In today’s environment organizations must strive to operate in the most efficient 
and effective manner possible [125]. This is because organizations need to face 
the changes brought about by these environments which are extremely dynamic 
and unstable [126]. Operational performance refers to “the performance related 
to organizations’ internal operation, such as productivity, product quality and 
customer satisfactions” ([127], p. 26). In addition, [128] referred to operational 
performance as the ability to measure the outcomes of an organization’s pro- 
cesses. Furthermore, operational performance can be defined as the non-eco- 
nomic aspects of an organization’s social and societal relationships and competi-
tive success factors that influence the efficiency of its operations [129]. Accord-
ing to [130], operational performance is usually measured using five dimensions: 
cost, quality, delivery, flexibility, and innovation. The reason why these non-fi- 
nancial measures are so popular is that they are used as a means for transferring 
a firm’s strategy and vision into a tool that influences performance and leads to 
superior financial performance [131]. 

1.3.2. Financial Performance 
Financial performance is the most widely used measure of organizational per-
formance as the benefits of organizational performance usually appear in the fi-
nancial results of an organization [132]. Financial performance can be defined as 
“the extent to which the organization performs in relative profitability, return on 
investment, and total sales growth” ([41], p. 120). In addition, [129] referred to 
financial performance as the fulfillment of an organization’s economic goals 
which is reflected in the outcomes of financial and market indicators. [133] sug-
gested that financial performance is usually measured using the following: return 
on assets (ROA), return on equity (ROE), return on investment (ROI), profit 
margin, earning per share, and value per employee. However, [134] reported 
that ROA and ROE are considered to be the most popular means for measuring 
a firm’s financial performance. It must be noted that focusing solely on financial 
performance as a measure of organizational performance is not enough to im-
prove financial results [121]. [135] mentioned that financial performance is a 
result of operational performance; therefore without operational performance 
financial performance would not exist. As a result, organizations must adopt a 
performance-evaluating system that looks beyond measuring only financial per-
formance [132]. 
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2. Framework and Research Hypotheses 
2.1. Research Framework 

Based on the literature review above, the research model was developed and its 
framework is depicted in Figure 1 below. 

2.2. Hypotheses Development 

Based on the research framework, intellectual capital dimensions were segmented 
into human capital, structural capital and relational capital. Knowledge sharing 
was segmented into knowledge donating and knowledge collecting. Finally, or-
ganizational performance was segmented into operational performance and fi-
nancial performance. In the subsequent analysis, overall constructs of intellec-
tual capital, knowledge sharing and organizational performance will be used.  

2.2.1. Intellectual Capital and Organizational Performance 
According to [66], it can be concluded that regardless of the industry in which 
an organization operates, intellectual capital does have a significant relationship 
with firm performance. [136] conducted a study to examine the relationship 
between intellectual capital and firm performance in terms of profitability and 
productivity. Results showed that intellectual capital has a significant relation-
ship with productivity but no relationship with profitability. In addition, [12] 
research conducted on 300 UK companies showed that there is a significant pos-
itive relationship between intellectual capital and a firm’s financial performance. 
A study conducted by [124] revealed that intellectual capital has a significant 
impact on organizational performance. Furthermore, [137] indicated that intel-
lectual capital influences firm performance in a positive manner. However, [138] 
found that human capital has a significant negative relationship with firm per-
formance. Moreover, [139] pointed out that there is no relationship between in-
tellectual capital and firm performance. 

H1. Intellectual capital positively affects organizational performance. 

2.2.2. Intellectual Capital and Knowledge Sharing 
[140] suggested that intellectual capital can influence and individual’s motivation 
 

 
Figure 1. Research model. 
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to share knowledge within the organization. It has also been reported that social 
capital, a dimension of intellectual capital, can influence knowledge sharing 
within organizations [141] and knowledge sharing between organizations [57]. 
In addition, [70] showed that knowledge sharing is highly influenced by a spe-
cific intellectual capital dimension, relational capital, compared to the other two 
dimensions, human capital and structural capital. Furthermore, [142] found that 
human capital as a dimension of intellectual capital influences knowledge acqui-
sition and knowledge transfer the most. 

H2. Intellectual capital positively affects knowledge sharing. 

2.2.3. Knowledge Sharing and Organizational Performance 
[35] found that KM practices, one of which relates to the ability to locate and 
share knowledge, have a direct relationship with organizational performance. 
The results of the study conducted by [33] showed that Knowledge Management 
Capabilities, which include knowledge learning and acquiring, knowledge shar-
ing, and knowledge creating and improving, have a significant effect on organi-
zational performance. [40] indicated that all factors of KM capabilities which are 
knowledge acquisition, knowledge sharing, and knowledge application have a 
positive and significant effect on the organizational performance of SME’s. A 
study conducted in the hospitality industry by [37] showed that Knowledge 
Sharing (KS) was positively associated with organizational performance through 
the KS behaviors of Knowledge Collecting (KC) and Knowledge Donating (KD). 
[143] revealed that developing efficient mechanisms for creating, transferring, 
and integrating knowledge are necessary for organizations to achieve and main-
tain high levels of performance. [70] showed that organizational performance is 
positively influenced by Knowledge sharing. 

H3. Knowledge sharing positively affects organizational performance. 
H4. Knowledge sharing positively mediates the relationship between intellec-

tual capital and organizational performance.  

3. Research Methodology 
3.1. Survey 

The survey was designed by adopting readily-established constructs from the 
published literature. The items used to measure intellectual capital dimensions 
(human capital, structural capital and relational capital) were adopted from [71]. 
The items used to measure knowledge sharing dimensions (knowledge donating 
and knowledge collecting) were adopted from [28], and items used to measure 
organizational performance dimensions (operational performance and financial 
performance) were adopted from [76]. Respondents were asked to evaluate their 
agreement or disagreement with the statements provided using a 5-point Likert 
Scale where 5 indicated strong agreement and 1 indicated strong disagreement. 
The survey was initially prepared in English and then translated into Arabic 
language. Both English and Arabic versions were reviewed by four professors in 
Business Administration. Additionally, the Arabic version was pre-tested by five 
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employees from different manufacturing companies. Necessary modifications 
were made as needed.  

3.2. Population and Sample 

The population for the research consisted of manufacturing companies in Am-
man, the capital of Jordan. The number of manufacturing companies located in 
Amman is 1200 [144]. The sample size appropriate for this population is 292 
[145]. We decided to target one hundred companies using convince sampling. 
From each manufacturing company, five respondents were randomly selected. 
Therefore, a total of 500 questionnaires were distributed. Personal visits by the 
authors were made to the selected manufacturing companies. Data collection 
lasted for one and a half months. Selected manufacturing companies included 
electrical and electronics, machinery and mechanical appliances chemical, and 
pharmaceutical. Three hundred eighty three questionnaires were returned. 
Twenty seven questionnaires were defined as unusable and were excluded from 
subsequent analysis. The final number of usable questionnaires was 356 repre- 
senting a response rate of 71.2%. This response rate is relatively high compared 
with other studies in Jordan that used personal visits method such as [6] who 
received a response rate of 52%.  

3.3. Validity and Reliability 

Face and content validity are important to ensure the appropriateness of the re-
search instrument. This included a pilot study phase with four professors in 
Business Administration from the University of Jordan. In addition, five em-
ployees working in different manufacturing companies evaluated the appro-
priateness and relevance of the survey items. The question items were revised as 
needed. The content validity of the questionnaire was assured by broadly re-
viewing related empirical and theoretical studies related to the research con-
structs. Construct validity was assessed using Exploratory Factor Analysis with 
varimax rotation method [146]. The objective was to ensure that all items related 
to one construct loaded onto one factor with factor loadings greater than 0.40 
and eigenvalue greater than 1. Items that did not meet this criterion were de-
leted. To assure the appropriateness of the factor analysis, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 
(KMO) test for assessing sampling adequacy and Bartlett’s test of sphericity to 
test for homogeneity of variances were applied for the measurement scales [146]. 
The results of KMO test showed that the statistics for all the scales were greater 
than 0.50, and Bartlett’s test of sphericity revealed significant statistics for all the 
scales (p < 0.05) implying that factor analysis was appropriate. EFA was also 
performed for the overall constructs of intellectual capital, knowledge sharing 
and organizational performance. Table 1 and Table 2 show EFA results for the 
measurement scales. 

The reliability of the study constructs was tested using Cronbach’s α-coeffi- 
cient. All the constructs showed a reliability of α ≥ 0.70 implying a good reliabil-
ity and internal consistency [146] [147]. Reliability tests were also performed for 



B. Y. Obeidat et al. 
 

12 

the overall constructs and the results also showed a reliability of α ≥ 0.70 for the 
three overall constructs. The mean values, standard deviations, and Cronbach’s 
alpha values are reported in the Table 3. 

4. Results 

Regression analysis was applied to test study hypotheses. Normality of data is a 
prerequisite for regression analysis. We applied skewness and kurtosis tests to 
check the normality of the data [146]. The values for skewness ranged between 
−0.541 and −1.597, while the values for kurtosis ranged between 0.111 and 1.434. 
Skewness and kurtosis values of ±2 from zero imply that data is normally distri-
buted [148] [149] [150] indicating that normality was not a problem in our  

 
Table 1. EFA for intellectual capital and organizational performance dimensions. 

Constructs Factor loadings 

Human capital 

HC1 0.728     

HC2 0.732     

HC3 0.661     

HC4 0.709     

HC5 0.660     

HC6 0.681     

HC7 0.754     

HC8 0.653     

Structural capital 

SC1  0.765    

SC2  0.867    

SC3  0.840    

SC4  0.780    

Relational capital 

RC1   0.536   

RC2   0.713   

RC3   0.791   

RC4   0.688   

RC5   0.691   

RC6   0.745   

Operational performance 

OP1    0.739  

OP2    0.772  

OP3    0.737  

OP4    0.651  

Financial performance 

FP1     0.844 

FP2     0.838 

FP3     0.553 
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Table 2. EFA for knowledge sharing dimensions and overall scales. 

Constructs Factor loadings 

Knowledge donating 

KD1 0.756     

KD2 0.855     

KD3 0.852     

KD4 0.728     

KD5 0.483     

Knowledge collecting 

KC1  0.699    

KC2  0.797    

KC3  0.858    

KC4  0.770    

KC5  0.684    

KC6  0.644    

KC7  0.499    

      Intellectual capital 

HC   0.692   

SC   0.730   

RC   0.723   

      Knowledge sharing 

KD    0.888  

KC    0.806  

Organizational performance 

OP     0.747 

FP     0.789 

 
Table 3. Means, standard deviations, and cronbach’s α-coefficient for the study con-
structs. 

Variable Mean Standard deviation Cronbach’s α-coefficient 

Human Capital 3.84 0.671 0.847 

Structural capital 4.05 0.784 0.829 

Relational capital 3.48 0.811 0.785 

Operational Performance 3.85 0.727 0.700 

Financial performance 3.78 0.770 0.716 

Knowledge Donating 3.69 0.794 0.794 

Knowledge Collecting 3.73 0.734 0.831 

Intellectual capital 3.79 0.436 0.816 

Organizational performance 3.82 0.536 0.713 

Knowledge sharing 3.71 0.573 0.765 
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research. Multicollinearity is a potential problem in regression models that may 
affect the results due to high correlation among the independent variables. Va-
riance inflation factor (VIF) was performed to assess multicollinearity. As we use 
overall constructs in our analysis, we checked VIF for intellectual capital and 
knowledge sharing as independent variables with organizational performance as 
a dependent variable. The VIF value was 1.004. [151] suggested a cutoff value of 
2.5 as a sign of multicollinearity; therefore, multicollinearity was not a concern 
in this research. To test the research hypotheses, we applied the procedure de-
scribed by [1]. This approach requires conducting four separate regression anal-
ysis in order to identify the existence of a mediation effect. 

In the first regression model, the independent variable should predict the de-
pendent variable. In the second regression model, the independent variable 
should predict the mediator. In the third regression model, the mediator should 
predict the dependent variable. And finally, in the fourth regression model, both 
the independent variable and the mediator should be entered together to predict 
the dependent variable. If the effect of the independent variable on dependent 
variable while controlling for the mediator decreases to zero, then full mediation 
effect exists. In the first regression model, intellectual capital (the independent 
variable) was significantly related to organizational performance (the dependent 
variable) as shown in Table 4 (β = 0.493, p < 0.001). Therefore hypothesis H1 
was accepted. In the second regression model, intellectual capital (the indepen-
dent variable) was significantly related to knowledge sharing (the mediator) 
providing support for hypothesis H2 (β = 0.444, p < 0.001). In the third regres-
sion model, knowledge sharing (the mediator) was significantly related to orga-
nizational performance (the dependent variable) providing support for hypothe-
sis H3 (β = 0.449, p < 0.001). In the fourth regression model, both intellectual 
capital and knowledge sharing (the independent variable and the mediator) were 
regressed together to predict organizational performance (the dependent varia-
ble). As shown in Table 4, the direct effect of intellectual capital on organiza-  

 
Table 4. Regression analysis for mediation of the effect of intellectual capital on organiza-
tional performance through knowledge sharing. 

Step 4 
Organizational 
performance 

Step 3 
Organizational 
performance 

Step 2 
Knowledge  

sharing 

Step 1 
Organizational 
performance 

Variables 

2.240*** 2.870*** 2.308*** 2.717*** (Constant) 

0.366***  0.444*** 0.493*** Intellectual capital 

0.286*** 0.449***   Knowledge sharing 

0.556 0.449 0.444 0.493 R 

0.309 0.201 0.197 0.243 R2 

0.304 0.199 0.194 0.241 Adj. R2 

62.188*** 70.375*** 68.531*** 89.733*** F-value 

***p ≤ 0.01. 
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tional performance in the first regression model (β = 0.493, p < 0.001) was re-
duced in the fourth regression model, but still significant (β = 0.366, p < 0.001) 
implying that only partial mediation effect may exist. To calculate the indirect 
effect according to [152], the regression coefficient obtained from regressing the 
mediator to predict the dependent variable (β = 0.449) should be multiplied by 
the regression coefficient obtained from regressing the independent variable to 
predict the mediator (β = 0.444). Thus, the indirect effect of intellectual capital 
on organizational performance through knowledge sharing = 0.449 * 0.444 = 
0.199. In order to ensure that the indirect effect is significant, it is recommended 
to run Sobel test [152]. The inputs for Sobel test are the unstandardized coeffi-
cient and the standard error of intellectual capital (the independent variable) on 
knowledge sharing (the mediator), and unstandardized coefficient and standard 
error of knowledge sharing (the mediator) on organizational performance (the 
dependent variable) when intellectual capital (the independent variable) is also a 
predictor of organizational performance. Sobel test showed that knowledge 
sharing significantly mediated the effect of intellectual capital on organizational 
performance (Z = 4.395, p < 0.01). Therefore, hypothesis H4 was accepted. Fig-
ure 2 and Figure 3 illustrate direct and indirect effects. Additionally, Table 5 
provides summary of the tested hypotheses. 

 

 
Figure 2. Intellectual capital-organizational performance model. Note: ***p < 0.001. 
 

 
Figure 3. Intellectual capital-knowledge sharing-organizational performance model. Note: 
p < 0.001; a: indirect effect. 
 
Table 5. Summary of results. 

Hypothesis Path Effect Result 

H1 IC→ OP 0.493*** Supported 

H2 IC→ KS 0.444*** Supported 

H3 KS → OP 0.449*** Supported 

H4 IC → KS → OP 0.199*** (indirect effect) Supported 

***p ≤ 0.01. 
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5. Discussion and Conclusion 
5.1. Discussion 

The purpose of this research is to examine the relationship between intellectual 
capital, knowledge sharing, and organizational performance in Jordanian manu-
facturing companies. 

The results of this study proved that there is a significant positive effect of in-
tellectual capital on organizational performance. This result supports the con-
clusions of [12] [66] [124] [136] [137]. Intellectual capital found to be of signi-
ficance in respect of enhancing organizational performance and organizational 
profitability [138]. Intellectual capital can be developed and better utilized by 
adopting managerial practices and strategies that will create value through the 
organizations workforce, which will impact the organizational performance in 
the long run [153]. Therefore, organizations all over the globe are putting more 
efforts in investing not just in tangible assets but also in intangibles once as well. 

However, not all studies undertaken to examine the relationship between in-
tellectual capital and organizational performance have been favorable. For an 
example, [138] found that human capital has a significant negative relationship 
with firm performance. Moreover, [139] pointed out that there is no relationship 
between intellectual capital and firm performance. This can be explained by the 
fact that the relationship between intellectual capital and organizational perfor-
mance is indirect suggesting that some variables exist that mediate or moderate 
the relationship. Another reason is that previous studies focused mainly on 
tangible assets with less attention placed on intangible assets and its impact on 
organizational performance. 
This study has been found to prove a positive relation between intellectual capi-
tal and knowledge sharing in manufacturing companies which leads to increased 
levels of employee engagement therefore, enhancing the performance of the or-
ganization. This result is consistent with the findings of [57] [70] [140] [141] 
[142]. The finding indicates that intellectual capital components of human, 
structural, and relational capital lead to higher levels of knowledge sharing 
company wide. The knowledge created and accumulated from intellectual capi-
tal strategies should be shared and exchanged at all organizational levels to en-
hance and boost organizational benefits of applying intellectual capital strategy 
[69]. 

The result of this study proves the positive relationship between knowledge 
sharing and organizational performance. This result is consistent with the results 
of [33] [35] [37] [40] [70] [143]. Knowledge sharing, and the ability to obtain 
and apply knowledge are an essential skills that can contribute directly to the 
enhancement of the organizational performance. When employees share not just 
knowledge, but also all work related skills, and information, they can gain 
stronger capabilities to perform their job, therefore promoting the organization-
al performance, and gain competitive advantage over their rivals [37]. Other re-
search indicated that the application and use of high-involvement human re-
source management practices can also contribute to organizational performance 



B. Y. Obeidat et al. 
 

17 

promotion [52].  
The results of this study showed that knowledge sharing did actually mediate 

the relationship between intellectual capital and organizational performance in a 
significant way. This implies that manufacturing companies in Jordan deeply 
depend upon intellectual capital and knowledge sharing to enhance their orga-
nizational performance. Information sharing is a main determinant that en-
hances the performance benefits gained from intellectual capital. Companies 
neglecting knowledge sharing may not absorb the full benefits of intellectual 
capital. The real value of human capital, structural capital and relational capital 
can be realized by sharing the generated and acquired knowledge with different 
organizational functions and members. Managers have to remove all potential 
barriers to knowledge sharing and facilitate multi-functional cooperation and 
communication to achieve superior performance. 

5.2. Conclusion 

In conclusion, the purpose of this study was to study the relationship between 
intellectual capital, knowledge sharing, and organizational performance. A 
theoretical model was proposed and empirical testing was completed using a 
sample of 356 employees working at manufacturing companies in Jordan. The 
study concludes that intellectual capital is an essential enabler to knowledge 
sharing in Jordanian manufacturing companies. Additionally, the results dem-
onstrated the important effect of intellectual capital on organizational perfor-
mance. Moreover, the current study contributed to the existing literature by hig-
hlighting the key role of knowledge sharing in both enhancing organizational 
performance and positively mediating the relationship between intellectual cap-
ital and organizational performance.  

5.3. Limitations and Future Research 

The current study is subject for some limitation. Firstly, the examination of this 
study was conducted on one sector inside Jordan which would limit its results 
only to be confined with this sector alone. Therefore, we recommend that future 
researchers are to apply this study on different sectors to increase the credibility 
of the results. Secondly, longitudinal investigations can be undertaken to im-
prove the reliability of the data collected and used in the research model. In ad-
dition, it might be possible that examining the main constructs in this study over 
a longer period would yield more insights into the associations between the re-
search variables on organizational performance. Also, the scales used in this 
study for measuring variables may present some limitations, therefore we en-
courage that other researchers choose different scales to assure the credibility of 
results obtained. Finally, the study was conducted in Jordan therefore; data is 
applicable specifically to the Jordanian context.  

Further studies can be conducted on the effect of intellectual capital on other 
performance measures such as employee creativity and innovation performance. 
Additionally, the effect of intellectual capital on the performance of service or-
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ganizations in Jordan is a worthy potential study. Moreover, the effects of con-
textual factors such as company size, company age, and industry type on the 
proposed relationships can be addressed in future studies. Furthermore, other 
mediating variables such as organizational commitment and employee satisfac-
tion can be used in future studies in an attempt to better explain the relationship 
between intellectual capital and organizational performance. 
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