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Abstract

Measuring the success rate of knowledge management implementation is difficult
due to its long-term and indirect benefits in public organizations. Therefore, measuring
knowledge management maturity is considered as a way to evaluate the success of
knowledge management implementation in these organizations. In this regard, the
present study aims to provide a framework for measuring knowledge management
maturity in public organizations. To this end, in a four-step process, after identifying the
weekly dimensions of knowledge management maturity and confirming them with the
help of confirmatory factor analysis, artificial neural networks have been used to assess
the importance of each dimension. Then, based on the position of each dimension in the
importance-performance analysis matrix and examining the gap between the current and
desired status of each of them through the pairwise average comparison test, the level of
knowledge management maturity for each dimension is determined. The results
revealed that the dimensions of leadership, organizational culture and knowledge
management processes are in good condition while the dimensions of human resources,
organizational structure and knowledge management strategy need to be improved. The

ICT dimension is the only dimension in which it is necessary to adjust activities.
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Table 1: Dimensions and elements of knowledge management maturity
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Dimension 3: Information and Communication Technology (ICT)
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Table 2: Results of confirmatory factor analysis
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Dimension 1: Knowledge management processes

5 9 s
0/761 Capture and creation

0/630 Evaluation <
0742 Sharing and disseminatior:mI g
0/639 Conceptualization Shens

s oLl
0/661 Acquisition and appliszﬁiséidq e
0/778 Updating I

1. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequancy
2. Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity
3. Varimax
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Dimension 2: Knowledge management strategy
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0/668

0/694

0/635
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Codification strategy

Silopazd g3l
Personalization strategy

Olojl slaggl il b Gil o pse guen
Alignment of knowledge
management with the
organization's strategies

(0/725 : Jols ,b) bl )l g Wbl 559U togu sy
Dimension 3: Information and Communication Technology (ICT)

0/657

0/726

0/791

Syl g oleMbl (5y5ks iy
ICT infrastructure
SleMb] cuas
Quality of information
SleMb! eyl
Information security

Dimension 4: Organizational culture
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0/718

0/644

0/788

Sleilw >
Organizational atmosphere
Slojlo slae!
Organizational trust
slojlw whblizel g b )55l
Organizational values and beliefs

Dimension 5: Organizational structure

(0/654 : dole ;L) Slojlw ybid L tpmxiy w2y

Frspse
07751 Decentralization
01679 . 7S e,
Less formalism
0/532 : S S
Less complexity
Dimension 6: Leadership (0/748 : Jole ,L) gy pwind Sy
Spy ool
0/701 Leadership position
L)l g e do g Sty
0/670 Senior management support &
commitment
01783 Blie e 9 et

Providing and allocating resources
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Performance appraisal
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1. Average for each Index
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Figure 2: Neural network topology
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Figure 3: Importance-performance analysis matrix (Martilla & James, 1997)
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Table 3:
Performance and importance of dimensions of knowledge management maturity
oW b > CuxBge Carod] 3 Slos OW1d Co e Eoly dlayl
Position Importance | Performance Dimensions of knowledge management
maturity
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work Knowledge management processes
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b S o 8 lotle (Sin b
Keep up the good 0/391 0/737 o i 2
work Organizational culture
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work Leadership
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1. Data-centered approach
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Figure 4: Positioning the dimensions of knowledge management maturity in importance-
performance analysis matrix
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Table 4: Results of the pairwise average comparison test for dimensions of
Knowledge management maturity
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Table 5: Level of knowledge management maturity
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