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ABSTRACT 
The ability of governments to develop and effectively manage 
knowledge assets is now considered a critical capability for 
electronic governance. Good Knowledge Management (KM) 
practices in government are usually driven by clear vision and 
objectives which are part of KM strategies. Developing such 
government-wide KM vision and objectives requires inputs from 
individual government agencies and other stakeholders on their 
needs and priorities (so-called demand-side). However, while 
there is significant literature on models and tools for measuring 
KM capabilities (so-called supply-side) and impact of KM 
practices, very few scholarly work is available on assessment of 
specific KM needs of individual agencies or other stakeholders. 
This paper presents an Integrated KM Assessment Model which 
measures both the demand and supply sides of KM in 
government. The model was used for assessing the KM needs and 
capabilities of government agencies in Macao SAR as part of a 
study for determining the readiness of government as a whole for 
KM. Results from our study show that innovation in government 
operations is considered by agencies to be the most KM 
demanded area, while KM capability for task-specific activities 
was found to be the weakest KM capability area. In addition, 
document-intensive and high-volume transaction agencies, such 
as educational, financial, electronic data interchange agencies 
have relatively higher KM awareness and capability.  

Categories and Subject Descriptors 
J [Computer Applications] - J.1 Administrative Data Processing 
– Government  

General Terms 
Management, Measurement 

Keywords 
Knowledge Management and Electronic Government; Knowledge 
Management Assessment 

1. INTRODUCTION 
The management of organizational knowledge is recognized as 

one of the critical elements for achieving connected or 
transformational government [46] [37]. Consequently, 
governments across the world are beginning to implement 
Knowledge Management (KM) initiatives [49]. In particular, KM 
ranks high on the management agenda of majority of central 
government organizations across OECD member countries [36] 
and in a number of developing countries [51]. 

The changing nature of how governments work, from the  use of 
intermediaries and non-state actors in delivering services  [40], to 
engagement of citizens in government decision making  [46], in 
addition to the increasing pressure to make information open and 
accessible to citizens, business, other governments and the society 
at large [23]; create new challenges for KM in government 
organizations. At the same time, advances in KM-related 
technologies such as social networking, semantic web, document 
management, mass storage technologies, mobile communication, 
etc. [47] [45] [6] [39] all create unprecedented opportunities for 
technology-based innovations in acquiring, representing, storing, 
sharing and applying knowledge in government organizations [44] 
[43] - archetypes of knowledge-based organizations [51]. 
Leveraging KM opportunities and addressing related challenges in 
specific government context requires clear vision, objectives and 
strategies. However, developing government-wide KM vision and 
objectives requires inputs from individual government agencies 
and other stakeholders on their needs and priorities (so-called 
demand-side). 

In measuring KM practices, literature is replete with KM 
assessment frameworks. Most of these frameworks focus on 
measuring KM capabilities. Such “supply-oriented” frameworks 
have been criticized based on the grounds that KM practices does 
not automatically contribute to organizational performance and 
could in fact negatively impact performance [41] by introducing 
non-value added KM process which invariably become overhead. 
Lately, so-called integrated KM assessment frameworks that 
attempt to capture KM needs or demands in addition to KM 
capabilities are emerging [27].  

This paper describes one such Integrated KM Assessment Model 
developed by the authors to assess through an online survey the 
KM needs and capabilities of government agencies. The 
assessment model was based on KM Capability theory described 
in [41], KM Success Factors models  [27] and models of 
government functions [38].  The developed model consists of six 
constructs. Three of these constructs are related to needs and 
demands for KM in government and the remaining three 
constructs are associated with KM capability. The proposed 
model was used to design the instruments for a survey on KM 

Permission to make digital or hard copies of part or all of this work for 
personal or classroom use is granted without fee provided that copies are 
not made or distributed for profit or commercial advantage and that 
copies bear this notice and the full citation on the first page. Copyrights 
for components of this work owned by others than ACM must be 
honored. Abstracting with credit is permitted. To copy otherwise, to 
republish, to post on servers or to redistribute to lists, requires prior 
specific permission and/or a fee. 
dg.o '12, June 04 - 07 2012, College Park, MD, USA 
Copyright 2012 ACM 978-1-4503-1403-9/12/06…$10.00. 

The Proceedings of the 13th Annual International Conference on Digital Government Research

116



needs and capabilities involving all 57 agencies of the 
Government of Macao SAR. 

Results from our study show that innovation in government 
operations is considered by agencies to be the most KM 
demanded area, while KM capability for task-specific activities 
was found to be the weakest KM capability area.  

Our contributions in this work include – (i) development of a 
model and supporting instrument for measuring KM needs and 
capabilities of government organizations; (ii) providing empirical 
evidence to support the plausibility propositions on KM needs and 
expected impact of KM practice in the government domain; and 
(iii) providing data to support possible link between KM practices 
and transformation agenda of governments. 

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Following 
introduction, Section 2 presents background to KM assessment in 
government organizations. Section 3 examines related research on 
improving this practice. Section 4 describes the research design, 
introducing the conceptual framework and research objectives. 
The methodology for our study including the survey instrument, 
data collection and analysis is presented in Section 5. Survey 
results and key findings are described in Section 6; while Section 
7 discusses findings. Finally, Section 8 presents conclusions.   

2. BACKGROUND 
This section provides background information related to our work 
including basic concepts (Section 2.1), approaches to KM 
(Section 2.2), KM assessment (Section 2.3) and the relevance of 
KM for EGOV (Section 2.4). 

2.1 Basic Concepts  
2.1.1 Organizational Knowledge  
Organizational Knowledge is “knowledge possessed by 
organizations, recognized as their preeminent resource” [22].  It is 
created through a “continuous dialogue between tacit and explicit 
knowledge” [35]. It is held “both in the minds of individuals and 
groups, and in explicit forms, and together they comprise the 
distributed organizational knowledge base of a company” [31].  

2.1.2 Knowledge Management  
Knowledge Management (KM) refers to managing organizational 
knowledge. KM is a “systemic and organizationally specified 
process for acquiring, organizing and communicating both tacit 
and explicit knowledge of employees so that other employees can 
make use of it to be more effective and productive in their work” 
[2]. Important aspects of effective organizational KM are: 1) 
Organizational Memory – comprising the “experience of its 
employees combined with the tangible data and knowledge stores 
available in the organization” [11] [3]; and 2) Organizational 
Learning – concerned about “continuous testing of experience and 
the transformation of that experience into knowledge that is 
accessible to the whole organization and relevant to the 
organization core purposes” [BO]. 

2.1.3 KM Capability 
KM capability (KMC)  is an ‘organizational capability to manage 
the organization’s knowledge with efficacy” [41]. KMC refers to 
the abilities of an organization “to mobilize and deploy KM-
related resources in combination with other organization resources 
and capabilities” [9]. KMC is a socially complex organizational 
capability which is being examined by scholars from various 
perspectives. For example, [2] defines KMC as: 1) information-
based, 2) technology-based, and 3) culture-based capabilities. In 

[21], KMC are classified into: 1) infrastructure capabilities - 
including technology, structure, and culture, and 2) process 
capabilities - including acquisition, conversation, application and 
protection. As for creating KMC, the process requires KM 
enablers - including people, process, and technology [25]. In 
addition, organizations must “encourage the sharing of expertise 
between workers, through collaborations and processes, to 
transform experts’ implicit knowledge into explicit” [16]. 

2.1.4 KM Impact    
Successful KM has valuable impact. KM becomes “a meta-
capability with the potential to improve lower-order capabilities 
by leveraging organizational assets to secure competitive 
advantage” [18]. It potentially improves its competitive position 
in global business environments [12], [20]. Moreover, KM plays 
pivotal role in creating an internal working environment that 
supports creativity and fosters innovation [10] [32] [1]. Given the 
potential of KM as sources of innovation, business strategies 
should focus more on KM-related issues [15].  

2.2 Approaches to KM  
Various views and approaches to KM are available in literature. 
We examine those related to supply- and demand-sides of KM.   

2.2.1 Supply-side KM Approach  
A supply-side KM approach assumes that valuable organizational 
knowledge exists, and that the primary task of KM is to find, 
codify, and deliver knowledge [32]. Considered as a delivery-
oriented-approach, the emphasis has been closely associated with 
organizational capabilities [22]. According to [33], “driven by a 
supply-side approach, several organizations implementing KM 
projects pay little attention to articulating useful KM goals, 
involving end-users, selecting useful contents and establishing 
motivational programmes”.  

2.2.2 Demand-side KM Approach  
A demand-side KM approach focuses on “how an organization 
can increase its ability to satisfy its demand for new knowledge 
that is relevant to competitive advantage and improved enterprise 
performance” [32]. This approach assumes that “knowledge not 
only exists, but is continuously created by human agents in 
response to the adaptive needs of organizations” [15]. A demand-
side KM approach can be seen as an implementation strategy for 
organizational learning, since it aims at meeting organizational 
needs by creating new knowledge, and hence, facilitating 
innovation and creativity [31].  

2.2.3 Integrated KM Approach  
Various researchers [20] [32] [33] expressed the need for a “new 
approach to KM, where both, the supply- and demand-side of 
KM, work in an integrated way”. Their main argument is that KM 
is concerned with managing the processes that fulfill the demand 
for KM as well as the supply. When both “knowledge supply and 
demand are synchronized, the outcome of KM endeavors is likely 
to be positive” [33]. An integrated approach to KM will accelerate 
the rate of organizational learning and innovation and maximize 
performance leading to competitive advantage [19] [18] [15].  

2.3 KM Assessment  
In implementing KM practices (KMP), managers should 
comprehensively examine their organization’s underlying 
readiness to embrace KM initiatives [25]. Regular  assessments or 
audits of KMP help to broaden and continuously improve 
practices [10].  
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Various assessment models and tools are proposed by researchers 
and practitioners. For example, KMC Assessment model [29] [16] 
assesses Knowledge Capability Areas – the knowledge assets 
including lessons learned, expertise, data and knowledge 
documents; while KM Success Model [27] [26] evaluates success 
as an improvement in organizational effectiveness based on 
perceived benefits and impacts from KM. Existing KM 
assessment and audit tools [10] and maturity models [11] help to 
assess the state of KMP and determine the maturity level.   

2.4 KM and Electronic Government   
The prospects for KM in Electronic Government (EGOV) are 
“remarkable since complex decisions are particularly knowledge 
demanding” [30]. EGOV requires the “rethinking of knowledge 
distribution and management for citizen- and business- oriented 
service delivery and inter-organizational cooperation between 
agencies” [49]. KM provides “strategies and techniques to make 
knowledge more usable and accessible, and to keep it updated in 
support of EGOV development” [4].  

KM helps to transform government processes and to enhance the 
government's overall innovation  and capacity by maximizing 
access and use of knowledge [52]. The key “objective of a 
knowledge- based public administration is achieving the goals of 
government agencies and improving the quality of services to 
citizens as well as the underlying processes” [45]. For 
“redesigning transactions in EGOV, it is important that both, 
explicit and tacit knowledge of the organization, are adequately 
captured to prevent any knowledge loss” [50]. In particular, 
knowledge-sharing capabilities are considered key to meet 
constituencies’ needs at all government levels [28], to ensure 
success in EGOV development.  

In public organizations, “employees are expected to have 
adequate knowledge of core business activities, to enable them to 
effectively provide services to the public” [42]. KMP in 
government facilitates better policy- and decision-making and 
improves the quality of internal processes and service delivery to 
customers [5]. KM is also central for the “creation of public value 
and relational capital through more deliberative, participative and 
flexible forms of participative governance” [45]. 

3. RELATED WORK  
Despite growing interest in assessing KMP in public 
administration and availability of many assessment models and 
tools, our literature review revealed very limited number of 

empirical studies and well-established KM assessment practices in 
public sector.  

The nature of KM projects in public service agencies in Singapore 
was assessed by [8]; while [28] studied the knowledge sharing 
capabilities among government employees in national government 
agencies in South Korea. KM benefits, problems, responsibilities 
and technological aspects in government agencies in Malaysia 
were examined by [42]. Strategies for KM to promote knowledge 
transfer and to contribute organizational effectiveness and 
efficiency in a local government level were explored by [34].  

The Government of Canada measures progress in KM practice by 
using KM maturity indices [7]. The US Department of Navy 
regularly assesses its current status in becoming a knowledge 
centric organization [13]. The assessment of current KMP in 
government agencies was conducted in Dubai [14]. 

OECD has measured the actual efforts made at improving KMP in 
member countries [36] and similar study in developing countries 
was carried out by [51].  

4. RESEARCH DESIGN  
This section presents the research design for this work. We 
introduce a conceptual framework (Section 4.1) and research 
objectives (Section 4.2). 

4.1 Conceptual Framework  
We built a conceptual framework based on key constructs 
identified from literature review. Following an integrated 
approach to KM, we classify the constructs into two main 
categories: 1) demand-side – organizational needs for KM, and 2) 
supply-side –available KM capabilities in an organization.  

The KM demand-related constructs (demand-side) are organized 
around: 1) KM needs for general government functions – 
including internal administration and public service delivery [38]; 
and 2) needs for KM operational support. KM capability-related 
constructs (supply-side) are classified into three major areas: 1) 
KM Enabling Environment, 2) KM Processes and 3) KM 
Technology [21]. Specific KM Capability constructs are 
considered in our model based on how critical they are for KM 
success or effectiveness [27].  

The identified constructs are presented with references to 
literature in Table 1, and the resulting Integrated KM Assessment 
Model for government organizations is presented in Figure 1.  

Table 1: KM Key Constructs  

ID CONSTRUCT DESCRIPTION SOURCE 

DEMAND-SIDE - ORGANIZATIONAL NEEDS FOR KM  

N1 Effectiveness 
To improve  enterprise performance and effectiveness, achieve business 
goals, support decision making, facilitate policy making 

[30] [15] [19] [18] [10] [45] [13] 
[42] [5][8] 

N2 Productivity 
To improve productivity and efficiency of work, minimizing duplication 
of efforts 

[20] [25] [2] [26] [45] [5] [14] 
[36] 

N3 Quality To improve work quality, enhance internal business processes  [36] [42] [52] [45][8] 

N4 Innovation 
To foster innovation, create environment for creativity, support  
organizational and cultural changes 

[10] [32][1] [15] [31] [19][18] 
[25] [49] [52] 

N5 Customer- Focus 
To meet customer needs and demands of constituencies, improve 
satisfaction, create public value 

[28] [42] [10] 

N6 Service-Support To improve service delivery, provide services effectively [49][31] [45] [42] [5]  

N7 Learning To facilitate organizational learning [31] [19][18] [15] 

N8 Memory To enhance organizational memory, protect/prevent from loss [14] [50] 
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N9 Collaboration To cultivate collaborative work, inter-organizational co-operation [49][16]  

N10 Expertise To promote sharing of expertise, lessons learned and good practices [28][16] 

N11 Access To improve access to and use of knowledge, expertise [52] [51] 

N12 Transfer To foster knowledge/competence transfer [28][34] [16] 

SUPPLY-SIDE - KM  CAPABILITIES 

C1 Leadership Leadership, management/organizational support [11] [26] [25] 

C2 Strategy Strategy, planning, evaluations, measurement [7] [26] [11] [25] 

C3 Culture Culture, communication climate [25][2] [21] [11] 

C4 Structure Responsibilities, budget allocation [36] [21] 

C5 Acquisition Knowledge acquisition, access [11] [52] [42] [21] 

C6 Capture Knowledge conversation, integration, capture, retrieval [28][3] [21] [16] [50] 

C7 Utilization Knowledge application, use, re-use, delivery [21] [32] [52] 

C8 Sharing Sharing knowledge, lessons learned, documents, expertise and information [16] [28] [7] [29] 

C9 Technology Technology, tools [2] [21] [25] [29] [11] [7] [8] 

    

 
Figure 1: Integrated KM Assessment Model for Government Organizations 

4.2 Research Objectives 
Based on our conceptual framework, we formulate the following 
research questions to determine the KM demand and the available 
KM capability in a particular government context. 

Questions related to KM Demand in Government:  

1) What is the level of the demand for KM in government?  
2) What are the most important reasons for implementing KM to 

support internal administration?  

3) What are the major drivers for KM in public service delivery?   
4) Which KM organizational operations are most demanded?  
5) What are most important reasons for KM in supporting 

organizational operations?  

Questions on available KM Capability in Government:  

1) What is the overall level of KM capability in government?  
2) How is KM practice organized and promoted? 
3) How is the culture for instituting the KM fostered?  
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4) Which are most utilized KM processes?  
5) What is the level of available KM technology infrastructure?  
6) Which are the most utilized KM technologies? 

5. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
In the following sections, we present the context of the research 
work, research method applied, the survey instrument, data 
collection process and data analysis.    

5.1 Research Context  
The research was carried out as one of the activities of the KM 
Project implemented in collaboration with the Macao SAR 
Government, China. The aim of the project is to provide KM-
related policy recommendations for establishing effective KM 
practices in government agencies, as part of EGOV initiatives.  

5.2 Method 
The study explores the perceptions of respondent agencies to 
determine current needs for KM and available KM capabilities. 
Online survey was used for gathering information from 
government institutions and quantitative methods were applied for 
analyzing survey data. Based on the survey results, key research 
findings are elaborated and discussed.  

5.3 Survey Instrument  
Guided by the conceptual framework presented in Section 4, we 
developed a survey instrument as follows. For each identified 
construct, at least one question was formulated.  Table 2 presents 
the structure of the survey instrument. The instrument was 
designed as a closed-ended questionnaire, and two types of 
questions were included: 1) Likert summated rating scale 
questions - to ascertain respondents’ attitude towards importance 
given by the agency to certain aspects of needs for KM and KM 
capabilities; and 2) multiple choice questions - used to evaluate if 
the object subject of the question applies to the agency and if not, 
if the agency has plans to implement or develop it.  

The responses were encoded using numerical values. For rating 
scale questions, responses were assigned numerical values: from 1 
- very low; to 5 - very high. For multiple choice questions, 
responses were assigned three possible values 1.0, 0.0 and 0.5 - 
meaning yes, no and planned answers, respectively. 

5.4 Data Collection 
All 57 government agencies across secretaries’ lines were invited 
to participate in the survey out of which 34 agencies successfully 
completed the survey, producing about 60% of response rate.  
Responding agencies represent all secretaries and broad spectrum 
of services offered to the public, business and other agencies. 
Participating agencies belong to the different sectors: 
administration, law and justice, economy and trade, statistics, 
public finance and tax administration, defense and public security, 
welfare and social security, health, education, culture, land use 
and housing, transport and tourism.  

Survey respondents were mainly the heads of IT departments and 
in a few cases the agency director or deputy director. They were 
requested to complete the survey on behalf of their agencies, in 
consultation with their senior management.       

The survey lasted for six weeks including one week devoted to 
instrument validation with pilot agencies. Throughout the 
exercise, a help-desk from the project team was setup to support 
agencies in answering the questions and completing the survey. 
Data was collected using an online free and open source survey 
tool – Lime Survey. 

5.5 Data Analysis  
The collected data was consolidated into a spreadsheet of 34 rows 
- representing the respondent agencies; with 90 columns - 
representing the assessment variables defined for assessing the 
needs for KM and KM capabilities.  

Data representing answers to the summated rating questions was 
analyzed based on the percentage of responses in each attitude; 
while data related to answers to multiple choice questions was 
analyzed based on the percentage of responses. Statistical analysis 
including central tendency of the variables, measures mean, 
median, and mode. The analysis of variability in the responses, 
measured as standard deviation, was also calculated. A 
normalized Likert score was computed for every agency in each 
perspective and also for the government as a whole, based on data 
of individual agencies. In addition, comparative analysis across 
respondent agencies was completed. 

6. RESULTS 
In this section we present the survey results (Section 6.1), key 
findings (Section 6.2) and arguments to support the validity of our 
results (Section 6.3). 

6.1 Survey Results  
6.1.1 KM Demand in Government 
According to the results, over 70% of agencies indicated the need 
for KM to be at least high - 5% of the agencies assessed it as very 
high and 70% as high. About 18% of agencies consider the need 
for KM to be of medium importance.  

The survey results indicate that the highest demand for KM in the 
area of internal administration is in facilitating innovation and 
improving work productivity. The survey revealed that the highest 
perceived needs for KM in public service delivery are related to 
customer focus and service support. Figure 2 shows the level of 
KM demand in internal administration and public services 
indicating that all six specific needs for KM in two core 
government functions are perceived by the respondent agencies 
above medium level. 

 

Figure 2: KM Demand in Government Functions  

According to the survey results, the overall KM demand in 
internal administration is higher than in public service delivery as 
shown in Figure 3.  

 
Figure 3: KMD - Internal Administration vs. Public Services 
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Regarding KM needs to support organizational operations the 
survey discovered that the agencies rated high the reasons for 
implementing KM in all of them. However, further analysis shows 
that managing organizational memory and sharing of expertise are 
the most demanded in KM practice as depicted in Figure 4. 

 
Figure 4: Generic KM Operational Support 

The highest perceived needs for KM in managing organizational 
memory are related to protecting knowledge loss - 70% of 
respondents considered this need as high; and to ensure 
consistency of policies and decisions - nearly 70% rated the need 
as high or very high. As regarding expertise, the highest scored 
need was for reusing solutions from other projects – 75% ranked 
it as high and very high. The highest perceived needs for KM in 
organizational learning are related to improving employees’ skills 
and knowledge, and building human capacity for meeting 
strategic objectives – 76% and 56% respondents assessed such 
needs as high and very high, respectively. Related to 
collaboration, the highest perceived needs referred to minimize or 
eliminate duplication of efforts and to ease teamwork – 64% and 
59% of respondents assessed these two needs as high and very 
high. The most relevant need for knowledge transfer was related 
to shorten the learning curve for new staff – 64% rated it as high 
and very high. The most important need for access to knowledge 
is to enhance ability to use knowledge from external and internal 
sources – 65% ranked it as very high. 

6.1.2 KM Capability in Government 
The results indicate that capability for KM across the agencies 
vary from very high (15%), high (50%), to medium (18%), low 
(15%), and very low (3%).  

The results on assessing KM environment indicate that 44% of the 
respondent agencies have low KM capability, 35% medium and 
21% high. With respect to KM promotion, 44% of the respondents 
agreed that their agencies have an active promotion/ 
communication strategy. Regarding the leadership support, 59% 
of the respondents agree that KM is strongly supported by the top 
management. Agency-wide KM programs are established in 21% 
of the responding agencies, while 38% confirm that KM is a part 
of their agencies strategies. Only 29% of the respondents agree 
that KM principles are taken into consideration in strategic, 
management, financial and human development planning. In 
terms of the responsibilities for KM practice in the agencies, the 
survey shows that in 44% of the agencies top managers are 
responsible for KM, and only 12% of the agencies have a team 
responsible for KM; while the IT team is responsible for KM in 
12% of them. However, 17% of the agencies have no KM 
responsibilities assigned. As for financial support for KM in the 
agencies, the results demonstrate that 44% of the agencies have 
budgetary allocation for document management and record 
keeping only, and 24% have dedicated funds for ICT 
infrastructure, knowledge networks and collaborative work. 

However, 32% of respondents indicated that their agencies have 
no budget for KM-related projects or initiatives. While assessing 
KM culture, the survey reveals that the majority of agencies 
encourage experienced workers to transfer their knowledge to new 
or less experienced staff (85%), motivate staff to continue their 
education for self-development (85%), and also to share ideas and 
feedback on projects (68%). 

The most utilized KM processes, according to the survey, are: 
acquisition, sharing and capture as depicted in Figure 5. 

 

Figure 6: KM Processes  

The most common techniques for knowledge acquisition are 
mentoring of new or less experienced staff by experienced 
workers while for knowledge capture - the regular recording and 
maintenance of formal minutes, and the management of user 
feedback on public services; with over 85% of the respondents 
confirming the use of these techniques. The most common 
knowledge sharing technique is sharing ideas and feedback on 
projects and for knowledge utilization - analyzing good practices, 
cases and lessons learned from past work.  

 

Figure 7: KM Technology 

The survey results on KM technology deployment show that most 
of the respondent agencies (59%) have low level capability 29% - 
medium and only 12% - high. As shown in Figure 7, technology 
tools mostly deployed in surveyed agencies include document 
management system, intranet and knowledge portal, record 
management systems and content management systems. 
Groupware and collaboration technologies, knowledge 
repositories and knowledge bases, as well as Web 2.0 
technologies are used less; while data mining, knowledge-based 
decision support systems and semantic technologies are the least 
used technologies. 
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Results also revealed that agencies planned to implement 
document management systems, knowledge repositories and 
knowledge bases, and data mining tools. 

6.2 Key Findings  
Based on the survey results we are able to answer all questions 
formulated from demand and supply sides of KM in government 
(Section 4).    

6.2.1 Demand-Side KM in Government   
1) Demand for KM in government - KM demand in government 

is relatively high across agencies but with some variability 
among agencies.  

2) Government function in most need of KM - KM demand in 
internal administration is higher than in public service 
delivery.  

3) Most important reasons for KM in government - The most 
important reasons for implementing KM practice include 
facilitating innovation and improving work productivity.  

4) Organizational operation demands KM most - Among 
organizational operations in government the highest KM 
demanding area is managing organizational memory and 
sharing of expertise.   

5) Most important reasons for KM in specific organizational 
operations - Among organizational operations in government 
the most important reasons for KM practice are protecting 
organizational knowledge from loss of due to staff turnover 
and reusing or adapting solutions from other projects. 

6.2.2 Supply-Side KM in Government   
1) KM capability in government - The overall capability for KM 

across the government agencies is not high, but shows 
significant variability among agencies.   

2) Environment for KM and its promotion - There is 
considerable leadership support in government agencies from 
top management for instituting the KM practice and they have 
an active promotion/communication strategy for KM. 
However, it was found that human and financial   resources 
allocated for KM activities in the agencies are scarce.  

3) Fostering organizational culture for KM practice - Agencies 
are making efforts in establishing knowledge-friendly 
organizational culture by motivating staff and encouraging 
experienced workers to transfer their knowledge and to share 
ideas and feedback on the projects.  

4) Most utilized KM processes across government - The most 
utilized KM processes in the agencies are knowledge 
acquisition and knowledge sharing.   

5) KM technology infrastructure - Technology deployment in the 
agencies is low, with relatively high variability across them.      

6) Most utilized KM technologies and systems - The most 
deployed KM-related technology tools are document 
management system, intranet and knowledge portal, and 
record management system.  

6.3 Validation  
We argue here for the validity of our results, specifically the 
reliability and content validity of the instrument as well as the 
convergence validity of our results.  

On reliability of our survey instrument, survey questions were 
directly derived from the operationalization of each of the 12 KM 
Need constructs and 9 KM Capability constructs.  The Cronbach’s 
Alpha Reliability Coefficients for all six dimensions of our 
instrument are shown in Table 3. Since most of the reliability 
coefficients are between 0.81 and 0.90, the reliability of our 

instrument is considered high or good [17]. Given that our 
assessment model was developed based on extensive review of 
literature on KM assessment theory, models, frameworks (as 
shown in Table 1), we argue for the content validity of the KM 
needs and capabilities constructs of the assessment model. By 
refining our KM capability constructs based on KM Success 
Models  [27], we guarantee that no important construct is omitted 
in the underlying assessment model for the survey instrument.  

Table 3: Cronbach’s Coefficient for Constructs 

Demand Supply 

Construct Cronch
Coeff. 

Construct Cronch 
Coeff. 

Internal Admin 0.89 

E
nv

ir
on

m
en

t Leadership 0.81 

Public Services 0.87 Strategy 0.92 

O
pe

ra
ti

on
al

 

Learning 0.90 Culture 0.86 

Memory 0.90 Structure 0.74 

Collaboration 0.83 

P
ro

ce
ss

es
 Acquisition 0.84 

Expertise 0.88 Capture 0.78 

Access 0.82 Utilization 0.83 

Transfer 0.90 Sharing 0.82 

 Technology 0.71 
On validity of results, our findings are consistent with previous 
findings on organizational KM needs and capabilities in literature 
albeit not in the government domain. This convergence is 
elaborated as propositions in the discussion section.  

7. DISSCUSSION  
In this section we discuss the implications of our findings and 
present a set of propositions aiming at generalizing these findings. 
Before this, we comment on the use of the Integrated KM 
Assessment Model particularly in the context of government-wide 
initiatives. Within a single organizational context, availability of 
information on the KM needs and capabilities enables better 
alignment and offers improved chances for KM practices to 
positively impact on organizational performance. In government-
wide context, information on KM needs and capabilities across 
agencies enables agency-to-agency KM innovation transfer; for 
instance where the organizational KM need of one agency can be 
easily met by the capabilities available in other agencies.    

Our assessment model, illustrated through the conceptual model 
in Figure 1, allows us to ask two fundamental questions – how 
KM needs inform the development of KM capabilities and how 
existing capabilities could shape organizational KM needs.  The 
specification of KM needs could be guided by existing KM 
success factors and KM success models  which codify concrete 
KM project experiences [27]. These KM success models help to 
prioritize government efforts in improving specific KM 
capabilities to address various organizational needs identified. 
Carefully considered KM needs in turn enables logical deduction 
of requisite KM capabilities. For instance, considering our 
findings, the need for KM to support internal administration 
requires improvements in KM capability related to creating more 
knowledge-friendly environment within agencies, providing 
shared technological infrastructure and enhancing KM processes.  

If we accept our findings as providing some evidence to support 
existing claims in literature about KM demand and capabilities, 
then the following set of propositions are plausible:  
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1) Proposition 1: Awareness of KM in government is high 
particularly in improving internal administration  - our 
findings support earlier claims on increasingly recognition of 
the importance of managing organizational knowledge in the 
public sector vis-à-vis EGOV implementations [49] 
[30][45][24][4][51] [36].  

2) Proposition 2: Document-intensive and large transaction 
agencies have relatively more KM awareness and potentials – 
agencies such as educational institutions, finance department, 
statistics with responsibilities to process large documents and 
high volume of transactions. However, agencies with social 
responsibilities such as Social Welfare and Sports tend to have 
lower KM awareness and capabilities 

3) Proposition 3: KM helps to transform government functions 
by maximizing access and use of knowledge  ‐  our findings 
confirm that KM has potential to facilitate organizational 
changes in government and to improve the quality of services 
offered to citizens [52] [45]  for EGOV development  [4].  

4) Proposition 4: KM is important for government's overall 
innovativeness ‐ our findings confirm that KM enables sharing 
know-how and reusing appropriate solutions that supports 
creativity and fosters innovation [10] [32] [1] [15] [5].   

5) Proposition 5: KM can improve productivity and efficiency of 
government employees work  ‐   our results imply that 
improving work productivity and efficiency are motivating 
factors for KM practice in public sector [51] [36] [14]. 

6) Proposition 6: KM prevents knowledge loss in government by 
capturing explicit in its departments and tacit knowledge of its 
employees  ‐ our findings confirm that it is critical for public 
sector and particularly for EGOV that both explicit and tacit 
knowledge are adequately captured to prevent any strategic 
knowledge loss [50] [14]. 

7) Proposition 7: KM facilitate co-operation between 
government agencies  ‐  KM supports EGOV in citizen- and 
business- oriented service delivery and inter-organizational 
cooperation [49]. 

8) Proposition 8: KM helps to improve services to citizens and to 
meet customer needs  ‐  our  findings  confirm that KM can 
improve the quality of services offered to citizens [45] [5]. 

8. CONCLUSION  
Based on our results, we conclude that the focus of KM on 
internal administration and back-office issues rather than service 
delivery could imply:  1) that government agencies are still at the 
early stages of EGOV implementation or 2) that agencies are 
strengthening their internal administration for better integration to 
enable service delivery across agencies and levels of government. 
Given the specific EGOV context for KM in our case, the second 
scenario is more plausible. Thus, there is at least some empirical 
basis for linking KM practices in government to connected 
government initiatives. 

Looking into the future of KM practices in government, we expect 
the implementation of KM projects as part of EGOV programs to 
increase due to the perceived strategic value of KM in achieving 
connected government. While the greatest demand for KM in 
government appears to be in strengthening internal administration 
and other back-office operations, future government KM needs 
would likely be different. Regardless of specific KM needs, we 
believe that the fundamental question in KM is about: “how to 
determine and develop KM capability to satisfy KM needs which 
consequently creates positive impact on the desired organization 
objectives”. The Integrated KM Assessment Model presented, 
applied and validated in this paper provides a supporting tool for 

determining this need and measuring the KM demand-supply gap 
in government organizations. One of the limitations of our 
assessment model is that the policy function of government is not 
covered. This is being addressed in the next version of our 
assessment model - part of our ongoing work. 
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