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Abstract

Thisempirica study investigatestheimpact
of Knowledge Management (KM) on the
creation of Organizational Excellence (OE),
Organizational Learning (OL) and
Organizational Innovation (Ol) — with
specific application to Government
Organizations (GO's). This study comesto
fill the gap in the knowledge community in
understanding the type of practica KM
Models suitable for GO's. The study
investigates the relationship between KM
impact through KM maturity and
Organizational Excellence asper suggested
conceptual framework that leads to
reflections of Organizational learning and
innovation. Quantitative methods are used
where data are collected from respondents
from more than 60 Governmental
Organizations. This study should help in
having more structured coherent approach
to support Harrington and Voehl's (2006)
critical tools for creating organizational
excellence and Drucker's (1993)
understanding of most meaningful resources
in aknowledge society.

Keywords: Knowledge Management,
Knowledge Management Impact, KM
Maturity, Organizational Excellence,
Organizational Learning, Organizational
Innovation.

Objectives of Sudy

Thisstudy investigatesthe extent to which
KM impact leads to OE, OL, Ol
consequently which addresses the
relationship between knowledge
management impact and knowledge
maturity that leads to advancing the
organizational status. Specifically, it
examines the effects of KM related
practices such as better understanding of
human capital, organizational culture,
organizationa infrastructure, management

support, rewards, and vision clarity on
performanceimprovement in organizations
in the context of governmental
organization. The researcher seeks to
achieve these objectives by answering the
following questions.

1) What is the impact of knowledge
management on organization to
start delivering organizational
excellence, learning and innovation
practices?

2) What is the relationship between
knowledge management impact
and KM maturity?

3) What is KM impact when the
maturity of the organization asits
highest?

Literature Review
What is Knowledge?

Itisworthwhileto review what knowledge
is before we further discuss on the KM
impact. Knowledgeis seen an object to be
stored and manipulated or as a process of
applying expertise or as a condition of
having access to information or as a
capability to influence action Alavi and
Leidner (2001). Hence, knowledge is
information effectivein action, information
focused on results. These results are seen
outsidethe person in society and economy,
or in the advancement of knowledge itself
asper (Drucker, 1993). Hence, knowledge
is an organization's key resource towards
intelligence, decision making, forecasting,
designing, planning, diagnosing, andyzing,
evaluating, and/ or pushing the organization
towards an effective decision making,
based on collective facts that reflect a
status (Tiwana, 2000).

What is Knowledge Management
(KM)?
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Aswe discussed earlier, knowledge must
be effectively managed because it is
recognized as an organization’s most
valuable resource (Holsapple & Joshi,
1999). KM also as per (Davenport &
Prusak, 2000) is seen as a fluid mix of
framed experience, values, contextual
information, and expert insight that provides
a framework for evaluating and
incorporating new experiences and
information. Therefore, if an organization
isto be competitiveinthe modern economy,
knowledge management (KM) must be a
core competency (Davenport & Prusak,
2000). The general area of knowledge
management has attracted an enormous
amount of attention in recent years.
M anaging knowledge producesva uewhen
shared, used and reused. Consistent value
occurs only when there is enough
organization environment of trust and
motivation for people to share and use
knowledge, when there are systematic
processes to find and create knowledge
that would lead to KM impact. KM can be
apart of systematic approachesto achieve
organizational objectives. As emphasized
by Alavi and Leidner (1999) and
Davenport et al (1998) thereis aneed for
systematic organizational specific
framework to capture, acquire, organize,
and communicate both tacit and explicit
knowledge of employees so that other
employees may utilize them to be more
effective and productivein their work and
maximizethe organization’sknowledge.

What is Knowledge Management
Impact ?

Knowledge as a construct seems to be an
invisible entity and at the same time it
drives the bottom line of an organization
(Pascarella, 1997). The value and impact
of knowledge itself is increased when it
has akey purpose and focuses on mission,
core values and strategic priorities.
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Knowledge assets, like money or
equipment, exist and areworth cultivating
only in the context of the strategy used to
apply them (Stewart, 2001). While the
value of knowledge management is
increased by itsability in determining what
information an organi zation hasthat could
benefit others and then devising ways to
making it easily availableto al concerned.
And due to such increase in this type of
knowledgeintensity to theindividual goods
and services, and the growing importance
of those goodsand servicesin the economy,
knowledge management have appeared to
haveaclear impact onfieldsasinformation
technology, innovation management,
strategic management and organizational
learning (Noon and Blyton 2002). The
importance of KM impact from Human
Capital point of view is seen more in
knowledge-based organizations where
most of the services and products would
be built around the ideas, knowledge and
experiences that are taken from many
sources — including people, other
organizations, printed documents and
electronic media.

Role of KM asadriving force towards
creating Organizational Excellence
that leads to Organizational Learning
and Innovation

Bogner and Bansal (2007) see sustained
organi zation performance to be related to
the development of capabilities through
effective management program that would
create high impact or incremental impact
using existing, internally developed
knowledge asan input to build subsequent
new knowledge that lead to inventions, or
inprocesswecall itinnovation. Since Grant
(1996), many researchers till date also
confirm the concept where organizations
that build their competence on their own
knowledge, rather than on knowledge
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acquired externally, are seen to experience
above-average growth and profitability.
Njuguna(2009) Wang et a (2009). Hence,
knowledge can be created or shared when
it is managed through its complex
capabilities. Thefirst of these capabilities,
creating new knowledge, captures an
ongoing series of learning activities
wherein the new knowledge developed
from each learning event is a rare input
for future learning ( Prahalad and Hamel,
1990). (Nonaka, 1994) believe that if KM
represented by knowledge sharing get the
chance of transforming and exploiting the
new knowledgethroughout the organization,
eventually would get the habit of converting
and incorporating val ue-creating resources
into the operating routines. Building a
creative and learning organization is also
seen by certain authors as a pre-requisite
for business excellence (Evans & Lindsay
, 1999).

What are the mechanisms of KM
driving force?

Bogner and Bansal (2007) see three
componentsto KM as a system that would
influence or drive an organization
performance. These three components are
an organization's ability to produce new
knowledge, its ability to build on that
knowledge, anditseffectivenessin capturing
a high proportion of the subsequent spin-
offs. In this research, we focus on the
organization’sgrowth ratethat ispositively
associated with its ability to generate rare
and val uable knowledge, and to build on that
knowledgein away that would lead to more
learning and knowledge in developing a
organi zation’ sresource base (Porter, 1998);
(Grant, 1996).

Effective KM programs start with targeting
the ability to develop rare and valuable
knowledge through learning, and to
subsequently build upon, and spread, thet rare

knowledgethroughout the organization (Cong
and Pandya (2003) and Nonaka(1994)). This
isseen to provide gradual maturity benefits,
asper Cong & Pandya(2003) , forimproving
organization’sperformancethroughincreased
efficiency, productivity, quality, andinnovation
by having greater accessto the organization
employees knowledge. Also, withtime, i.e.
with more KM maturity; better decisions,
streamlined processes, reduced re-work,
increased innovation and collaboration. If we
apply this to public sector, managing
knowledge could reduce the cost of
operations and improves customer service.
Asknowledgetransfer isincreased, it would
be more recognized as a source of value
cregtion. Also, withtime organizationswould
identify KM initiativesasgtrategicfacilitators
of competitive believed long back that
knowledge creating activities can result in
innovation and key to survival. Goh (2002)
and Prusak (1997). De Geus (1999)
understood the link between features of
successful growth and longevity in business
in innovative companies and utilization of
human capital by the concept of team work
where a higher capacity to learn gives the
organi zation competitive advantage.

Goh (2002) considers that the type of
knowledge is the key factor that would
facilitate success of K-transfer or K-
sharing which here we use alternatively.
Spender (1996) argued for a knowledge-
based view of the organization, suggesting
that knowledge generation and transfer
capabilities lie at the ‘core of a more
epistemologically sound theory of the
organization. Zaim et a (2007) found that
KM infrastructure significantly affects
KM performance which increase the
effectiveness, efficiency and adaptability.
Holsapple and Joshi (2000) discussed how
KM impact culture and leadership with
others as technology, organizational
adjustments. Migdadi (2005) mentioned

International Journal of Excellence in Public Sector Management



that theinterestin KM has grown because
of the belief that creation and transfer of
knowledge is essential to long-term
organizational effectiveness (Alavi &
Leidner, 2001). Boumarafi & Jabnoun
(2008) and earlier Yahya & Goh (2001)
have tried to define knowledge and its
relation to excellence performance.

Driving Organizational Excellence
towar ds Organizational Learning and
Innovation (in GO context).

Several authors have tried to reveal the
peculiarities and correlations between the
Organizational Excellence approach and
KM. However, thereisalack of systematic
attempts to link both philosophies of
management as emphasized recently by
Castila and Ruiz (2008). Davenport &
Prusak (1998) believed that the
organization’s critical success factors in
today situation needs speed, management
of complexity, a sense of history and
context, effectivejudgement, organizational
flexibility are all related to and dependent
upon organizational knowledge.
Organizational Excellenceis being driven
by the accel erated rate of changein today's
organizationsand in society asawhole. Alavi
(2000) refers to the importance of KM in
harnessing of organizationintellectua capital
as other movements have started (i.e.
Movement of TQM, expert systems,
business processesre-engineering, learning
organization, core competenciesand strategy
focus). Grover and Davenport (2001)
supported by Alavi and Leidner (2001) in
seeing that OE can help organization to
develop problem solving, dynamiclearning
andinnovation.

In Government Organizations, this is no
exception. Waddell and Stewart (2008)
show that presently KM has a significant
impact on an organization'squality systems
which lead citizensto be more demanding
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and hence creating more demand for
innovation. Today, governments are
reformed in order to enhance public
participation, to expand political
opportunities, and to improveitsoperations
aswell asthe quality of servicesprovided.
In UNPAN (2007) Workshop on
Government Innovation, case studies
where discussed on how governments
started to feel the difference between
knowledge economy, where knowledgeis
a product, compared to knowledge-based
economy, where knowledgeisatool. Ina
previously published research done by the
researcher, it was illustrated that
“Excellence” knowledge-based economy
isnot agoal or adestination, it is a status
of continuous striving for being the best
and first in the workplace wherever and
whenever possible that would create a
positive perception on the customers/
citizens being served (Al-Hasan et al
(2004)). For Waddell and Stewart (2008);
Quality Management isthe beneficiary of
successful knowledge management
implementation. Al-Hasan et al (2004)
demonstrated that OE impact greatly on
GO'sleading to aproactive quality culture.

Recently, Byosiere and Luethge (2008)
found that knowledge based on experience
impacts the conversion of tacit knowledge
within an organization, leading toinnovative
knowledge which affect the intangible
assets of the organization to enhance
organizationa performance (Public Service
of Commission of Canada).

Development of
Framework

the Proposed

Understanding the Anatomy of OE,
OL, and Ol

Many authors support the fact that there is
still aneed for abetter understanding of the
prerequisitesof successful KM programsand
the relationships within KM, whether this
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relationship is between K-enablers and
process, or relationships between K-enablers
and organizational performance and
relationships among K-enablers, processes
and organizationd performance. Khalifaand
Liu (2003) , Lee and Choi (2003).

Once established in culture, KM would
start spreading OE practices. Such
practices would emphasize transparency,
integrity, mutual confidence and
participation. The identification with the
organization has to be strengthened by
sharing its mission, vision, values and
strategy. Lim et a (1999) also tried to
understand the KM relationship on
effective quality strategy which startswith
KM being able to reduce the loss of
intellectual capital from employees who
leave; then reduction of cost of
development of new products/services; and
then the increase in productivity of
workers by making knowledge accessible
toall employeeswhich ultimately leadsto
increasein employee satisfaction. KM also
would lead to a joint production, inwhich
innovation is one kind of output and the
learning and skill enhancement in the
processis another. Innovation would start
also as part of the process of interactive
learning in which those involved increase
their competence through engaging in such
process. Nonaka(1991), Davenport (1998),
Fedor et a (2003), Carpenter and Rudge
(2003), Al-Alawi et a (2007).

McDermott (2001) emphasized that a
visible connection between sharing of
knowledge with practical business goals
would reflect on organization practicesand
support widely held core values. While
Rhodes (2008) sees that a structured
learning strategy would come after
knowledge transfer and is followed by an
innovative organizational culture. Rhodes
(2008) sees that the effectiveness of
organizational knowledge transfer is

influenced by key organizational factors
such as structure, culture, processes and
strategy, and information technology which
triggers the move within our proposed
anatomy structure.

Role of KM Maturity on the intensity
of KM impact

Onecan't fully understand the KM Impact
without fully understanding the detailed
KM Impact on the anatomy of the
organization at different stages of the
organizational maturity in KM practices.
This also needs to be illustrated in the
proposed framework. KM maturity started
when authors thought seriously about the
importance of knowledge as an important
asset that needs to be monitored at
different stages. Also, KM Maturity is
related to many previous work related to
KM vs. Cultural Barriers. For example,
Rivera-Vazquez et al (2009) see that
cultural barriers can be overcome through
better communication and K-sharing which
leads to better environment for
Organizational Innovation (Ol).

Thebasiclevel of KM maturity startswith
where Liebowitz and Chen (2003) argue
that most people seem reluctant to share
knowledge becausethey “keep knowledge
close to heart as they move through ranks
by the knowledge is power paradigm”.
Then, the level grows step by step as
reported by Al-Athari and Zairi (2001) from
knowledge construction, to knowledge
embodiment, to knowledge dissemination
and then the knowledge use and benefits
start to deliver. KM maturity matrix also
improved with successful implementation
of KM practices and with more
organizations ableto performintelligently
to sustain their competitive advantage
(Wiig, 2000). Also, Tangible (Explicit) or
Intangible (Tacit) assets were utilized in
KM Cycle Development or creation of a
better KM Maturity status. (Boumarafi and
Jabnoun (2008)).
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KM

Cultural
Barriers

Figure (1) Representing therelation between KM Development in the Organization

and Cultural Barriers.

If we apply these stagesto know how the
meaturity of KM canimprove performance,
weseethat inthegovernment fori.e. would
beabout having theahility (empowerment)
to accessand apply theright knowledge,
at theright timeandtheright place. Here

wecanlink Lubit (2001) categorizestacit
knowledgeinto four categorieswhichits
access bility would depend mainly onthe
meaturity of theorganization. Hence, weare
talking about a maturity scale where
knowledgecan’t beeasly copied by other
organizations(i.e. competitorsfrom other
countriesgovernmenta organi zations) and
thus they are able to create sustained
competitive advantage in today’s KE
(Storey and Quintas2001). i.e. Thelevel
of theorganization KM Maturity determine
thetype of knowledge shared withinthe
organizationand hencedeterminesitsability
to succeed among itscompetitors.

Also, Szulanski (1996) clearly linked the
speed at which knowledgeiseffectively
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transferred within an organization and its
competitive ability tothe KM Maturity
level. KM at that stagewould be beyond
the explicit knowledge being only
managed through manuals, databases,
best practice guides, standards and
procedures.

Another maturity stageiswhere Gamble
and Blackwell (2001) discussed about the
organization ability to crestevariousmeans
of cgpturing and storing knowledgewhich
later can be measured. Both authorsthink
that thispracticeiswhat differentiatescase
studiesof good practiceand innovation.
Thereisalso astage whereindividuals
create and share their knowledge
effectivey withinther organization, where
employeesbring to an organization their
prior education, experience, knowledge
andskills,and add vauetotheorganization
in the sametime. Thisiscalled astage
where the organization captures the
knowledgewithin. ThisiswhereLiebowitz
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and Chen (2003) sees that KM could
nurtureaknowl edge capturing and sharing
culture while possessing unique
challenges. At thisstage, we could seea
K-capturing and K-sharing involves a
“motivate and reward” system,
overcoming typically hierarchical and
bureaucratic organizations while
marketing theimportance of knowledge.

Choo (1998) sees that K-creation
activities as another stage that enables
organizationsto devel op new capabilities,
design new products and services,
enhancing exigting offeringsand improve
organizational processes. Most important
aspect of KM Maturity stageiswhenthe

KM Maturity

S

® Stage 2-KM

‘ransfer
Domination

Excellence

organizationa settingishaving theability
of knowledgetransfer tolocationswhere
itisneeded it can beused , asmentioned
by Alavi and Leidner (2001). According
to Bloodgood and Salisbury (2001) at this
dagethisshouldleadto advantagethrough
speedier deployment of knowledge to
portions of the organizations that can
benefit most by it. Thisshould helpina
sound organi zationa performance asper
Lahti et al (2002). McDermott (2001)
emphasized that there is a stage where
human networks are one of the key
vehicles to trigger further sharing of
knowledge. Figure (2) represents the
proposed relation asper literaturereview
between KM Impact and KM Maturity.

_—V
. Stage 4-KM
Stage 3-KM with advanced
Capture Maturlty
Domination Status
Innovation
4
KM Impact

Figure(2) representing relation of KM Impact vs. KM Maturity stagesas seenfrom

literaturereview.

Proposed KM Impact-Maturity
leadingto OE-OL-OI

Hence, we come up with the following
proposed model (Figure 1) where KM
maturity would beanintervening variable
that would lead to KM impact (the
independent variable) to influence OE,
OL, Ol (the dependent variables). The

mode claimsthat themoreisthematurity
of the KM Maturity the more is the
impact. Also, it claimsthat KM Impact
(represented by different constructsasK-
Assets, K-Transfer, K-Capture) can play
astrong rolein creating organizational
practices that isof OE, OL, Ol. These
relationswould betested asper figure(3).
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KM Impact-Maturity-OE-OL-OL
Proposed Framework for Governmental Orgs

Independent Variable

KM Impact —

KM Maturity —

Intervening Variable

Organisational
Excellence

Dependent Variables

Organisational

Leirning

Organisational
Innovation

L

Figur e (3) representing the proposed Framework that link all the 5 variables (KM
Impact—KM Maturity —OE, OL, Ol) and their relation that would be tested.

Resear ch M ethodology
Sample Selection

Theresearch paper isspecificaly focusng
onthedecisonmakersin GOswhich can
influencethedeve opment of KM Strategy.
Thequantitativemethod waschosensince
it proposes to measure and analyze
dependent and independent variables
withintheproposed modd . Accordingto
the positivismwhich supportsempirica
research since all phenomena can be
reduced to empirical indicators that
represent truth. This fact is due to the
existence of onetruth andisindependent
of human perception. Therefore,
guantitative research methodswork with
datain numerical form collected froma
representativesampleand andyzed usudly
through statistical methods. Theultimate
objectiveistoidentify the dependent and
independent variables, eliminating
inadequate
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variables. Datashould be collected from
the executives of GO provider through
survey whichissdf-administered.

The Survey M ethod

The survey questionnaire was devised
drawing onan extensveliteraturereview
and seriesof questionnairesdesigned from
well established paper on the same
subject. (Boumarafi & Jabnoun (2008),
Al-Alawi et d (2007), Zaim et d (2007),
Syed-1khsan and Rowland (2004a)).

Alreck and Settle (1985) defined the
urvey astheprimary datacollection based
on communication with a sample of
individuals. The questionnaire was
designed for sdf-completion by managers
in an email-based or class-room based
survey. Thesurvey targeted GO managers
and department headsinvolvedinBahrain
Excellence Program activities. The
organizationsinvitedto participatearefrom
different cultural background and with
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different service specidties. Themaintool
for resultsandysswas Satistical Package
for Socia Sciences(SPSS), whichisone
of themost widely used, comprehensive
andflexiblestatigtical programs.

Selecting theattitudinal scale

Theresearcher was under the choice of
using either open ended or closed ended
guestions, but since we wanted more of
precise description of attitudethat reflects
the respondents perception; closed ended
guestions were mainly chosen. The
researcher was very particular that the
statements of the different aspects are
reflectiveof themain RQ's; i.e. reflecting
themeasuring of KM impact towardsthe
Specified dependent variables. Participants
wereasked toindicatetheir agreement with
statementsin the questionnaireusing the
five-point Likert scaleranging from 1 for
‘srongly disagree to5for ‘ srongly agree”

DataAnalysis

Measures of KM Maturity as an
intervening variabletowards OE, OL, Ol
foundthat:

1- KM Policiesand PracticesinKE
whichrepresent theKM Maturity
isstrongly correlated (0.77) with
KM Impact Enablers (K-Assets,
K-Capture, K-Transfer/K-
Sharing).

2- KM Maturity (represented by
cultural change) also strongly
correlated (0.707) with KM
impact. This is supported by
Ikhsan and Rowland (2004).

3- Also, wefindthat themore KM
Maturity (represented by proper
KM Policiesand practices), the
moreistheinterventiond effect of
KM Maturity.

Through Pearson correlation, we have
determined the correl ation between the
dimensi ons of knowledge management
impact in creating excellence culturethat
leadstolearning and innovation. Also, a
one sample T-Test analysis, with atest
valueof 3, wasconducted to measurethe
use of knowledge management and to
determine the extent to which the
dimensions of knowledge management
participatein creating an organi zational
excellence leading to learning and
innovationin GOs. Asper Table(1) and
from dimensions 3 and 4 where KM
Impact on OEisOL, Ol constructsat its
highest, thisindicatesthat themost effect
of KM maturity leve tothehighestimpact
of KM on organizationa statusisat these
2levels.
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Dimension Alpha Coefficient
1-KM Policies and Practicesin GO 0.885
(Diagnosing stage of KM Maturity)

2-KM impact on creating OE , OL,, Ol 0.885
(representing basic stage of KM Maturity)

3-KM impact on creating OE , OL , Ol 0.931
(representing further stage of KM Maturity)

4-KM impact on creating OE , OL , 0.919
Ol (representing further stage of KM maturity)

5-Importance and effect of KM Impact on GO's 0.8
Cultural Change (KM Impact leading to KM

Maturity)

Table(1) Showsthe Cronbach’sa phacoefficient for all thetested dimensionsto see

the KM Maturity effect on the GO and KM Impact on creating OE, OL, Ol.

Asper Nunnaly (1978), 0.7 seemsto be
an acceptablerdiability coefficient; hence
gnced| thefivedimensonsarehigher than
0.7 score, they seemto bevery reliable
and can be generalized. The following
examples reflect that the more KM
Maturity, themore OE, wherethe highest
mean found to represent the KM impact/
KM Maturity onexcellenceculture:

If wedraw thelink between the highest
congtructsin each dimension, wewould
find that fromthefirst dimension onecan
see that KM policies lead to effective
communicationwhich eventudly leadsto
better OE, OL and OI. Whilein second
dimension, results show that competitive
GOswould have technol ogy which map
the location of knowledge (e.g., an
individual, aspecific system, adatabase),
which eventually might lead to OE, OL
and Ol. Indimension threethe effective
(on time) K-capture leads to better
organizational decision making, which
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eventualy leadsto better OE, OL and Ol.
Thefourth dimension showsthat experts
in GOsare highly respected asasource
of knowledge asset, which meansat this
stage of KM Maturity, we eventually
would have abetter environment of OE,
OL and Ol.. The fifth KM clearly
improveswork quality, which eventually
leadsto better OE, OL and Ol..

Results
Organizations demographics

The feedback and accepted
guestionnaires totalled 102 out of the
targeted 170. Thesurvey had afare split
of males(55.1%) against (41.5%) female
participants in the survey. This
goproximatdy representsthetotd targeted
population wheretheactud is65% males
and 35% females. Most of theanswers
withthehighest correlation camefromthe
managersof age between 25-34 (33.9%)
and between 46-50 (31.4%) which
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reflectsthetypeof Topand Upper Middle
Management availablewith thetargeted
population. Whilethe highest mean was
intheareaof 25-34 yearsof thetargeted
population. 10% of the respondentswere
from the Top Management of the GOs.
Therest werethe Upper Middle (29.7%)
and Middle Management (28.8%) and
(23.7%) respectively which givesstrength
tothesurvey, sinceit exactly reflectsthe
targeted population.

Participants Representation as per
Questionnaire

Fromthefirgt questioninthefirst section,
weensurethelevel of appreciation of the
importance of KM impact inall typesof
organization servicesusudly availablewith
the government organizations. TheTop
and Upper Middle Management
participated in the survey from 61
organizations and represented the
followingmain servicesusualy available
in any government; i.e. Government
Security; Government Information
Systems and Networking Provider;
Commerce and Industry Regulatory and
Services, CitizensLifeservicesproviders
(Education — Health — Housing —
Electricity & Water), Country
Infrastructure & Projects,
Communication/Information/Culture;
Judicid and LegidativeBodies, Diplomatic
and International Affairs Bodies. This
shows interesting variety where other
analysis can be done to analyze the
different KM Maturity and KM Impact
canbeseenineach sector, whichisbeyond
the scope of thisresearch. Themajority
(48.3%) of the participantswork in the
areaof life necessity services(Education

—Health-Security), compared to (8.5%)
Innovative & Government Services
Development. 12.7% of therespondents
work intheareaof Infrastructurerelated
servicesand (7.6%) Government Rights
Protection Services. Thismight reflect dso
the way that the questionnaire was
distributed and the type of the serviceand
impact on the choicesmade. Morethan
(62 %) rated the Knowledge
Management (KM) Practices affec/
impact ontheir organization asvery high.
Themeanwasbelow 2.5 (actudly it was
1.6), with agood standard deviation of
0.68. Also, we can seeapositiverelation
withagradud increasein the participants
choicesa ong with the more maturity of
theorganization.

KM Maturity in relevance to KM
I mpact

In rating KM Maturity in relevance to
KM Practices status the participants
chosen the main challenge asbeing the
scarcity of theinformationshared , which
integratewith Al-Athari and Zairi (2001)
findings. The participants seen having
today a"Hugeinformation” to bemanaged
isnot amain challenge. However , when
asked about the challengesfacing proper
implementation of KM in their
organization, about one fourth of
respondents (25.4%) chosen the
“Weakness of Knowledge Sharing
Practices’. Themeanwasstrong (3.5 out
5) with a standard deviation of (1.74).
When asked asexpertisein Management
Culture what might be the challenges
towards implementing KM, some of the
extraanswers chosen are: No Proper
mechanism for K-Management, Huge
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amount of informationto handle, dynamic
andrapid changesof informationreceived
by GOs, Lack of Abilitiesof converting

raw data or information to useful
knowledge, non-availability of specific
budget or infrastructure. Figure (4).

How do you rate the maturity of your organization in
Knowledge Management Practices?

4) We are
considered
mature in the
implementation
16%

3) We are in the
Early or Middle of
Implementation
stage
41%

—

5) Other Status
3% 1) No belief in the

I— concept at all
|

2) Just Starting to
realize its
importance
32%

Figure (4) representing one of the graphs that represents the description of KM
Maturity statuscompared to KM challenges.

When asked about therate of thelength of
the current time needed to get knowledge
related materia, the highest percentage
gonefor havinginformation beingretrieved
inhours. Eventhoughthesandard deviaion
isfar from perfect, onecan say dsothat no
differencesinthefind choicesarepercaved
throughout thequestionnairebetweenthose
for whom time needed to retrieve
knowledge (in minutes) and those (up to
days). Clear differenceisshownwiththose
who have seenthat knowledge needs (few
weeks) to beretrieved. Whilethemeanfor
timing towardsretrieva of Knowledgeis
(2.6), the Standard Deviationisfound to
be(1.2). 19.5% of the participants were
found to believe that knowledge can be
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retrieved in minutes, while (29.7%)
believed that such knowledge can be
retrieved in hours. Most strange is that
(22.9%) believe that knowledge can be
only retrievedinfew days. However, upto
(6.8%) of the participantsbelievethat it
takes few weeks before being able to
retrieveknowledge. Two participantssaid
it depends on the ease of access of
information. Fromtheabove, wefindthat
thereis afair understanding about KM

importanceamong participants.

Whenaskedwhat istherateof thematurity
of their organization in Knowledge
Management Practices, most of the
managers (40%) mentioned that they are
intheEarly or Middleof Implementation
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Stage. While up to (32%) described the
KM maturity asjust starting to realizethe
importanceof KM. Toreflect thestatus of
their KM Maturity, some participantsgave
specific feedback asan organi zation that
haswel| established databased system, an
organization that isabletolearn better due
tothetypeof applications. Other reflected
that they need just moretimeto start KM
gpplications. Someparticipantsbdievethat
KM dtrategy, i.e. part of themechanisms
of KM impact, needto begivenmoretime
togart theessentid practiceof K-Trander.
Interestingly, few participants (only 4.2%)
found "no knowledge about KM best
practices’, whichisanother form of both
KM maturity and impact, causesfurther
delay inKM maturity deliverable. A few
participantsaso seethat timeand maturity

of the organizationwould |ead to maturity
inknowledge capture skills. Onethird of
therespondentsbelieve (with astandard
deviation of 1.03) that their organization
vauesareestablished based on knowledge
sharing which meansagain that themore
there is a KM maturity, the more KM
impact. Also, ancther onethirddsobdieves
that KM enhancesthe management of the
job and enhances the utilization of its
relevant knowledge. Different typesof KM
maturity of the organizationsweretested
about the challenges facing proper
implementation of KM and consequently
they are: Hugeinformationto bemanaged,
loss of tacit knowledge due to high
employee turnover, arepetitive work or
other slogan for other development
projects.

What are the challenges facing proper implementation of KM in

your organization?

5) Weakness of
Knowledge Sharing

Practices 26%

4) Loss of lots of Tacit

Knowledge due to high
employee turnover

17%

3) A repetitive work nr_/

other slogan for other

development projects.

14%

6) Lack of Trust

1% 7) Other causes

/_ 7%

1) Scarcity of
Information shared

16%

2) Huge information
to be managed

19%

Figure(5) Represent theMaturity of KM vs. challengesfacing proper implementation

of KM
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Asreflectedinfigure (5), the KM maturity
could be seen when rated thelength of time
related to knowledgeretrieva . Withamean
of (3.2) and standard deviation of (1.09),
(32%) of the GO Management believed
that " Strongly implemented KM Policies
can improve service delivery". The mean
was (3.1) when testing whether "KM
Policieslead toflexible project structures’,
which many researchers believe that it
leads to more ability to capture and
implement KM.

KM Impact on OE , OL, Ol

(33.9%) disagreed on having a list of all
the K-Assetssuitablefor their organization
which reflected that when there is a low

3) KM is the responsibility
of Information
Management System

Department 13% \

3) KM is considered as
the management of each
job vs the utilization of
its relevant knowledge

34%

maturity thenthereisalow KM impact on
OE, OL, Ol. While due to the maturity
status of the GO being in fair middle stage
(between stage 2 or 3) (28.0%) of the
participants agreed with “We have specific
K-Asset owners that ensure it is well
utilized and updated” . However, the mean
was lower than acceptable.

Again (2.9). (36.4 %) took aneutral position
on “The organi zation providestechnol ogy
to map the location (e.g., an individual, a
specific system, a database) of specific
types of knowledge assets’ with a good
mean of (3.5). Figure (6) represents the
link between KM maturity and culture.

1) Our organization

values are established

P

based on knowledge

sharing 34%

2) Our organization have

a culture that is based on

staff total involvement
19%

Figure(5) representsthe cultural barriersand their relation with KM maturity that

leadsto stronger KM impact.

Up to (39.8%) of the participants agreed
with “knowing what is the Market value
of our Human Capital knowledge”, with a
mean of (3.6). And (33.9%) chose to be
neutral when asked if they have evaluated
the Tacit Knowledge of our Staff, with
below acceptancelevel mean (2.7). While
(33.1 %) disagreed in a mean of (2.8) to
GO provides incentives for knowledge
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utilization. Whileregarding encouragement
of K-Asset up to (41.5%) agreed, with a
good mean of (3.3). The strongest
statement seems to attracted the majority
of the participants (50.0%) was on “We
have specific types of K-Assets that we
can utilizefor competition”, thiscamewith
a high mean also of (3.8). (29.7%) of the
participants were neutral on “All our K-
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assets are monitored & Updated
frequently” with alow mean of (2.8). With
below acceptable mean (2.7) ; (30.5%) of
participants seethat " Effective Knowledge
Drain Risk Planning would lead to more
competitive GO”. While when asked
whether they see that "Effective
Knowledge Capture would lead to better
organizationd learning" with (3.1) meanup
to (35.6%) agreed to that; thisisimportant
for OE, OL and Ol. Up to (42.4%) of the
participating GO Management Team took
a neutral position for how they see that
"Effective (on time) k-capture leads to
better organizational decisionmaking”. This
is a very important character for OE and
Ol. (31.4%) of the participants believed
that "GO with capacity to learn from its
achievements and failures have a better
process management program” aso here
the mean was acceptable (3.2). Thismeans
that with more KM maturity this would
reflect more OL and would lead to more
Ol. When asked how they see the
importance of "Consistency of Knowledge
Captureleadsto learning organization”, up
to (34.7%) choseto be neutral with amean
(3.1). (39.8%) were also neutral in stating
that "Human capital contributions in
capturing knowledge" can be appreciated
at the mean of (3.0). However, upto (41.7
%) strongly believed that "KM leads to
process development” we can see here
that the mean was as high as (3.2). This
statement is mainly a confirmation of all
the previous statementsand it reflectswhat
KM Impact flow would to Ol.

Strangely up to (38.1%) were neutra in
perceiving that GO should provide
"incentives for knowledge utilization”;
however, the mean again was not strong
enough (2.8). (31.4%) continued to be
neutral in choosing “No clear policiesif GO
does not have proper knowledge

generation” with just barely satisfying mean
(3.0). With amean at (3.1) up to (32.2%)
of the participants agreed to the construct
of "Flexible structures enablesthe capture
and implementation of KM”. This means
that the more the OE practices, the more
KM maturity and KM impact. (41.5%)
were neutral on statement that mentioned
"Encouraging environment push for more
K-capture" , with amean of (3.1).

There was another dimension where we
focused on measuring the impact of KM
(represented by K-Transfer) or what isin
some literature called (K-Sharing) in
creating organizational status of OE , OL
and Ol. When participants were asked
about their perception of creating animpact
through having GOs Facilities need to be
redesigned to enhance K-sharing and K-
transfer, up to (28%) took neutral stand
with below acceptablelevel mean of (2.8).
While (35.6%) of the participants agreed
with an acceptable mean of (3.2) that "GO
Partnership Programs would be more
competitive if it focuses on K-Sharing
between the GO and its suppliers’, KM
impact would lead to OE. Al so (35.6%) of
the GO Managerstook aneutral stand with
a mean (3.3) that "GO Partnership
Program focuses on K-Transfer between
us and our suppliers’. While (31.4%) of
the participants came with amean of (3.2)
agreedtothat "GO Leaderswho sharetheir
knowledge through periodic business
reviews would make a more competitive
organization”. (46.6% ) of the participants
also agreed with a mean of (3.5) in that
"Expertsin GOs are highly respected asa
source of knowledge asset”. Thisclearly
shows the link between KM impact-
maturity along with OE and OL. (39%) of
the GO managerstook aneutral stand with
amean of (3.2) towards* GO whom would
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provideagood I'T communication network
would be more competitive”.

Whilefor the statement in testing whether
"Ability of learning for GOs that have
technology that allows employees to
search and retrieve stored knowledge is
higher than those who don't" , up to (37.3
%) took a neutral stand with the mean at
the acceptable level of (3.3). (35.6 %) of
the participants also chosen to be neutral
with a mean of (2.8) for "Learning GO's
would provide more incentives to
knowledge Contributors”. (40.7%) of
participants chosen to beal so neutral, with
alow mean of (2.7) to "Competitive GOs
would have clear mechanism for
Knowledge sharing”.

The majority (35.6%) among the 102
respondents either agree or aneutral inthat
"GOs have defined specific roleregarding
KM”. Thisisreflected by having a mean
of (3.3), while standard deviationis (0.98).
Also the majority (36.4%) agree that
"leaders should be transparent about K-
sharing", thiswould lead to more effective
communication within the organization as
per also Al-Alawi et al (2007). Hence, the
more KM maturity leads more to KM
Impact and hence more OE, OL and higher
possibility of Ol. Thiswas supported later
where up to (40.1 %) believed that KM
clearly improveswork quality, with avery
high mean (3.9). While when asked about
their opinions about whether "GO should
allocate specific budget for K-
Development”, up to (34.7%) agreed,
however, the mean was not strong enough
(2.8); i.e. below the test value of 3. In
testing whether "K-Transfer leadsto more
effective Society Partnership Programs’
in a mean of (3.4); up to (38.1%) again
believed so. There was, as expected, an
equal split of (33.1%) for being neutral or
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agreeing with the statement that "With time
most GO Managersare going to appreciate
that knowledgeisnot power, KM ispower"
with an acceptable mean of 3.2 and good
standard deviation.

40.7% were neutral towards “The
organi zation rewards knowledge creation®
with amean of (3.2). As high as (39%) of
the GO Managers were found to disagree
that "Amount of K-capture or K-
Transferred is being measured with”,
however, the mean was below the
accepted level at (2.4). When asked about
the status perceived on "Employees are
rewarded according to KM Practices",
again up to (36%) were found to disagree
with alow mean (2.7). A good and clear
feedback with high agreement came from
the participants on "Employees are
encouraged to use others' knowledge to
solve daily work problems”. Also, this
cross-checked with the same statement got
high agreement on "Employees are
encouraged to use others knowledge to
solvedaily work problems’. Themeanwas
aso below the acceptablelevel with neutral
choice at (2.9) on the statement construct
of "we have established ano blame culture
policy, so that employees are encouraged
to exchange knowledge and ideas openly”,
with up to (30.5%) of participants. While
we have another clear neutral stand with
"Our Top Management is aware about the
importance of knowledge management in
knowledge economy”, with amean of (3.4)
and being the choice of (39.8%). Also, up
to (32.2%) found to be neutral in "KM
improves customer satisfaction” with a
mean of (3.6). Also up to (39.8%) in"KM
improves organizational decision making”
with amean of (3.4). While up to (31.4%)
onthe statement of "KM clearly improves
work quality” with a good mean of (3.9).
The mgjority (37.3 %) of the participants
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were found to believe and agree that "All
GO plans are based on the data and
information retrieved from its knowledge
sources”, with a mean of (3.2). This
coincides with Syed-1khsan and Rowland
(2004) where KM is seen as a source of
competitive advantage.

Discussion & Conclusion

This study investigated the impact of
knowledge management in coincidencewith
knowledge management maturity and if it
leadsto Organizationa Excellence, Learning
and Innovation. The survey also addressed
the need for enhancing the KM maturity in
order to enhance KM impact. We
specifically investigated the practices of
KM, or KM enablers that contribute to
creating an impact on Organizational
Excellence which leads Organizational
Learning and innovation. All the top and
upper middle managers agreed about the
importance of KM enablersin creating an
impact that leads to better organizationa
status. All questionnairesthat reflected the
symptomsof OE, OL, and Ol havereflected
theclarity of thoseinterested in seeing better
KM Maturity and KM Impact.

Theseresultsneed moreanaysiswith more
specific surveys that focus the linkage of
OE, OL and OlI. Theresults of correlation
analysis show significant relationship
between KM Impact and OE, OL and OlI.
The author believes that the KM maturity
status, being at either at early or medium
stage have attributed to the neutral results.
There is possibility that some of the
responses were inaccurate as authors did
it as part of the excellence program in the
context of study. However, this finding
shows that the there are different
perceptions of Management Team within
the context of governmental sector having
clear understanding of how KM maturity

and KM impact might to better
organizationa status; i.e. OE, OL, and Ol.
Further research is recommended to
explorethe generalization of thisresearch
into other industries, taking into
consideration this early published work’s
relevance to have a comprehensive look
on the work of KM impact on KM
Maturity. Also, it would be interesting to
see how this mechanism actually works
within the organizational body.
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