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Abstract 

The primary use of financial-based performance metrics to assess an organization’s 
success might be misleading. The application of non-financial performance metrics 
could improve organizational success and longevity. This study aimed to examine the 
effectiveness of learning and growth performance metrics for organizational success 
in the Nepalese telecommunication industry. The quantitative research approach was 
utilized for collecting, presenting, and analyzing data obtained during a survey. The 
two major telecommunications service providers in Nepal, Ncell and Nepal Telecom, 
were taken as sample organizations, and their employees were the study’s respondents. 
The study revealed that two latent learning and growth performance metrics, namely 
‘organizational culture and alignment’ having seven observable variables (β = 0.229,  
t = 3.419, p < .05) and ‘information capital’ having four observable variables (β = 0.079, 
t = 1.193, p < .05) were significant for organizational success. In contrast, one latent 
metric, ‘human resources’ having seven observable variables (β = 0.047, t = 0.708,  
p > .05), was insignificant. The overall explanation of the observed non-financial per-
formance metrics to the organizational success of the Nepalese telecommunication 
industry was approximately 6%. A better learning and growth environment helps an 
organization generate, acquire, share, and integrate information to build resources and 
capabilities. In addition, non-financial performance metrics help organizations con-
nect business performance with strategy, allowing them to be competitive.
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INTRODUCTION

Managers of organizations have a hard time measuring performance, 
and there are so many performance metrics that they need help know-
ing where to start (Maltz et al., 2003). In some situations, they may need 
help to determine which metrics are most important to their organiza-
tion and which factors influence individuals to act appropriately. Many 
organizations fully concentrate on financial success indicators when 
faced with such challenges. However, it can be misleading to measure an 
organization’s success only using a single dimension (Maltz et al., 2003). 
Researchers assert that introducing non-financial performance metrics 
is essential for overcoming the limitations of using financial-based per-
formance metrics as a single indication for emulating organizational 
success. The application of non-financial performance metrics can ef-
fectively improve corporate strategy through communication among 
the organization’s stakeholders (Lee & Yang, 2011). Furthermore, schol-
arly research suggests that using non-financial performance metrics 
could enhance organizational success and longevity (Banker et al., 2005; 
Hoque, 2005; Ittner & Larcker, 1998; Smith & Wright, 2004).
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The performance metrics must be selected based on the organization’s context, as their consequences 
may vary (Euske et al., 1993). The appropriate choice of metrics is critical in effectively accomplishing 
corporate strategic objectives and success (Burney et al., 2009). It is not unexpected that several scholars 
advocate for a more thorough exploration of the influence of contingent variables on the design and ap-
plication of performance metrics (Franco-Santos et al., 2012). The need for more emphasis on an orga-
nization’s human resources dimension is likely the most prominent performance metric in recent years. 
The effectiveness of learning and growth performance metrics reveals how employees learn and develop 
during their careers to improve overall organizational success (Memon & Baladi, 2021). Studies showed 
that relevant performance measures are crucial for accomplishing corporate objectives. Therefore, the 
learning and growth performance metrics examine how an organization-engaged individual can pro-
mote organizational success.

1. LITERATURE REVIEW  

AND HYPOTHESES

Most organizations use non-financial perfor-
mance metrics to give decision-makers infor-
mation about customers and employees, market 
share, product service quality, and on-time met-
rics because of perceived gaps in financial-based 
performance metrics (Kaplan & Norton, 2001). In 
addition, non-financial performance metrics are 
used to get information about the future that can-
not be learned from financial-based performance 
metrics (van Veen-Dirks, 2010). Such metrics can 
also help employees facilitate long-term goals and 
explain what they did to get there (Decoene & 
Bruggeman, 2006). Non-financial performance 
metrics are helpful not just to supplement finan-
cial measurements as short-term indicators of 
progress toward long-term goals but also to give 
employees feedback that they cannot get from 
accounting measurements (Atkinson et al., 1997; 
Davis & Albright, 2004; Ittner & Larcker, 1998).

Yuliansyah et al. (2017) observed that adopting a 
differentiation approach/strategy in assessing or-
ganizational success leads to the progress of su-
perior performance and the attainment of com-
petitive advantage. Similarly, Sarah et al. (2009) 
examined that the organizations pursuing a dif-
ferentiation strategy utilizing primarily non-fi-
nancial performance metrics had a favorable re-
lationship between strategy and organizational 
success. According to Liguori et al. (2012), public 
organizations believe that non-financial perfor-
mance metrics are more informative than finan-
cial-based performance metrics. Furthermore, 
Pollanen et al. (2017) added that various aspects of 
public-sector performance could not be measured 

solely using financial-based performance metrics. 
Performance metrics like effectiveness, efficiency, 
responsiveness, or equity have a clear correlation 
with organizational success and contribute to im-
proving service quality (Andrews & van de Walle, 
2013; Elbanna et al., 2016).

The necessity of non-financial performance met-
rics suggests that a better indicator of success 
could balance the advantage of financial-based 
performance metrics as a short-term indicator of 
progress to long-term goal attainment of organ-
izations, thereby enhancing managers’ perfor-
mance and organizational success (Banker et al., 
2005; Kaplan & Norton, 1992; Vaivio, 1999). In 
addition, according to some scholars, the usage 
of non-financial performance metrics makes em-
ployees more adaptable in their actions (Moulang, 
2015). This is because the procedures eliminate the 
need for employees to be inventive. Consequently, 
this flexibility can encourage employees to gener-
ate effective and efficient alternatives for achieving 
the goal. Thus, non-financial performance metrics 
(more precisely, the learning and growth perfor-
mance metrics) stimulate members of an organi-
zation to be more creative in doing the job, which 
leads to the enrichment of innovation (Balsam et 
al., 2011). 

Any employee’s learning and growth performance 
metric can positively reflect organizational per-
formance and success. As employees throughout 
an organization become creative and play a cru-
cial part in fostering problem-solving skills, their 
creativity stimulates one another (Bharadwaj & 
Menon, 2000). Learning and growth performance 
metrics positively affect organizational sustaina-
bility (Gong et al., 2009), and executives with high 
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innovation are likely to be more innovative and 
creative (Subramaniam & Mia, 2001). It is only 
possible to boost an organization’s success by con-
centrating on the technical components of its op-
eration. The human element is highly crucial since 
everything is accomplished through individuals. 
People’s beliefs, values, and knowledge, which col-
lectively make up their culture, affect how they 
behave in unique ways. Individual performance 
is influenced by the cultures and surroundings of 
organizations, which in turn affects their perfor-
mance. The most common learning and growth 
metrics that are used to assess non-financial or-
ganizational performance are human resources 
(HR), information capital (IC), and organizational 
culture and alignment (OCA). 

Organizations view human resources as a core 
skill since it improves their overall success. Some 
learning and growth performance metrics can be 
used to evaluate human resources. First, job sat-
isfaction is employee contentment at work, which 
motivates them to perform their duties. Customer 
satisfaction is the center point of a successful busi-
ness in a highly competitive market, which de-
pends on motivated employees’ sincere efforts and 
services (Ishtiaque & Sarbabidya, 2013). Second, 
employee capability is the capacity of an employ-
ee to accomplish tasks according to essential re-
quirements. It entails ensuring that individuals 
get the required recognition, support, training, 
and development to grow and retain their capaci-
ty to perform effectively in their roles (Atkinson et 
al., 2014; Kaplan & Norton, 2004a). Third, train-
ing and development are an organization’s stra-
tegic effort to support employees’ acquisition of 
job-related skills, knowledge, and habits for ef-
fective job performance (Noe, 2010). Fourth, em-
ployee engagement is the degree to which workers 
are involved in their work and are committed to 
their position and the organization (Vance, 2006). 
Committed employees and companies have a stra-
tegic advantage, such as enhanced customer ser-
vice, increased productivity, and less staff turn-
over (Huselid, 1995). Fifth, talent management 
identifies, retains, develops, and motivates high-
ly skilled individuals and managers (Noe, 2010). 
Organizations can prevent their best employees 
from leaving by giving them more chances and 
room for advancement. Sixth, the health and 
safety of employees are crucial factors to consider 

when pursuing organizational objectives. An em-
ployee has the right to work in a safe and healthy 
environment, and it is the employer’s responsibili-
ty to ensure employee safety (Atkinson et al., 2014). 
Finally, human rights at work include not being 
mistreated, joining groups, having some privacy, 
and being able to bargain as a group. An organi-
zation’s workplace practices and policies about fair 
pay, equal opportunities, safe and healthy work-
places, and other human rights commitments are 
linked to employee satisfaction and overall perfor-
mance (Kaplan & Norton, 2004a).

Information capital refers that an organization has 
access to the information systems, databases, librar-
ies, networks, and other infrastructure it needs to 
get information and knowledge (Kaplan & Norton, 
2004a). Several learning and growth performance 
metrics can be used to evaluate information capital. 
First, a clear description of information capital im-
proves an organization’s knowledge to give it a stra-
tegic advantage and its employees’ skills to meet cus-
tomer needs (Kaplan & Norton, 2004a). As a result, 
they can change business deals, analyze informa-
tion, or change the business strategies of an organi-
zation (Kaplan & Norton, 2004b). Second, informa-
tion management is increasingly being aligned and 
synchronized with business activities. This leads to 
an increase in productivity and an improvement 
in the management of these operations (Kaplan & 
Norton, 2004a). Third, information capital strate-
gic preparedness measures how well an organiza-
tion’s information capital is prepared to support 
its strategy (Kaplan & Norton, 2004a). Assessing 
information capital readiness entails determining 
how well a corporation can mobilize and sustain 
its strategy-related transformation agenda (Kaplan 
& Norton, 2004b). Fourth, technology infrastruc-
ture is made up of hardware and software. In the 
contemporary, continually changing technologi-
cal environment, employees must be continuously 
learning (Atkinson et al., 2014).

The organizational culture and alignment concern 
organizational culture and climate and goal align-
ment. Several learning and growth performance 
metrics can be used to assess the organizational 
culture and alignment. First, organizational cul-
ture is what individuals feel, think, and do base 
on their shared values, beliefs, and rules at work 
and in the workplace (Schein, 2010). Members of 
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an organization learn about its culture through 
socializing and training, communication net-
works, rites and rituals, and symbols. As a result, 
culture can affect how well an organization does 
its job, how happy its employees are with their jobs, 
and how confident they are in solving various 
(Kotter, 2012). Second, organizational learning is 
how an organization continuously aligns and/or 
transforms itself by using and enhancing corpo-
rate knowledge resources to adapt to internal and 
external environmental changes and maintain a 
competitive advantage (Chen, 2005). It improves 
the organization’s ability to produce, gather, dis-
seminate, and integrate information to develop 
resources and capabilities that enhance organiza-
tional effectiveness. Third, organizational struc-
tures are characterized as workplaces that allow 
people to carry out their obligations reasonably. 
The formal structure of task and reporting links 
regulates, coordinates, and motivates individual 
cooperation to achieve corporate goals (Atkinson 
et al., 2014). When the working atmosphere is 
friendly to making relationships and risk-free, em-
ployees are more likely to stay with their organ-
izations, which leads to superior organizational 
performance. Fourth, transformational leadership 
raises followers’ aims and enables them to act on 
higher-order beliefs. It encourages individuals to 
collaborate and empowers leaders to attempt to 
make significant changes with their goals in mind 
(Mirkamali et al., 2011). Fifth, empowerment al-
lows individuals to utilize their knowledge and 
abilities to increase their enthusiasm and produc-
tivity at work (Akhavan & Jafari, 2008). Fifth, pay 
benchmarking compares internal job descriptions 
with similar duties and responsibilities to external 
job descriptions to determine the market rate for 
each position. Reasonable compensation bench-
marking makes employees happier and more en-
gaged, keeps them from leaving, and helps them 
do a better job (Atkinson et al., 2014). Finally, 
teamwork leads to new work practices that can be 
used to improve human resources’ ability to con-
tribute to an organization’s success (Doorewaard 
et al., 2002).

Organizational success is perceived as the big pic-
ture, reflecting success measurements from differ-
ent perspectives and knowledge bases and offer-
ing pointers toward more advanced assessment 
metrics. The study covered five measurement di-

mensions, as Maltz et al. (2003) suggested. First, 
financial success represents an increase in sales 
growth, profitability, return on investment, div-
idends, and bonuses. Customer/market success 
represents the better relationship between an or-
ganization and its customers. Customer-centered 
organizations are adept at figuring out what their 
customers need and want, making products that 
meet those needs, and keeping customers hap-
py, which leads to high customer retention rates. 
Third, process success reflect the efficiency and 
growth of the organization. In the past decade, 
many influential business concepts have centered 
on process improvements, such as total quality 
management, team-based efforts, activities, or 
learning organizations. People development suc-
cess recognizes the vital role that the stakehold-
ers play in the organization’s success. The level of 
employee abilities and skills, personnel and pro-
fessional development, dedication to technologi-
cal leadership, and slack staff resources indicate 
employees’ crucial role in an organization’s suc-
cess. Finally, future success is a sign of foresight. It 
is viewed as an essential organizational issue and 
includes the performance metrics such as indica-
tors of partnerships and alliances, depth/quality 
of strategic planning, investments in new markets 
and technologies, and anticipating and preparing 
for environmental changes. 

Performance metrics enable an organization 
to communicate its plan in terms everyone can 
comprehend, making the strategy practical and 
significant (Melnyk et al., 2014). Therefore, per-
formance metrics are a crucial element of organ-
izational success, which has been widely studied 
for large organizations (Ittner & Larcker, 2003; 
Kaplan & Norton, 1992). In organizational suc-
cess, the learning and growth performance met-
rics consider the individuals’ objectives, informa-
tion technology, and organizational alignment 
to enhance the numerous process objectives 
(Atkinson et al., 2014). The importance of assess-
ing the influence on individuals stems from the 
fact that organizational strategies do not exclu-
sively determine the success of an organization. 
On the contrary, to some extent, it is determined 
by the conduct of individuals within the organi-
zation as they pursue its objectives. Therefore, ex-
amining the role that learning and growth per-
formance metrics play in organizational success 
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is essential. With these consequences, the study 
aimed to examine the degree to which learning 
and growth performance metrics contribute to 
organizational success in the Nepalese telecom-
munication industry. 

Organizational success shows the development 
and progress of an organization. It is a criterion 
or dependent variable in management and one of 
the researched variables (Koohang et al., 2017). It 
generally depends on the compatibility between 
applying organizational structures and contextu-
al circumstances. Figure 1 demonstrates the hy-
pothesized paths of the study model. 

The study proposes the following hypotheses: 

H1: Human resources metrics under learning 
and growth performance metrics positive-
ly and significantly affect organizational 
success. 

H2: Information capital metrics under learning 
and growth performance metrics positive-
ly and significantly affect organizational 
success. 

H3: Organizational culture and alignment met-
rics under learning and growth performance 
metrics positively and significantly affect or-
ganizational success. 

2. METHODOLOGY

Quantitative research methods were employed to 
collect data from the targeted respondents, and 
statistical analyses were done to draw the con-
clusion of the study. Using a structured question-
naire, the quantitative data were obtained. The 
two leading telecommunications service provid-
ers in Nepal, Ncell and NT (Nepal Telecom), were 
taken as sample companies because they occu-
pied approximately 94% of the market (Nepal 
Telecommunication Authority, 2022). The study 
adopted a random sampling method to collect pri-
mary data from the employees of the sample or-
ganizations, who were expected to understand the 
significance of NPMs. The structure of the ques-
tionnaire is demonstrated in Table 1.

The questionnaire, the survey instrument, was dis-
tributed via an online and field survey. The field 
survey was conducted at Kathmandu Valley from 
February to May 2022. On the other hand, an on-
line survey was performed during the same period 
targeting the respondents of the sample organiza-
tion who were working outside the Kathmandu 
Valley. The details of the mode of questionnaire 
delivery and return are demonstrated in Table 2.

The study conducted a reliability, validity, and 
CMB (common method bias) test to ensure 
whether the observed variables and latent con-

Figure 1. Hypothesized paths of the study model

Organizational Culture 

and Alignment

Information Capital

Human Resources

Organizational Success

H1

H2

H3

e

Independent Variables Dependent Variable 

Table 1. Questionnaire structure

Group and Area Qs Measurement scale Remarks

Group A: Demographics of the respondents 5 Various options –

Group B: Learning and growth performance metrics 18 6-point Likert scale 1 = strongly disagree 

to 6 = strongly agreeGroup C: Organizational success 5 6-point Likert scale

Total 28
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structs were suitable to meet the stated objectives. 
Cronbach’s alpha was used to assess the internal 
consistency (reliability) of the variables, CR (con-
struct reliability) and AVE (average variance ex-
tracted) were used to assess convergent validity, 
and Harman single-factor variance was used to 
assess the CMB. The test results are presented in 
Table 3.

All the computed values of the observed latent 
constructs satisfied the suggested threshold val-
ues. Therefore, the study promoted 23 observed 
and four latent variables for further analysis and 
discussion. 

3. RESULTS

Table 4 contains a description of the occupational 
and personal characteristics of the study sample. 
These variables include organization, working sta-
tus, professional experience, gender, and age group.

Table 5 presents the descriptive statistics for each la-
tent measure of learning and growth performance 
metrics and organizational success measures.

Descriptive statistics for each latent variable re-
vealed that all variables averaged greater than 
3.5 on a six-point Likert scale, indicating that 

Table 2. The mode of delivery and questionnaire return

Questionnaires delivery 

No. of the respondents 

Approached Return (Properly filled up)

Ncell
Nepal 

Telecom
Total Ncell

Nepal 

Telecom
Total

Field survey 100 250 350 41 126 167

Online survey using google docs 50 100 150 13 43 56

Total 150 350 500 54 169 223

Table 3. Reliability, validity, and CMB insights

Constructs/Variables Variable loading
Cronbach’s 

alpha
CR AVE CMB

HR

Job satisfaction: VAR_06 0.674

0.778 0.874 0.501

19.687 %

Employee capability: VAR_07 0.642

Training and development: VAR_08 0.699

Employee engagement: VAR_09 0.692

Talent management: VAR_10 0.795

Employees’ health and safety: VAR_11 0.802

Human rights in the workplace: VAR_12 0.630

IC

Describe information capital: VAR_13 0.731

0.758 0.835 0.559
Align and integrate information capital: VAR_13 0.799

Measure information capital readiness: VAR_15 0.817

Technology infrastructure: VAR_16 0.696

OCA

Organizational culture: VAR_17 0.776

0.868 0.915 0.605

Organizational learning: VAR_18 0.762

Organizational structures: VAR_19 0.739

Transformational leadership: VAR_20 0.747

Empowerment: VAR_21 0.753

Pay benchmarking: VAR_22 0.757

Teamwork: VAR_23 0.709

OS

Financial success: VAR_24 0.871

0.702 0.902 0.652

Customer/Market success: VAR_25 0.859

Process success: VAR_26 0.630

People development success: VAR_27 0.847

Future success: VAR_28 0.805

Threshold value ≥ 0.50 ≥ 0.70 ≥ 0.70 ≥ 0.50 ≤ 50 %

Suggested by: Hair et al. (2006) Cho and Lee (2012)
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all measurements were sufficiently strong in the 
study model. In addition, the response disper-
sion from the mean of all indicator items was 
relatively similar across respondents.

Multiple regression was run with organization-
al success as the dependent variable and human 
resources, information capital, and organization-
al culture and alignment as the independent var-
iables. The regression insights, indicating that the 
dependent variables accounted for 4.5% of the 
variation in the arrangement of independent vari-
ables, are shown in Table 6. Figure 2 demonstrates 
the summary outcomes of the hypotheses testing. 

As demonstrated in the correlation matrix in 
Table 5, there were no concerns about mul-
ti-collinearity since the correlations between 
the latent variables did not cross the 0.70 or 
higher threshold value proposed by Meyers et al. 
(2006). Such a fact was also cross-checked using 
variance inf lation factor values that were not 
greater than the four-point cut-off number, as 
suggested by Hair et al. (2010). The regression 
insights revealed that the independent variables 
were distinct and partially contributed to the 
organizational success of the Nepalese telecom-
munication industry. 

Table 4. Occupational and personal characteristics of the respondents

Variables Categorization Frequency Percentage

Working organization
Nepal Telecom 169 75.8

Ncell 54 24.2

Working status

Executive 17 7.6

Manager 33 14.8

Officer 97 43.5

Assistant 76 34.1

Professional experience

21 yrs. and above 33 14.8

16-20 yrs. 28 12.5

11-15 yrs. 57 25.6

6-10 yrs. 93 41.7

5 yrs. and less 12 5.4

Gender
Male 167 74.9

Female 56 25.1

Age 

56 and above 03 1.3

46-55 39 17.5

36-45 105 47.1

26-35 74 33.2

25 and less 02 0.9

Total 223 100.0

Table 5. Descriptive statistics and correlation matrix

Latent variable Mean SD
Correlation matrix

HR IC OCA OS

HR 4.550 0.621
– 0.401 0.138* 0.075

(0.547) (0.039) (0.263)

IC 4.372 0.712
– 0.163* 0.040

(0.015) (0.553)

OCA 4.341 0.722
0.223**

(0.001)

OS 4.412 0.701

Note: * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). The total 
number of respondents, N = 223.
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4. DISCUSSION 

Prior research has established the significance of 
non-financial performance metrics to organiza-
tional performance and success (Abernethy et al., 
2012). Researchers in this field support the exist-
ence of various strategic approaches that lead to 
the usage of various kinds of performance indica-
tors (Lopes et al., 2016; Vallurupalli & Bose, 2018). 
To improve organizational success, the imple-
mentation of non-financial performance metrics 
must also be undertaken. According to Hopwood 
(1972), using accounting performance indica-
tors does not improve performance and success. 
Various authors have recommended implement-
ing non-financial performance metrics to collect 
more comprehensive information about business-
es and organizations in light of the inadequa-

cies of relying solely on accounting performance 
measures. Moreover, the effect of using non-fi-
nancial performance metrics is not only benefi-
cial to balance the advantage of financial-based 
performance metrics as a short-term indicator 
of progress toward long-term goal achievement 
of organizations (Banker et al., 2005; Kaplan & 
Norton, 1992). It is also suitable for employee 
purposes that accounting performance metrics 
do not provide (Davis & Albright, 2004; Ittner & 
Larcker, 1998).

The effectiveness of learning and growth per-
formance metrics on organizational success was 
positive and statistically significant (F = 4.480; p 
< .05). While discussion concerning specific hy-
potheses, the human resources metrics to organ-
izational success were not supported (β = 0.047, 

Regression Coefficients

Model
Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized 

coefficients t-statistics Sig.

Variance

Inflation
Factor

Observations
on the 

hypothesesB St. Error Beta

(Constant) 2.862 0.533 5.374 0.000 -

HR 0.053 0.075 0.047 0.708 0.480 1.020 Rejected

IC 0.078 0.065 0.079 1.193 0.040 1.028 Accepted

OCA 0.223 0.065 0.229 3.419 0.001 1.046 Accepted

Note: Dependent variable: OS. Independent variables/predictors: (constant), HR, IC, OCA.

Model summary

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square
Std. Error of the 

Estimate
1 0.240 0.058 0.045 0.685

ANOVA result

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Regression 6.315 3 2.105 4.480 0.004

Residual 102.894 219 0.470

Total 109.210 222

Table 6. Regression insights 

Figure 2. The outcome of the standardized hypothesized paths

Organizational Culture 

and Alignment

Information Capital

Human Resources

Organizational Success

H1

H2

H3

e

Independent Variables Dependent Variable 

.08

.05

.23

.14

-.04

-.16

.06
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t = 0.708, p > .05). In contrast with earlier stud-
ies (Atkinson et al., 2014; Nair, 2004; Noe, 2010; 
Vance, 2006), Nepalese telecommunication ser-
vice provider organizations are still not recogniz-
ing human resources metrics in organizational 
success. 

Studies have shown that information capital is 
a key part of knowledge management, leading 
to continuous learning at all levels of a business. 
Similarly, Akhavan and Jafari (2008), Mirkamali 
et al. (2011), Rankinen et al. (2009), and Schein 
(2010) have shown that organizational perfor-
mance and success are the direct results of put-
ting in place a strong culture in the organiza-
tion’s systems, which makes it easier for people 
to do their jobs. Therefore, in line with Akhavan 
and Jafari (2008), Josee et al. (2016), Kaplan and 
Norton (2004a), Khanmohammadi et al. (2015), 
Mirkamali et al. (2011), Rankinen et al. (2009), 
and Spitzer (2007), the information capital met-
rics (β = 0.079, t = 1.193, p < .05) and the organi-
zational culture and alignment metrics (β = 0.229, 
t = 3.419, p < .05) were accepted at the 0.05 signif-
icance level. 

A better learning and growth environment makes 
it easier for an organization to create, acquire, 
share, and integrate knowledge to build resourc-
es and skills that help organizational success. The 
study enriched Atkinson et al.’s (2014) findings 
that learning and growth performance metrics 
identify the people’s objectives, information cap-
ital, and organizational alignment, which drive 
the learning and growth performance of over-
all organizational success. However, there is de-
bate over the usefulness and reliability of using 
self-rating scales to assess organizational effec-
tiveness and success. Thus, examining possible 
means (such as coverage, archival data, reports, 
records, etc.) of addressing such issues may be 
worthwhile. In addition, regression analyses were 
used to explore the causal links between the iden-
tified research variables in a cross-sectional de-
sign (i.e., the study was conducted at a single time 
point and did not demonstrate the usage of per-
formance indicators across time). Finally, longitu-
dinal research could be used to investigate these 
causal links and see if the interactions between 
the circumstances, performance, and success are 
stable over time.

CONCLUSION

Incorporating non-financial performance metrics into organizational performance enables the organ-
ization to match business performance with its strategy, allowing it to be competitive in the market. 
Therefore, the study aimed to examine how the learning and growth outlook of the non-financial met-
rics in organizational performance contribute to organizational success. Based on the 18 observable 
non-financial performance metrics concerning the extent to which an organization strives to provide 
its employees with opportunities for growth and learning within their respective fields, the study con-
cluded the following. 

First, the organizational culture and alignment metrics with seven observable variables positively 
and significantly inf luenced organizational success (i.e., H3 was accepted as the highest contribu-
tor). Second, the information capital metrics with four observable variables also had a positive and 
significant inf luence on organizational success at the 0.05 significance level (i.e., H2 was accepted 
as the second highest contributor). Finally, the human resources metrics with seven observable var-
iables had a positive but insignificant impact on the organizational success (i.e., H1 was rejected). 

Overall, the contribution of learning and growth performance metrics to explaining organizational suc-
cess was close to 6%, indicating that Nepalese organizations are in the preliminary stages of adopting 
non-financial performance metrics in organizational success. Based on the outcomes of the study, each 
of the non-financial performance metrics offers a partial explanation of the synergistic effects on organ-
izational success and demonstrates the effectiveness of the learning and growth performance metrics of 
the Nepalese telecommunications industry.
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