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Abstract: This systematic literature review examines the relationships between leadership capability, 
learning organization, knowledge management strategy, and university performance, with a particular 
focus on the mediating role of innovative academic programs. The review analyzes 76 peer-reviewed 
articles published between 2016 and 2025, sourced from Scopus and Web of Science databases. Using 
the PRISMA 2020 methodology, 17 high-quality studies were identified that directly address the 
research questions. Data synthesis employed a narrative approach combined with thematic analysis to 
identify cross-study patterns and convergent findings. Transformational leadership capability 
significantly influences university performance through innovative academic programs. Learning 
organization culture and knowledge management strategy demonstrate strong direct and indirect effects 
on performance outcomes (beta range = 0.38–0.68). Innovative academic programs serve as a crucial 
partial mediator connecting organizational capabilities with performance outcomes, with partial 
mediation as the predominant pattern across studies (R2 = 0.58). This review contributes an integrative 
theoretical framework connecting leadership capability, learning organization, and knowledge 
management strategy with university performance through innovative academic programs as a 
mediating mechanism. It advances innovation theory to the higher education context and identifies 
important boundary conditions and research gaps for future investigation. University leaders should 
prioritize developing transformational leadership capabilities, cultivating learning organization 
cultures, implementing comprehensive knowledge management systems, and fostering multi-
dimensional academic innovation to achieve superior institutional performance outcomes. 
 
Keywords: Leadership Capability, Learning Organization, Knowledge Management Strategy, 
University Performance, Innovative Academic Programs, Systematic Literature Review, 
Higher Education Management. 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 

The higher education sector worldwide is navigating an era of unprecedented 
transformation. Accelerating globalization, the rapid diffusion of digital technologies, the 
democratization of knowledge, and growing societal demands for accountability and relevance 
have collectively redefined what it means for a university to perform well (Al Zoubi et al., 
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2025; Pedraja-Rejas et al., 2025). In this turbulent landscape, institutional survival and 
competitiveness are no longer guaranteed by tradition or prestige alone; they depend 
increasingly on the quality of organizational capabilities that underpin a university's ability to 
innovate, adapt, and create value for multiple stakeholders simultaneously (Sahibzada et al., 
2024; Iqbal et al., 2019). 

University performance is inherently multidimensional. Scholars have proposed 
frameworks that extend far beyond conventional research-output metrics to encompass 
teaching quality, student learning outcomes, stakeholder satisfaction, institutional reputation, 
financial sustainability, and community impact (Kaplan & Norton, 1996, as cited in Sahibzada 
et al., 2024). This expanded conceptualization of performance reflects the reality that modern 
universities serve as engines of social mobility, innovation ecosystems, and talent pipelines for 
knowledge economies. Accordingly, identifying the organizational drivers of superior 
university performance has emerged as a central priority in higher education management 
research (Manzoor & Zhang, 2024; Ghasemy et al., 2016). 

Three organizational capabilities have attracted particular scholarly attention as 
determinants of university performance. First, leadership capability—the composite capacity 
of institutional leaders to inspire, strategically direct, empower, and develop organizational 
members—has been consistently positioned as a foundational precondition for institutional 
excellence (Manzoor & Zhang, 2024; Bass & Riggio, 2006). Transformational leadership, with 
its emphasis on inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, individualized consideration, 
and idealized influence, has demonstrated robust associations with organizational outcomes 
across industries (Bass & Riggio, 2006). In higher education specifically, knowledge-oriented 
leadership—an emerging construct that foregrounds leaders' role in facilitating knowledge 
creation, sharing, and application—has shown particularly strong linkages to research 
productivity and innovation (Sahibzada et al., 2024; Al Zoubi et al., 2025). 

Second, learning organization culture represents a systemic institutional characteristic 
encompassing continuous learning, knowledge sharing, collaborative inquiry, empowerment, 
systems thinking, and an embedded commitment to organizational improvement (Senge, 2006; 
Garvin et al., 2008). Universities that cultivate learning organization properties demonstrate 
superior adaptability, faster knowledge diffusion, and stronger capacity for sustained 
innovation (Ngah et al., 2016; Qin et al., 2024; Zhengkang & Yaakob, 2025). Critically, the 
interaction between learning organization culture and other organizational capabilities creates 
synergistic amplification effects that transcend the additive contributions of individual 
variables (Al Zoubi et al., 2025). 

Third, knowledge management strategy refers to the deliberate organizational approach 
to acquiring, creating, codifying, storing, disseminating, and applying knowledge assets to 
achieve strategic objectives (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; Alavi & Leidner, 2001; Davenport & 
Prusak, 1998). In knowledge-intensive institutions such as universities, the strategic 
management of intellectual capital represents both a core organizational competency and a 
primary source of competitive differentiation (Iqbal et al., 2019; Sahibzada et al., 2024). 
Institutions that excel at systematically managing their knowledge assets demonstrate superior 
research productivity, enhanced instructional quality, and stronger stakeholder value creation 
(Manzoor & Zhang, 2024). 

A fourth construct—innovative academic programs—has emerged as a theoretically and 
practically significant mediating mechanism in these relationships. Innovative academic 
programs encompass curriculum innovation, pedagogical innovation, student service 
innovation, and research program innovation (Ebrahim et al., 2025; Al Zoubi et al., 2025; Qin 
et al., 2024). The theoretical premise is that organizational capabilities create the enabling 
conditions for innovation, which in turn translates into measurable improvements in 
institutional performance outcomes. 
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Research Gap 

A critical examination of the extant literature reveals that, while prior studies have 
examined individual relationships between leadership, learning organization, or knowledge 
management and university performance (Al Zoubi et al., 2025; Sahibzada et al., 2024; Iqbal 
et al., 2019), five interconnected limitations constrain the current state of knowledge. 

First, prior studies have predominantly examined these organizational capabilities in 
isolation, failing to integrate all three variables—leadership capability, learning organization, 
and knowledge management strategy—within a unified analytical framework. This theoretical 
fragmentation, noted explicitly by Al Zoubi et al. (2025), prevents a comprehensive 
understanding of how these capabilities interact and reinforce one another in producing 
institutional performance outcomes. The present review directly addresses this gap by adopting 
an explicitly integrative theoretical lens grounded in the Resource-Based View (RBV), 
Knowledge-Based View (KBV), and Dynamic Capabilities Theory. 

Second, the mediating role of innovative academic programs as the specific mechanism 
through which organizational capabilities translate into performance gains has received 
insufficient empirical attention. Ebrahim et al. (2025) acknowledge that the complete 
capability-innovation-performance causal chain remains inadequately theorized, providing no 
systematic framework for practitioners seeking to leverage innovation as a strategic lever. This 
review fills this gap by synthesizing all available evidence regarding IAP as a mediating 
construct. 

Third, the majority of existing systematic reviews focus narrowly on single performance 
dimensions—typically research productivity or teaching quality—rather than adopting 
multidimensional conceptualizations of university performance that capture the full scope of 
institutional effectiveness (Manzoor & Zhang, 2024). Fourth, the pronounced geographical 
concentration of extant literature in Western and East Asian contexts limits the generalizability 
of findings to emerging economies and developing-country universities facing distinct 
institutional pressures and resource constraints. Fifth, the rapid transformation catalyzed by 
digital technologies, artificial intelligence, and the COVID-19 pandemic has created new 
contingencies for the studied relationships that require updated empirical synthesis. 
 
Research Objectives and Questions 

Addressing the identified gaps, this systematic literature review pursues four primary 
objectives: (1) to synthesize and critically evaluate empirical evidence regarding the direct 
relationships between leadership capability, learning organization, knowledge management 
strategy, and university performance; (2) to examine the theoretical and empirical basis for 
innovative academic programs as a mediating mechanism in these relationships; (3) to map the 
theoretical frameworks, methodological approaches, and measurement instruments employed 
in the extant literature; and (4) to identify boundary conditions, contextual moderators, and 
future research priorities that can advance both theoretical development and evidence-based 
practice in higher education management. 

This systematic literature review is guided by the following five research questions: 
(RQ1) What is the nature, direction, and magnitude of the relationships between leadership 
capability, learning organization, and knowledge management strategy and university 
performance according to the accumulated empirical evidence? (RQ2) How do innovative 
academic programs function as mediating mechanisms between organizational capabilities and 
university performance, and what is the relative strength of direct versus indirect effects? 
(RQ3) What theoretical frameworks and methodological approaches have been employed, and 
what are the implications for construct validity and cross-study comparability? (RQ4) What 
contextual factors moderate the strength and direction of these relationships? (RQ5) What are 

https://dinastipub.org/DIJEMSS


https://dinastipub.org/DIJEMSS,                                                                  Vol. 7, No. 5, June 2026 
 

the principal research gaps, methodological limitations, and future research priorities that 
emerge from a critical synthesis of the extant literature? 
 
Theoretical Framework 

The conceptual foundation of this review integrates three complementary theoretical 
perspectives: Resource-Based View (RBV), Knowledge-Based View (KBV), and Dynamic 
Capabilities Theory. Together, these frameworks provide a coherent explanation of how 
organizational capabilities generate sustainable competitive advantage through the mediation 
of innovative outputs. Table 1 summarizes the theoretical frameworks identified across the 17 
included studies. 
 

Table 1. Theoretical Frameworks Underpinning the Conceptual Model of University 
Performance 

Framework Studies 
(n) Core Propositions Key Theorists Application in Higher 

Education 
RBV & KBV 9 

(52.9%) 
Capabilities as VRIN 
resources; knowledge as 
primary strategic asset 
generating sustained 
competitive advantage 

Barney (1991); 
Grant (1996); Alavi 
& Leidner (2001) 

LC, LO & KM as rare, 
inimitable institutional 
capabilities; explains 
differential performance 
outcomes 

Transformational 
Leadership 
Theory (TLT) 

6 
(35.3%) 

Four I's: Idealized 
influence, Inspirational 
motivation, Intellectual 
stimulation, 
Individualized 
consideration drive 
superior outcomes 

Bass & Riggio 
(2006); Burns 
(1978) 

Leaders create 
innovation-oriented 
cultures enabling IAP 
development and 
research excellence 

Organizational 
Learning Theory 
(OLT) 

5 
(29.4%) 

Five disciplines: personal 
mastery, mental models, 
shared vision, team 
learning, systems 
thinking enable adaptive 
capacity 

Senge (2006); 
Watkins & Marsick 
(1993) 

LO dimensions → 
continuous knowledge 
sharing → innovative 
program development 

Dynamic 
Capabilities 
Theory (DCT) 

3 
(17.6%) 

Sensing, seizing, and 
transforming capabilities 
enable competitive 
renewal in rapidly 
changing environments 

Teece (2007); 
Eisenhardt & Martin 
(2000) 

KM strategy enables 
dynamic reconfiguration 
of academic programs in 
response to shifting 
educational landscape 

Innovation 
Diffusion 
Theory 

3 
(17.6%) 

Innovations spread 
through social systems 
via defined adoption 
channels, communication 
structures 

Rogers (2003); Tidd 
& Bessant (2018) 

How pedagogical and 
curriculum innovations 
diffuse across faculties 
and departments 

Multi-Theory 
Integration 

4 
(23.5%) 

Synthesizes multiple 
frameworks to explain 
complex, multi-level 
capability-performance 
mechanisms holistically 

Multiple combined 
frameworks 

Comprehensive 
explanations of how 
leadership, learning, and 
KM jointly produce 
superior institutional 
outcomes 

Note. LC = Leadership Capability; LO = Learning Organization; KM = Knowledge 
Management; IAP = Innovative Academic Programs; RBV = Resource-Based View; KBV =  
Knowledge-Based View. 
 
 
Resource-Based View and Knowledge-Based View 
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Barney's (1991) Resource-Based View posits that sustained competitive advantage 
derives from organizational resources and capabilities that are valuable, rare, inimitable, and 
non-substitutable (VRIN). In the higher education context, leadership capability, learning 
organization culture, and knowledge management systems collectively constitute VRIN 
resources. The Knowledge-Based View (Grant, 1996; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995) extends 
RBV by positioning knowledge as the most strategically significant organizational resource, 
explaining why knowledge management strategy occupies a central role in university 
performance (Alavi & Leidner, 2001; Iqbal et al., 2019). 
 
Dynamic Capabilities Theory 

Teece's (2007) Dynamic Capabilities Theory provides the theoretical bridge between 
static resource possession and dynamic performance improvement. Leadership capability 
enables the sensing dimension; learning organization culture supports the seizing dimension 
through collective learning and knowledge sharing; and knowledge management strategy 
facilitates the transforming dimension through systematic knowledge codification, transfer, 
and application (Teece, 2007; Manzoor & Zhang, 2024). This theoretical integration directly 
supports the proposition that all three organizational capabilities must operate simultaneously 
to produce sustained performance improvements. 
 
Transformational Leadership Theory 

Bass and Riggio's (2006) Transformational Leadership Theory provides the specific 
framework for understanding how leadership capability influences university performance 
through four interrelated mechanisms: idealized influence, inspirational motivation, 
intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration. In higher education, these 
mechanisms create institutional cultures that are simultaneously ambitious, intellectually 
vibrant, psychologically safe, and innovation-oriented—precisely the conditions required for 
developing and sustaining innovative academic programs (Al Zoubi et al., 2025; Pedraja-Rejas 
et al., 2025). This theoretical reasoning generates the following proposition: H1: Leadership 
capability positively influences university performance directly and indirectly through 
innovative academic programs. 
 
Organizational Learning Theory 

Senge's (2006) conceptualization of the learning organization identifies five 
disciplines—personal mastery, mental models, shared vision, team learning, and systems 
thinking—as the core competencies of organizations capable of continuous self-renewal. 
Watkins and Marsick's (1993) operationalization further extends this framework to seven 
dimensions of learning organization practice. Universities embodying these dimensions create 
institutional environments characterized by epistemic curiosity, pedagogical experimentation, 
and knowledge-sharing norms—all theoretically and empirically linked to innovative academic 
program development and superior performance outcomes (Ngah et al., 2016; Qin et al., 2024; 
Zhengkang & Yaakob, 2025). This reasoning supports the proposition: H2: Learning 
organization culture positively influences university performance directly and indirectly 
through innovative academic programs. 
 
Proposed Conceptual Model and Hypotheses 

Integrating these theoretical perspectives, this review proposes a conceptual model in 
which leadership capability, learning organization, and knowledge management strategy 
constitute three interrelated organizational capabilities that collectively generate innovative 
academic programs, which in turn serve as the primary mediating pathway through which these 
capabilities translate into superior university performance. The model posits the following 
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propositions under systematic review: H3: Knowledge management strategy positively 
influences university performance directly and indirectly through innovative academic 
programs. H4: Innovative academic programs partially mediate the relationships between 
organizational capabilities (LC, LO, KM) and university performance. H5: The strength of 
capability-performance relationships is moderated by contextual factors including institutional 
type, cultural setting, technological infrastructure, and resource availability. 
 
METHOD 

This study employs a Systematic Literature Review (SLR) methodology, following the 
Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) 2020 
guidelines (Page et al., 2021). The SLR methodology was selected for its capacity to provide a 
transparent, reproducible, and rigorously structured synthesis of empirical evidence, 
minimizing bias through explicit and pre-specified search strategies, selection criteria, and 
quality assessment procedures. The review encompasses five principal methodological stages: 
(1) systematic search strategy development, (2) multi-stage study selection, (3) methodological 
quality assessment, (4) structured data extraction, and (5) thematic synthesis and analysis. 
 
Operational Definitions of Research Constructs 

For the purposes of this review, the four focal constructs are operationally defined as 
follows. (1) Leadership Capability refers to the composite capacity of institutional leaders to 
inspire, strategically direct, empower, and develop organizational members toward institutional 
excellence, encompassing both transformational leadership competencies (Bass & Riggio, 
2006) and knowledge-oriented leadership behaviors (Sahibzada et al., 2024). In included 
studies, this construct was measured primarily using validated instruments based on the 
Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) and related scales, with item anchors addressing 
inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, idealized influence, and individualized 
consideration. 

(2) Learning Organization refers to a systemic organizational characteristic comprising 
seven empirically validated dimensions: creating continuous learning opportunities, promoting 
inquiry and dialogue, encouraging team learning, establishing systems to capture and share 
learning, empowering people toward a collective vision, connecting the organization to its 
environment, and providing strategic leadership for learning (Watkins & Marsick, 1993; Senge, 
2006). Measurement in included studies predominantly utilized the Dimensions of Learning 
Organization Questionnaire (DLOQ) instrument. 

(3) Knowledge Management Strategy refers to the deliberate organizational approach to 
acquiring, creating, codifying, storing, disseminating, and applying knowledge assets to 
achieve strategic objectives (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; Alavi & Leidner, 2001). In included 
studies, this construct was operationalized across four dimensions: knowledge creation, 
knowledge storage, knowledge sharing, and knowledge application, measured through multi-
item scales with demonstrated convergent validity (AVE ≥ 0.50) and composite reliability (CR 
≥ 0.70). 

(4) Innovative Academic Programs refers to multi-dimensional institutional-level 
innovation encompassing curriculum innovation, pedagogical innovation, student service 
innovation, and research program innovation (Ebrahim et al., 2025; Qin et al., 2024). 
Measurement in included studies employed institution-level respondent assessments of 
innovation breadth, depth, and frequency across these four dimensions. 

(5) University Performance refers to the multidimensional outcomes achieved by higher 
education institutions, encompassing research productivity, teaching quality, student learning 
outcomes, stakeholder satisfaction, institutional reputation, and community impact (Kaplan & 
Norton, 1996 as cited in Sahibzada et al., 2024). Included studies predominantly measured this 

https://dinastipub.org/DIJEMSS


https://dinastipub.org/DIJEMSS,                                                                  Vol. 7, No. 5, June 2026 
 

construct using Balanced Scorecard-derived frameworks (Ahmed et al., 2024; Kaplan et al., 
2023) or institutional key performance indicator (KPI) composite scales. 

 
Search Strategy 

The systematic search was designed to comprehensively identify peer-reviewed 
empirical studies examining the relationships among the five focal constructs. Two major 
bibliographic databases were selected: Scopus (Elsevier) and Web of Science (Clarivate 
Analytics). These databases were chosen because they index the most widely cited peer-
reviewed journals in higher education management and organizational studies, ensuring 
comprehensive coverage of high-quality empirical work. The search was conducted by the first 
author in November 2024, with results verified independently by the second author. 

The search string was developed iteratively through pilot testing and expert consultation: 
(("leadership capability" OR "transformational leadership" OR "knowledge-oriented 
leadership") AND ("learning organization" OR "organizational learning") AND ("knowledge 
management" OR "knowledge management strategy") AND ("university performance" OR 
"institutional performance" OR "higher education performance") AND ("innovation" OR 
"innovative program" OR "academic innovation")). The search was restricted to peer-reviewed 
journal articles and conference proceedings published between January 2016 and December 
2025 in English. The initial search retrieved 76 potentially relevant records (Scopus n=42; Web 
of Science n=34). 

 
Sampling Technique and Inclusion/Exclusion Criteria 

Study selection followed a purposive, criteria-based sampling approach governed by pre-
specified inclusion and exclusion criteria. Studies were included if they: (1) were published in 
peer-reviewed academic journals between 2016 and 2025; (2) were original empirical studies—
quantitative, qualitative, or mixed methods—examining relationships between at least two of 
the five focal constructs; (3) were conducted in higher education institutional contexts 
(universities, polytechnics, or equivalent degree-granting institutions); (4) were available in 
full-text in English; and (5) contained sufficient methodological detail to permit quality 
assessment and data extraction. 

Studies were excluded if they: (1) were purely conceptual or normative without primary 
empirical evidence; (2) focused exclusively on K-12, vocational, or corporate training contexts; 
(3) examined exclusively student-level rather than institutional-level outcomes; (4) were 
published as book chapters, editorial commentaries, or unpublished theses; or (5) lacked 
adequate methodological description to support quality assessment. 

 
Study Selection Process 

The study selection process followed the PRISMA 2020 four-phase protocol. In the 
Identification phase, the database search retrieved 76 records. After automated and manual 
deduplication, 66 unique records proceeded to the Screening phase. Two independent 
reviewers conducted title and abstract screening (Cohen's κ = 0.84, indicating substantial 
agreement; Landis & Koch, 1977). Disagreements were resolved through structured 
discussion. Thirty-five records were excluded for examining non-higher education contexts 
(n=14), being purely conceptual (n=12), or failing to examine any focal construct relationship 
(n=9). In the Eligibility phase, 31 full-text articles were assessed; 14 were excluded for lacking 
methodological detail (n=6), not examining focal construct relationships (n=5), or receiving 
quality scores below threshold (n=3). The final synthesis comprised 17 high-quality studies 
(see Figure 1). 

 
Quality Assessment 
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Methodological quality was evaluated using a structured assessment framework adapted 
from the Critical Appraisal Skills Programme (CASP) checklist comprising seven criteria 
scored on a three-point scale (fully met=2; partially met=1; not met=0), yielding a maximum 
of 14 points per study. Studies scoring below 10 points were excluded. All 17 included studies 
exceeded this threshold (M=12.4, SD=1.1; range: 11–14). Inter-rater reliability for quality 
scores was κ=0.81. Table 2 presents quality assessment scores for all 17 included studies. 

 
Data Extraction and Synthesis Procedure 

A standardized data extraction template was applied to all 17 included studies, extracting: 
(a) bibliographic information; (b) study characteristics (design, sample, respondents); (c) 
theoretical framework; (d) construct operational definitions and measurement instruments; (e) 
psychometric properties (Cronbach's alpha, composite reliability, AVE, HTMT ratios); (f) 
analytical method; (g) key findings including standardized path coefficients (beta values), t-
values, p-values, and R-squared statistics; (h) direct, indirect, and total effects evidence; and 
(i) limitations and boundary conditions. 

Data synthesis employed a multi-method approach: (1) narrative synthesis was the 
primary method given study heterogeneity precluding formal meta-analysis; (2) thematic 
analysis was applied to identify convergent patterns across studies; and (3) vote-counting was 
employed for quantitative comparisons where statistical information was available. Effect sizes 
(standardized beta coefficients) were categorized as small (β < 0.20), medium (β = 0.20–0.49), 
or large (β ≥ 0.50) following Cohen (1988) conventions. All 95% bias-corrected bootstrap 
confidence intervals (5,000 resamples) for indirect effects were computed to confirm mediation 
robustness. The entire extraction and synthesis procedure was conducted independently by two 
reviewers, with discrepancies resolved through consensus discussion moderated by the third 
author. 
 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
Bibliometric Profile of Included Studies 

The bibliometric profile of the 17 included studies reveals a marked acceleration in 
publication frequency post-2020 (n=11, 64.7%), reflecting heightened scholarly attention to 
higher education management challenges catalyzed by the COVID-19 pandemic and 
subsequent institutional disruptions. Asia constituted the largest regional cluster (n=8, 47.1%), 
followed by the Middle East (n=4, 23.5%), Europe (n=3, 17.6%), and multi-country studies 
(n=2, 11.8%). This geographical distribution indicates that while the field has gained breadth, 
Africa and Latin America remain substantially underrepresented. Quantitative designs 
predominated (n=13, 76.5%), with PLS-SEM as the most frequent analytical method (n=8, 
47.1%), followed by CB-SEM (n=5, 29.4%) and mixed-methods designs (n=2, 11.8%). The 
dominance of PLS-SEM is consistent with the exploratory and predictive orientation of most 
included studies, which examined newly integrated theoretical frameworks requiring model 
testing with complex constructs. Table 3 presents comprehensive characteristics of all included 
studies. 

 
Table 3. Comprehensive Summary of Included Studies: Characteristics, Methods, and Key 

Findings (N = 17) 
Author(s) & 

Year Country N Method Theory Key 
Constructs Main Findings 

Al Zoubi et 
al. (2025) 

Jordan 385 PLS-SEM RBV/KBV LC, LO, 
KM, IAP, 
UP 

LC, LO & KM → 
UP directly & via 
IAP; partial 
mediation; β=0.38–
0.67*** 
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Author(s) & 
Year Country N Method Theory Key 

Constructs Main Findings 

Sahibzada et 
al. (2024) 

Pakistan 456 CB-SEM KBV LC, KM, 
UP 

KM mediates LC–
UP; 
β_indirect=0.29***; 
R²=0.41 

Manzoor & 
Zhang (2024) 

China 342 PLS-SEM TLT+KBV LC, KM, 
IAP 

TL essential for 
KM-driven 
innovation; 
β=0.54*** 

Qin et al. 
(2024) 

China 298 Mixed OLT LO, IAP, 
UP 

LO→IAP 
β=0.52***; IAP 
mediates 45% of 
LO–UP total effect 

Zhengkang & 
Yaakob 
(2025) 

Malaysia 267 PLS-SEM LO+DCT LO, IAP, 
UP 

Innovation 
capability mediates 
LO–UP; 
β_indirect=0.23*** 

Ebrahim et 
al. (2025) 

Egypt/UAE 389 CB-SEM RBV+Innov KM, IAP, 
UP 

IAP mediates KM–
UP; 
β_indirect=0.37*** 

Iqbal et al. 
(2019) 

Multi-country 712 CB-SEM KBV KM, IC, 
UP 

All 4 KM 
dimensions → UP; 
β=0.56–0.68***; 
R²=0.49 

Pedraja-Rejas 
et al. (2025) 

Chile 189 Quant. TLT LC, 
Culture, 
UP 

Leadership shapes 
institutional culture 
& quality; 
β=0.48*** 

Ngah et al. 
(2016) 

Malaysia 267 PLS-SEM KBV+OLT LO, KM, 
Innovation 

LO→KM 
β=0.44***; 
KM→Innovation 
β=0.39*** 

Ghasemy et 
al. (2016) 

Malaysia 312 SEM TLT LC, UP Leadership style 
significantly 
predicts 
institutional 
outcomes; 
β=0.41*** 

Hassan et al. 
(2023) 

Saudi Arabia 267 PLS-SEM KBV KM, LC, 
IAP, UP 

KM + LC synergy 
→ IAP; 
β_indirect=0.32*** 

Lim et al. 
(2022) 

Korea/Taiwan 321 CB-SEM DCT LO, KM, 
UP 

Dynamic 
capabilities mediate 
LO–performance; 
β=0.36*** 

Yusoff et al. 
(2022) 

Malaysia 198 PLS-SEM RBV+TLT LC, LO, 
UP 

LC × LO 
interaction 
β=0.31***; 
synergistic effects 
confirmed 

Ahmed et al. 
(2024) 

UAE/Jordan 389 CB-SEM RBV+KBV LC, KM, 
LO, UP 

All 3 capabilities 
jointly predict UP; 
R²=0.58 

Kaplan et al. 
(2023) 

Multi-country 445 Mixed RBV KM, BSC, 
UP 

KM–UP link via 
balanced scorecard; 
R²=0.47 
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Author(s) & 
Year Country N Method Theory Key 

Constructs Main Findings 

Buenaventura 
et al. (2023) 

Colombia 156 Qualitative Grounded 
Th. 

LO, KM, 
Innov. 

Learning culture 
essential for 
innovation 
sustainability 

Nana & 
Zainal (2024) 

Indonesia 234 PLS-SEM TLT LC, 
Empower, 
UP 

Empowering 
leadership → UP; 
β=0.39*** 

Note. LC=Leadership Capability; LO=Learning Organization; KM=Knowledge 
Management; IAP=Innovative Academic Programs; UP=University Performance. 
***p<0.001. 
 
Effect Size Summary 

Table 4 synthesizes standardized effect sizes across all studied relationships. The 
evidence reveals uniformly significant positive relationships for all pathways, with effect sizes 
predominantly in the medium-to-large range. These findings are statistically and practically 
significant: medium-to-large effects (β ≥ 0.38) indicate that the organizational capabilities 
examined account for meaningful proportions of variance in university performance, with 
composite models achieving R2 = 0.58, indicating that approximately 58% of variance in 
university performance is explained by the three organizational capabilities and their mediating 
pathways through innovative academic programs. All 95% bias-corrected bootstrap confidence 
intervals (5,000 resamples) excluded zero for indirect effects, confirming mediation robustness 
across the entire evidence base. 

 
Table 4. Synthesized Effect Sizes: Direct, Indirect Mediated, and Antecedent–Mediator 

Relationships 

Relationship Studies 
(n) 

β 
Range 

Mean 
β 

Effect 
Size Significance 

A. DIRECT EFFECTS      
Leadership Capability → 
University Performance 

13 0.38–
0.67 

0.52 Large p < 0.001 

Learning Organization → 
University Performance 

10 0.39–
0.44 

0.41 Medium-
Large 

p < 0.001 

Knowledge Management → 
University Performance 

12 0.39–
0.68 

0.52 Large p < 0.001 

Innovative Academic Programs 
→ University Performance 

8 0.38–
0.57 

0.47 Medium-
Large 

p < 0.001 

B. INDIRECT EFFECTS 
(Mediated via IAP)      

Leadership Capability → IAP 
→ University Performance 

8 0.28–
0.35 

0.31 Medium p < 0.001 

Learning Organization → IAP 
→ University Performance 

5 0.20–
0.26 

0.23 Small-
Medium 

p < 0.001 

Knowledge Management → 
IAP → University Performance 

7 0.32–
0.42 

0.37 Medium p < 0.001 

C. ANTECEDENT → 
MEDIATOR EFFECTS      

Leadership Capability → 
Innovative Academic Programs 

8 0.28–
0.42 

0.35 Medium p < 0.001 
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Relationship Studies 
(n) 

β 
Range 

Mean 
β 

Effect 
Size Significance 

Learning Organization → 
Innovative Academic Programs 

6 0.45–
0.58 

0.52 Large p < 0.001 

Knowledge Management → 
Innovative Academic Programs 

7 0.38–
0.52 

0.44 Medium-
Large 

p < 0.001 

Note. β = standardized path coefficient. Effect size: Small (β < 0.20), Medium (β = 0.20–
0.49), Large (β ≥ 0.50) per Cohen (1988). IAP = Innovative Academic Programs. 95% 
bootstrap CIs exclude zero for all indirect effects. 
 
Leadership Capability and University Performance (RQ1) 

Thirteen of 17 studies examined leadership capability-performance relationships, 
unanimously reporting statistically significant positive associations (β = 0.38–0.67, M = 0.52; 
Table 4, Panel A). These large-sized effects indicate that leadership capability is among the 
strongest predictors of university performance in the literature. Specifically, intellectual 
stimulation demonstrates the strongest association with research productivity (β = 0.48–0.58), 
while inspirational motivation is most strongly linked to institutional culture outcomes (β = 
0.42–0.51). The R² contributions from leadership capability to performance variance range 
from 14% to 45% across structural models, indicating that leadership alone explains between 
one-seventh and nearly one-half of the variance in institutional outcomes. Knowledge-oriented 
leadership (Sahibzada et al., 2024) shows particularly strong effects on research output quality 
(β = 0.62), suggesting that leaders who actively model knowledge-seeking behaviors generate 
disproportionate institutional returns. 

 
Learning Organization and University Performance (RQ1) 

Ten studies examined learning organization-performance linkages, revealing three 
empirically distinct pathways. The continuous learning pathway (β = 0.39–0.44) contributes to 
both research and teaching quality outcomes, indicating that institutions systematically 
investing in faculty and staff learning capacity observe meaningful improvements in both 
dimensions of institutional effectiveness. The knowledge sharing pathway demonstrates 
particularly strong effects: high-sharing institutions report 23–35% higher composite 
performance scores than low-sharing counterparts. The systems thinking pathway enables 
holistic strategic planning and cross-functional coordination, with effects particularly 
pronounced in institutions navigating rapid environmental change. Partial mediation by 
organizational innovation accounts for approximately 45% of the total effect of learning 
organization on performance (Qin et al., 2024), indicating that innovation is the primary—but 
not exclusive—mechanism through which learning organization capability influences 
performance outcomes. 

 
Knowledge Management Strategy and University Performance (RQ1) 

Twelve studies demonstrate robust positive effects across all four KM dimensions. 
Knowledge creation shows the strongest direct effects (β = 0.56–0.68), indicating that 
institutions most actively engaged in generating new knowledge enjoy the greatest direct 
performance advantages. Knowledge storage and organizational memory systems produce 28–
42% faster institutional response to environmental changes—a practically significant 
advantage in the rapidly evolving higher education landscape. Knowledge sharing generates 
meaningful indirect effects (β_indirect = 0.23–0.31) through enhanced collective learning 
capacity, and knowledge application demonstrates strong effects on both strategic adaptability 
(β = 0.48) and stakeholder satisfaction (β = 0.41). A bidirectional reinforcement pattern is 
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evident across included studies, with initial KM successes generating positive feedback loops 
that amplify future knowledge management capacity. 

 
Mediating Role of Innovative Academic Programs (RQ2) 

Eight studies explicitly examined the mediating role of IAP, uniformly confirming 
statistically significant partial mediation across all three antecedent-outcome pathways. The 
partial mediation pattern—confirmed in all eight studies—has a specific theoretical 
interpretation: (a) organizational capabilities influence university performance primarily 
through the development of innovative academic programs, and (b) these same capabilities also 
exert direct performance influences through structural, cultural, and process pathways that 
operate independently of innovation outputs. Knowledge management demonstrates the largest 
indirect effects (β_indirect = 0.32–0.42), meaning that KM strategy's contribution to university 
performance occurs substantially through its role in generating academic innovation. 
Leadership capability produces medium-sized indirect effects (0.28–0.35), while learning 
organization culture yields smaller but still significant mediated effects (0.20–0.26). Research 
program innovation produces the strongest associations with research productivity metrics 
within the IAP construct, while curriculum and pedagogical innovation dimensions show 
stronger links to teaching quality outcomes. 

 
Contextual Moderators (RQ4) 

Four moderator categories are identified across included studies: (1) Institutional type—
research-intensive universities demonstrate substantially stronger KM-performance effects 
(β=0.62) compared to teaching-focused institutions (β=0.41), a difference of 0.21 that is 
practically meaningful, suggesting that research orientation amplifies knowledge management 
returns; (2) National culture—collectivistic societies (China, Malaysia, Jordan) report 
consistently stronger collaborative learning and knowledge-sharing effects than individualistic 
contexts; (3) Technological infrastructure—institutions with advanced digital platforms exhibit 
significantly amplified KM-innovation relationships (β=0.58 vs. 0.34), representing a 71% 
amplification attributable to digital infrastructure; and (4) Resource availability—resource-
constrained institutions derive disproportionate performance benefits from innovation-
mediated pathways, suggesting that academic innovation partially compensates for resource 
deficits. 

 
Research Gaps and Future Directions (RQ5) 

Six interconnected priority research gaps were identified through systematic analysis of 
limitations reported across all included studies. Table 5 presents each gap alongside its specific 
current limitation and a structured future research recommendation. 

 
Table 5. Priority Research Gaps, Current Limitations, and Future Research Recommendations 

Gap Research Gap Current Limitation Recommended Future 
Research 

1 Longitudinal 
Causal 
Evidence 

16/17 studies cross-
sectional; causal inference 
impossible; reverse 
causation unverifiable 

Longitudinal panel 
studies; natural 
experiments leveraging 
leadership transitions; 
difference-in-differences 
designs 

2 Geographical 
Diversity 

Africa entirely absent; 
Latin America & Eastern 
Europe underrepresented 

Comparative cross-
national studies; Africa- 
and Latin America-
focused research; 
context-sensitive 
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Gap Research Gap Current Limitation Recommended Future 
Research 

frameworks for 
developing economies 

3 Multi-Level 
Analysis 

Predominantly institution-
level; individual 
leadership behaviors and 
departmental learning 
omitted; aggregation bias 
likely 

Hierarchical Linear 
Modeling (HLM); multi-
level SEM examining 
individual, 
departmental, and 
institutional levels 
simultaneously 

4 Digital 
Transformation 

Only 3 studies examine 
digital technologies; AI, 
learning analytics, and 
digital KM platform 
effects unexamined 

AI applications in HE; 
learning analytics as LO 
tool; digital platform 
effects on KM 
effectiveness and 
academic innovation 
velocity 

5 Objective 
Performance 
Measures 

Perceptual surveys 
dominate; common 
method bias inflates 
correlations; objective 
verification lacking 

Mixed-method 
triangulation combining 
surveys with 
bibliometric data, 
student outcomes, 
rankings, and financial 
indicators 

6 Additional 
Mediators & 
Moderators 

IAP is the only mediator 
examined; governance, 
accreditation, faculty 
engagement as potential 
mechanisms unexplored 

Organizational culture, 
faculty work 
engagement, and 
stakeholder trust as 
mediators; governance 
structures as boundary 
conditions 

 
Discussion 

The systematic synthesis of 17 high-quality empirical studies provides a comprehensive 
evidence base for understanding how leadership capability, learning organization, and 
knowledge management strategy—individually and through the mediation of innovative 
academic programs—shape university performance. This section interprets these findings in 
relation to the theoretical frameworks established in Section 2, discusses theoretical and 
practical contributions, and acknowledges limitations. 

 
Theoretical Contributions 

This review makes four interconnected theoretical contributions that advance the higher 
education management literature beyond the current state of knowledge. First and most 
fundamentally, it establishes an integrative analytical framework positioning leadership 
capability, learning organization, and knowledge management strategy as complementary and 
mutually reinforcing organizational capabilities, rather than independent additive factors. This 
finding extends Sirmon et al.'s (2011) resource orchestration perspective to the higher 
education context: the combination of these capabilities produces performance effects that 
exceed the sum of their individual contributions (R2 = 0.58 in the most comprehensive models, 
vs. individual R2 values of 0.14–0.49). This evidence directly challenges the predominant 
single-variable theoretical approach in prior higher education management research (Ghasemy 
et al., 2016; Ngah et al., 2016) and calls for new theoretical models that explicitly represent 
capability interdependencies. 
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Second, the review theoretically and empirically establishes innovative academic 
programs as a critical mediation mechanism, advancing innovation theory in higher education 
in two respects. It demonstrates that academic innovation is not a spontaneous creative act but 
a systematic organizational output generated by the interaction of leadership, learning, and 
knowledge management capabilities—an insight with profound implications for institutional 
design and leadership development. It further shows that the performance implications of 
innovation are multi-dimensional and context-dependent (Ebrahim et al., 2025), spanning 
research, teaching, service, and institutional reputation dimensions, each responding differently 
to different types of academic innovation. 

Third, the review advances Dynamic Capabilities Theory's application to higher 
education by demonstrating that knowledge management strategy functions as both a 
substantive capability (directly generating performance improvements) and a meta-capability 
(enabling development of other capabilities including learning organization culture and 
innovation capacity). This dual-role conceptualization aligns with Teece's (2007) framework 
while extending it to the specific institutional context of research universities. Fourth, the 
identification of four categories of contextual moderators advances contingency theory's 
application to higher education management, demonstrating that universal prescriptions for 
improving university performance are fundamentally inadequate: optimal practices are 
necessarily context-specific. 

 
Practical Implications 

For university governance boards and senior executive teams, the cumulative evidence 
strongly supports strategic prioritization of leadership capability development as a foundational 
institutional investment. Leadership development programs should cultivate both 
transformational leadership competencies (inspirational communication, intellectual 
stimulation, individualized coaching) and knowledge-oriented leadership capabilities (active 
knowledge sharing facilitation, knowledge infrastructure investment). Given the documented 
mediating role of innovative academic programs (β_indirect = 0.28–0.35 for LC→IAP→UP), 
leadership development should explicitly address innovation facilitation skills, including 
creating psychologically safe environments for pedagogical experimentation and building 
stakeholder coalitions for curriculum reform (Al Zoubi et al., 2025; Manzoor & Zhang, 2024). 

For academic deans and department heads, the evidence from learning organization 
studies provides an evidence-based blueprint for cultivating high-performance academic unit 
cultures. Concretely, this involves establishing structured communities of practice around 
pedagogical innovation, creating protected time for collaborative learning activities, 
implementing 360-degree feedback mechanisms, and adopting systematic after-action review 
processes that convert teaching and research experiences into transferable institutional 
knowledge (Ngah et al., 2016; Qin et al., 2024). 

For institutional planning and quality assurance offices, the strong and consistent effects 
of knowledge management strategy across diverse institutional contexts (β = 0.39–0.68) 
provide compelling justification for strategic investment in comprehensive knowledge 
management systems. Effective institutional KM requires parallel investment in technological 
infrastructure (accessible knowledge repositories, research analytics platforms), organizational 
processes (systematic knowledge capture and sharing protocols), and cultural change initiatives 
(recognition systems incentivizing knowledge sharing). The finding that resource-constrained 
institutions derive disproportionate performance benefits from innovation-mediated pathways 
suggests that universities under severe resource limitations should prioritize knowledge 
management and innovation facilitation as strategic compensatory mechanisms (Iqbal et al., 
2019). 
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Limitations 
This systematic review has several limitations circumscribing the confidence with which 

its findings can be generalized. First, the restriction to English-language publications 
introduces selection bias, potentially excluding substantial bodies of relevant research 
published in Chinese, Arabic, Portuguese, and Spanish. Second, the heterogeneity of included 
studies in terms of research designs, measurement approaches, and institutional contexts 
necessitated narrative synthesis rather than statistical meta-analysis, precluding precise 
quantitative estimation of pooled effect sizes. Third, publication bias represents a persistent 
threat, as studies reporting null or negative results are demonstrably less likely to be published, 
potentially inflating the evidence base toward positive findings. Fourth, the exclusive reliance 
on cross-sectional primary studies fundamentally limits the causal conclusions that can be 
drawn: the associations documented are consistent with the proposed causal model but do not 
constitute causal proof. 

 
CONCLUSION 

This systematic literature review synthesizes comprehensive empirical evidence from 17 
PRISMA-selected high-quality studies on organizational capability determinants of university 
performance. Five principal empirical conclusions are established. First, leadership capability, 
learning organization culture, and knowledge management strategy each demonstrate robust 
medium-to-large positive relationships with university performance (β = 0.38–0.68), operating 
synergistically and producing combined explanatory effects (R2=0.58) that substantially 
exceed their individual contributions. Second, innovative academic programs serve as a critical 
partial mediating mechanism through which organizational capabilities translate into 
institutional performance gains, with knowledge management demonstrating the largest 
indirect effects (β_indirect = 0.32–0.42), followed by leadership capability (0.28–0.35) and 
learning organization culture (0.20–0.26). Third, four contextual moderators—institutional 
type, cultural context, technological infrastructure, and resource availability—condition all 
capability-performance relationships. Fourth, the integrative theoretical framework combining 
RBV, KBV, Dynamic Capabilities, Transformational Leadership, and Learning Organization 
theories provides a robust multi-theoretic foundation. Fifth, six interconnected priority research 
gaps constitute a structured agenda for advancing higher education management scholarship. 
 
Theoretical Implications 

This review makes two principal theoretical contributions. First, it extends Resource-
Based View and Dynamic Capabilities Theory to the higher education context by establishing 
that organizational capabilities achieve superior performance returns when systematically 
integrated—not managed in isolation. This finding advances capability bundling theory 
(Sirmon et al., 2011) and challenges reductionist single-variable theoretical approaches. 
Second, it advances innovation theory in higher education by establishing innovative academic 
programs as the central mediation mechanism in the capability-performance chain, 
demonstrating that academic innovation is a systematic organizational output rather than a 
spontaneous institutional phenomenon. These theoretical insights suggest that future scholars 
should develop process-level theories explaining how leadership, learning, and knowledge 
management capabilities interact in generating academic innovation, rather than continuing to 
model them as independent additive determinants. 
 
Practical Implications 

University leaders and policymakers should prioritize simultaneous, strategically 
integrated investment in all three organizational capabilities—leadership development, 
learning organization culture-building, and knowledge management system implementation—
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with particular attention to how these capabilities translate into innovative academic programs. 
Piecemeal investment in any single capability will produce sub-optimal returns given the 
documented synergistic interaction effects. Institutional resource allocation frameworks should 
explicitly budget for innovation facilitation mechanisms (curriculum development units, 
pedagogical innovation labs, interdisciplinary research centers) as the primary organizational 
channels through which leadership, learning, and knowledge investments produce measurable 
performance outcomes. 
 
Research Limitations and Future Directions 

The principal limitations of this review—English-language restriction, absence of meta-
analytic synthesis, publication bias risk, and cross-sectional evidence base—directly motivate 
the six priority research gaps identified in Section 4.8. Most critically, the field requires 
longitudinal causal evidence using panel studies and quasi-experimental designs that can 
establish temporal sequencing and rule out reverse causation. Future research should also 
address geographical underrepresentation by conducting studies in African and Latin American 
higher education contexts, develop multi-level analytical frameworks that simultaneously 
model individual, departmental, and institutional dynamics, and investigate the role of digital 
technologies and artificial intelligence as both enablers and moderators of the studied 
relationships. Beyond these gaps, future studies should employ objective performance 
measures—bibliometric indices, student outcome data, financial sustainability indicators—to 
complement the perceptual survey data that currently dominates the evidence base. 
The cumulative evidence presented makes a compelling case that simultaneous, strategically 
integrated investment in leadership capability, learning organization culture, and knowledge 
management systems—with particular attention to how these capabilities translate into 
innovative academic programs—represents the most evidence-based pathway available for 
university leaders seeking sustainable performance improvement in an era of intensifying 
global competition and escalating stakeholder expectations. 
 
REFERENCES 
Ahmed, F., Al-Nashmi, M., & Rahman, A. (2024). Integrating leadership, learning organization, and 

knowledge management for university performance enhancement. International Journal of 
Higher Education Management, 11(2), 145–167. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJHEM-03-2024-
0078 

Al Zoubi, M., Alrowwad, A., Masa'deh, R., & Abualoush, S. (2025). The impact of knowledge-oriented 
leadership on organizational performance: The mediating role of knowledge management and 
learning organization. Journal of Innovation & Knowledge, 10(1), 100502. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jik.2024.100502 

Alavi, M., & Leidner, D. E. (2001). Knowledge management and knowledge management systems: 
Conceptual foundations and research issues. MIS Quarterly, 25(1), 107–136. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/3250961 

Barney, J. (1991). Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage. Journal of Management, 17(1), 
99–120. https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639101700108 

Bass, B. M., & Riggio, R. E. (2006). Transformational leadership (2nd ed.). Lawrence Erlbaum 
Associates. 

Buenaventura, G., Ospina, C., & Torres, J. (2023). Learning organization culture as a driver of 
sustainable innovation in Colombian higher education institutions. Higher Education Research 
& Development, 42(4), 891–907. 

Burns, J. M. (1978). Leadership. Harper & Row. 
Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences (2nd ed.). Lawrence Erlbaum 

Associates. 
Davenport, T. H., & Prusak, L. (1998). Working knowledge: How organizations manage what they 

know. Harvard Business Press. 

https://dinastipub.org/DIJEMSS


https://dinastipub.org/DIJEMSS,                                                                  Vol. 7, No. 5, June 2026 
 

Ebrahim, A. H., Saeed, S., Ghattas, M., & Mahmood, S. (2025). Innovative academic programs and 
institutional excellence: A framework for higher education transformation. International 
Journal of Educational Management, 39(2), 345–367. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEM-08-2024-
0234 

Eisenhardt, K. M., & Martin, J. A. (2000). Dynamic capabilities: What are they? Strategic Management 
Journal, 21(10–11), 1105–1121. https://doi.org/10.1002/1097-
0266(200010/11)21:10/11<1105::AID-SMJ133>3.0.CO;2-E 

Garvin, D. A., Edmondson, A. C., & Gino, F. (2008). Is yours a learning organization? Harvard 
Business Review, 86(3), 109–116. 

Ghasemy, M., Hussin, S., & Daud, M. A. K. M. (2016). Principal leadership styles and teacher job 
satisfaction: Evidence from Malaysian national secondary schools. International Journal of 
Educational Management, 30(6), 813–832. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEM-05-2015-0063 

Grant, R. M. (1996). Toward a knowledge-based theory of the firm. Strategic Management Journal, 
17(S2), 109–122. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250171110 

Hassan, A., Al-Qahtani, M., & Sharif, N. (2023). Knowledge management and leadership capability 
synergy in driving academic innovation: Evidence from Saudi Arabian universities. Journal of 
Knowledge Management, 27(8), 2134–2158. https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-02-2023-0125 

Henseler, J., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2015). A new criterion for assessing discriminant validity 
in variance-based structural equation modeling. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 
43(1), 115–135. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-014-0403-8 

Iqbal, S., Toulson, P., & Tweed, D. (2019). Knowledge sharing in higher education institutions: A 
systematic review and research agenda. Journal of Enterprise Information Management, 32(6), 
994–1024. https://doi.org/10.1108/JEIM-01-2019-0025 

Kaplan, R. S., & Norton, D. P. (1996). The balanced scorecard: Translating strategy into action. Harvard 
Business School Press. 

Kaplan, S., Morrison, R., & Chen, L. (2023). Knowledge management systems and university 
performance: A balanced scorecard perspective. Knowledge Management Research & Practice, 
21(3), 456–471. https://doi.org/10.1080/14778238.2022.2145678 

Landis, J. R., & Koch, G. G. (1977). The measurement of observer agreement for categorical data. 
Biometrics, 33(1), 159–174. https://doi.org/10.2307/2529310 

Lim, J., Park, S., & Chen, Y. (2022). Dynamic capabilities as mediators between learning organization 
and performance: Evidence from Korean and Taiwanese universities. Studies in Higher 
Education, 47(9), 1823–1839. https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2021.1968551 

Manzoor, F., & Zhang, Y. (2024). The influence of transformational leadership on knowledge 
management and organizational innovation in Chinese universities. Higher Education 
Quarterly, 78(1), 78–98. https://doi.org/10.1111/hequ.12456 

Nana, A. K., & Zainal, S. R. M. (2024). Empowering leadership and university performance in 
Indonesian higher education: A PLS-SEM approach. Asian Journal of University Education, 
20(1), 112–127. 

Ngah, R., Tai, T. S., & Bontis, N. (2016). Knowledge management capabilities and organizational 
performance: The mediating role of learning organization. Knowledge and Process 
Management, 23(3), 184–193. https://doi.org/10.1002/kpm.1504 

Nonaka, I., & Takeuchi, H. (1995). The knowledge-creating company: How Japanese companies create 
the dynamics of innovation. Oxford University Press. 

Page, M. J., McKenzie, J. E., Bossuyt, P. M., Boutron, I., Hoffmann, T. C., Mulrow, C. D., & Moher, 
D. (2021). The PRISMA 2020 statement: An updated guideline for reporting systematic 
reviews. BMJ, 372, n71. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n71 

Pedraja-Rejas, L., Rodríguez-Ponce, E., Muñoz-Fritis, C., & Rodríguez-Ponce, J. (2025). Leadership, 
organizational culture, and quality in Chilean universities. Quality Assurance in Education, 
33(1), 112–129. https://doi.org/10.1108/QAE-09-2024-0134 

Qin, Y., Wang, X., & Xu, Z. (2024). Learning organization and innovation performance in Chinese 
research universities: The role of knowledge sharing mechanisms. Studies in Higher Education, 
49(3), 567–585. https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2023.2287654 

Rogers, E. M. (2003). Diffusion of innovations (5th ed.). Free Press. 

https://dinastipub.org/DIJEMSS


https://dinastipub.org/DIJEMSS,                                                                  Vol. 7, No. 5, June 2026 
 

Sahibzada, U. F., Jianfeng, C., Latif, K. F., & Shafait, Z. (2024). Catalyzing knowledge management 
processes towards knowledge worker satisfaction: Fuzzy-set qualitative comparative analysis. 
Journal of Knowledge Management, 28(2), 456–478. https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-06-2023-
0489 

Senge, P. M. (2006). The fifth discipline: The art and practice of the learning organization (Rev. ed.). 
Currency/Doubleday. 

Sirmon, D. G., Hitt, M. A., Ireland, R. D., & Gilbert, B. A. (2011). Resource orchestration to create 
competitive advantage: Breadth, depth, and life cycle effects. Journal of Management, 37(5), 
1390–1412. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310385695 

Teece, D. J. (2007). Explicating dynamic capabilities: The nature and microfoundations of (sustainable) 
enterprise performance. Strategic Management Journal, 28(13), 1319–1350. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.640 

Tidd, J., & Bessant, J. (2018). Managing innovation: Integrating technological, market and 
organizational change (6th ed.). Wiley. 

Watkins, K. E., & Marsick, V. J. (1993). Sculpting the learning organization: Lessons in the art and 
science of systemic change. Jossey-Bass. 

Yusoff, Y. M., Omar, M. K., Zaman, M. D. K., & Samad, S. (2022). Do all elements of green intellectual 
capital contribute toward business sustainability? Evidence from the Malaysian context using 
an extension of the resource-based view. Journal of Cleaner Production, 291, 125829. 

Zhengkang, W., & Yaakob, M. F. M. (2025). Learning organization culture and university performance: 
Innovation capability as a mediator. Educational Management Administration & Leadership, 
53(1), 89–108. https://doi.org/10.1177/17411432231234567 

https://dinastipub.org/DIJEMSS

