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ABSTRACT 
 
The common de facto of a KM strategy needs to 
move beyond outlining ‘know-how’ goals such as 
‘becoming a knowledge-enabled enterprise’ to the 
realities of ‘know-why’. In fact the latter may prove 
to be more significant as it denotes levels of 
creativity and innovation which are key drivers to 
organizational performance. As such, the strategy 
must identify the key needs and issues within the 
organization and provide a framework for 
addressing these. This paper provides an approach 
in articulating the KM strategy which focused on the 
significance and impact of value propositions.  
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
From the inceptions of the earliest civilization such as 
Egypt and Greek, knowledge has always been the key 
factor in performance and achievement.  In short, 
knowledge provides leverage to both humans and 
organizations. As such in times of global economic 
challenges, companies are looking to knowledge 
management strategy to address the issues of the 
changing marketplace and sustaining competitive 
advantage (Robertgson, 2004). Prolific writers of KM 
such as Sveiby; Davenport; Snowden; Prusak; Wigg 
and Nonaka gave their own different interpretations 
and understandings of KM strategy.  Sveiby (1999) 
defined it as the capacity while to Davenport and 
Prusak (2000) maintained that the rapid change and 
increasing competition for the dollars, marks, and yen 
have led firms to seek a sustainable advantage that 
distinguishes them in their business environments. 
Despite the different interpretations, knowledge within 
the business context can be categorized within the 
spectrum of tacit (implicit) and explicit (codified) 
knowledge (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995). As such, 
this study posits that the KM strategy is an articulated 

knowledge in line with organizational objectives and 
business processes. The American Heritage Dictionary 
defined the word articulation as the telling of the 
meanings within, the externalization of these inner 
meanings into external form. In some sense this 
parallels the relationship between essence and 
phenomena in all things whereby knowledge is central 
to and integral part of an organizations business 
strategy. This paper presents a framework for the 
articulation of the KM strategy among public sector 
organizations in Malaysia and discusses findings 
based on the evaluation workshop. 
 

2.0 CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 
 
Miles and Huberman (1994) defined a conceptual 
framework as a visual or written product which 
explains, either graphically or in narrative form, the 
main things to be studied, the key factors, concepts, 
or variables and the presumed relationships among 
them.  Maxwell (2004) argued that conceptual 
frameworks acts like maps that gives coherence to 
what one plans to study, and of what is going on 
with these things or why a tentative theory of the 
phenomena that you are investigating. By aligning 
the purpose and framework, other aspects of 
empirical research such as choice of methodology 
(survey, interviews, and analysis of existing data, 
direct observation or focus groups) and type of 
logical data analysis would be more obvious in the 
design of the research (Miles et.al, 1994). In order to 
further anchor knowledge strategy to management 
guidance and practice, managers require a 
framework to improve knowledge-based processes 
and firm performance. 
 
Zack (1999) defined the KM framework as a 
competitive strategy built around a firm’s intellectual 
resources and capabilities, then actions it may take to 
manage gaps or surpluses (e.g. recruiting for particular 
skills, building online documentary repositories, 
establishing communities of practice, acquiring firms, 
licensing technologies, etc.).  
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reconfiguration of the process and values responsive to 
strategic intent to achieve the dynamic capabilities 
realized through knowledge integration. Secondly, 
under the IOR theory, Lazzarini and Zenger (2002) 
argued that  interoganizational relations as the degree 
of commitment that supports an exchange relationship 
for the transfer of goods, services, or information. 
Many inter-organizational partnerships proceed 
without explicit attention to the processes by which 
the stakeholders interact frequently and yet 
undermining the critical role of process in ensuring 
successful collaboration (Gray, 2007).  
 
With the KVPS framework, the IOR factor was 
focused on the aspects of socio-technological tools 
which support knowledge flow and exchange within 
the GLCs. While the value propositions was explained 
in terms of the application of the KVA (knowledge 
value added) organizational performance measure 
approach (Housel and Bell, 2001). The KVA approach 
is theorized on the context that knowledge and value 
are proportionate. Hence the KVA analysis produces 
a return-on-knowledge (ROK) ratio to estimate the 
value added by given knowledge assets regardless of 
where they are located (Housel et.al, 2001). In this 
context, the allocation of revenue is proportionate to 
the value added by the knowledge and cost involved in 
utilizing the knowledge. By tracking the conversion of 
knowledge into value while measuring its bottom-line 
impacts enables managers to increase productivity of 
these critical assets.  
 

3.0 THE GOVERNMENT LINK 
COMPANIES (GLCS) 

 

The GLCs are defined as companies that have a 
primary commercial objective and in which the 
Malaysian Government has a direct controlling stake 
(Putrajaya Committee, 2005). The research was 
conducted based on the study population of only 4 
GLCs in Malaysia on the selection basis that they 
are leaders of the industry and have all already 
carried out a KM strategy and its effect is apparent 
and recognized by the industry (PCG, 2005). The 4 
GLCs include companies from the industries of 
construction; plantations; manufacturing and 
communications. The unit of analysis is the 
organization per se. These companies range from 
providing end-products and trading of knowledge 
commodities in the form of ideas, experiences and 
consultancies. Many of the GLCs despite showing 
value domestically may be lagging in certain areas 
from a regional and global benchmarking standpoint.  
In terms of the total return to shareholders of public 
listed, the GLCs are behind overall market 
performance by 21 percent over the past five years 
(GLCT, 2005). The transformation of the GLCs to a 
higher level of global performance is needed as they 
account for high public investment and resource. As 

such , the GLCs like all other public sector 
organizations need to develop ‘context’ by not 
simply adhering to standard industry best practices 
but rather develop their own practices incorporating 
organizational knowledge and work values 
(Snowden, 2007). 
 
3.1 Research Methodology 
The study was conducted using a mix-mode method 
of quantitative and qualitative (Yin, 1994) approach. 
Yin (1994) argued that the generalization of results, 
from either single or multiple designs, is made to 
theory and not to populations. Thus the selection of 
cases must be done so as to maximize what can be 
learned in the period of time available for the study 
(Dube and Pare, 2003). In their study, Badruddin 
et.al (2008) focused on the development of 
autopoiesis theory, (Krogh & Roos, 1995; Mingers, 
1995). The autopoiesis theory explains the nature of 
living (as opposed to non-living) entities and 
because the theory is a general systems theory 
companies can be regarded as living systems that 
reproduce themselves and their own strategic 
components and boundary elements and in a 
continuous manner (Maula, 2000). However 
this study was conducted from a positivist 
philosophical view with an objective viewpoint to 
study the phenomena and explain the processes 
occurring in a local context (Miles et. al, 1994) - 
mainly to explain how the GLCs can articulate KM 
strategies to achieve competitive advantage. The 
evaluation workshop was conducted with a total of 
32 participants from the 4 GLCs, ranging equally 
from top and middle management. In testing the 
framework, the participants were required to respond 
to the questions on knowledge strategy and 
performance measurements being practiced in their 
respective companies. The top management 
participants were amongst others, the Chief 
Knowledge Officer (CKO) and Chief Information 
Officer (CIO). In each organization these senior 
executives deal mainly with the administration and 
planning of the KM initiatives. While the middle 
management group includes the managers and front-
line employees who are involved in company daily 
operations and business transactions. As such, they 
are more adapt in giving insights into key 
performance indicators that would contribute to 
knowledge value added (KVA) approach. 
 
4.0 FINDINGS 
 
The evaluation workshop started with a presentation 
of the outline of the KVPS framework, a workshop 
brief and manual consisting of tasks list with 
supporting diagrams and guidelines. Participants 
were divided into group’s eight teams with four 
people while the researcher team members as 
facilitators. The workshop was divided into two 
sessions. In session 1, the participants were given 
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templates to develop business improvement strategy. 
Whereas for session 2, the participants discussed on 
the types of KM performance measures based on key 
performance indicators (KPI). Each group was 
required to choose a business problem based on a 
knowledge dimension and structure the problem 
using a template provided by the KVPS framework. 
At the end of the workshop a group discussions was 
held to identify key issues emerging in session 1. In 
session 2, the participants had to reflect on 
evaluating performance measures and identify KPIs 
which links KM initiatives to competitive strategies. 
The participants were also given evaluation 
questionnaire and rate statements (Likert 5 point-
scale) with which they agreed or disagreed and 
provide suggestions for improving the framework. 
 
4.1 Evaluation and Feedback  
 
The preceding paragraphs discuss the feedback from 
the evaluation workshop. Thus the results of the 
evaluation questionnaire are shown in Figures 3 and 
4. The questionnaire used a rating scale from 1 
(strongly disagree) to 5(strongly agree). Figure 4 is 
the summary of the average ratings for Session 1 of 
the framework.  
 

 
 
Figure 3: Average ratings of key components in 
Session1 
 
In general, all of the participants strongly agreed that 
the framework allows an organization to be able to 
put its KM/business problems into a strategic 
context.  However, it was also found that the need to 
align the strategic objectives of an organization to 
performance measures was the main contention for 
the companies as the ratings was higher compared to 
need to relate performance measures to the business 
processes.  It was also discovered that there is 
certain level of ambiguity in identifying the types of 
performance with its average rating at 4.00 is not as 
high as the other components (see Fig. 3). One 
participant commented that “we lacked the 
understanding as to how best categorize our levels of 
KM strategy”.  
 
Another key issue was the level of KM readiness 
among the companies. As seen in Fig.4, the ratings 
of 4.00 is not as high as compared to other aspects 

namely KM impact on business performance at 5.00. 
Another indicator to reflect the issue was the low 
levels of readiness in conducting knowledge audit at 
ratings of 2.00. The overall consensus from  the 
participants was that organizational readiness is not 
only a very significant factor to consider prior to 
implementing a KM strategy, but the accompanying 
checklist provided was useful in identifying the 
barriers and enables to KM. 
 
However, it was suggested that in dealing with some 
of the issues arising to be knowledge centric is 
important for senior management to be involved 
especially for key strategic issues. It was also 
discovered that the levels of measuring efficiency 
was at higher ratings than measuring effectiveness. 
Among the reasons cited by the participants was that 
the companies were still using the financial KPIs 
rather than non-financial KPIs as performance 
measures. Other aspects such as technological 
capabilities were fairly high as each company had 
developed its own KMS to capture, store and 
facilitate knowledge sharing and exchange. 
 

 
 
 Figure 4: The average ratings of the key component 
in Session 2.  
 
However the participants expressed concerns in the 
KM clarification process as in general there was no 
creation of a KM department with the exception of 
one company within the communications sector. 
During the group discussions, it was found that 
identifying the context of value propositions was 
useful in measuring the levels of effectiveness. From 
the 4 GLCs, the value propositions were identified in 
four context namely human capital; customer 
relationship; operational excellence and product 
development. It can be argued that the each value 
proposition illustrates the company’s core 
competencies to achieve competitive advantage. 
Although the workshop was based on structuring 
hypothetical business problems, it was 
acknowledged that the KVA approach could be 
more easily implemented in a company set up were 
real data is widely available. As such, all the 
participants showed high interest in using and 
conceptualizing the KVA method. 
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5.0 CONCLUSIONS 
 
Porter (2001) maintained that essentially –“having a 
strategy is a matter of discipline. It requires a strong 
focus on profitability rather than just growth, an 
ability to define a unique value proposition and a 
willingness to make tough trade-offs in choosing 
what not to do”. In line with Porter’s view, the 
KVPS is a generic framework applicable to other 
sectors as well as it a structured framework designed  
for developing a KM evaluation strategy as part 
enhancing business improvement. Thus the 
framework postulates that to achieve competitive 
advantage, the two measures of performance 
proposed to determine the effectiveness (ROK) and 
efficiency (ROI) of KM initiatives does not only 
ensure that appropriate initiatives are selected but 
also enables the ranking of KM initiatives in terms 
of level of impact on business performance. In 
retrospective of the three main elements of KM 
strategy, the findings of the study supports that 
firstly the companies had incorporated DC whereby 
in Session 1, the knowledge dimension of the 
companies business problem was identified  and 
developed specific KM initiatives to address the 
business problem. Secondly in Session 2, the 
selection of appropriate tools were identified (e.g: 
KMS and mentorship) with a socio-technological 
focus which reflected elements of IOR. Lastly, the 
identification of possible relationships between KM 
initiatives and performance measures and show how 
they relate to the strategic objectives (KVA) to 
support the KM process(es) identified in a strategic 
context. Overall it was agreed that the framework 
does help in providing some structure in the 
evaluation of organizational performance. However 
there were issues raised about how the framework 
could be introduced to senior management and the 
level of details of a KM implementation plan to be 
provided to senior executives. The solution perhaps 
lies in creating a KM department with the purpose to 
cultivating higher levels of KM readiness and 
solidarity in its implementation. In conclusion, it can 
be said that the findings of the study supported the 
contention that the GLCs KM strategy was 
articulated based on organizational knowledge rather 
than vice versa. 
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