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Abstract 

Many companies are working strategically with their knowledge through targeted 
knowledge management strategies aligned with their organizational strategy. However, the 
success of these knowledge management strategies vary.  This chapter uses previous 
studies to show that KM strategy is a dual function concept.  One function of knowledge 
management strategy manages knowledge content to ensure the right knowledge is 
captured and used while the other function of knowledge management strategy focuses on 
aligning a knowledge management initiative to organizational strategy. Additionally, the 
components of each function are discussed. 
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Introduction 

We live in a knowledge economy and society where knowledge is used to produce economic and societal 
benefit. The effective management of knowledge resources is a key imperative for organizations that 
would like to leverage their knowledge assets for greater competitive advantage and improved 
performance (Smith, et al., 2010).  Knowledge and its use is considered so important that the 
International Standards Organization, ISO, added a requirement for knowledge management, KM, to ISO 
Standard 9001-2015, Quality Management Systems, that requires organizations to consider the role of 
organizational knowledge as a resource and to manage that resource (Wilson and Campbell, 2016).  There 
are over one million ISO9001 certified organizations in over 170 countries (ISO, 2018a). Additionally, 
there are over 60 million knowledge workers in just the United States of America, USA, and that number 
is growing rapidly as millennials, raised in a purely digital environment, take over the workforce (Nagle, 
2017).  To help organizations implement the KM requirements of ISO 9001-2015 the ISO released draft 
standard ISO 30401-2018, Knowledge Management Systems Requirements in November, 2018 (ISO, 
2018).  Section 4 of ISO 30401-2018 focuses on using knowledge in the context of the organization and 
mentions KM strategy (ISO 2018).  Section 4 requires organizations to create their KM program to ensure 
that knowledge use supports organizational strategy.  However, while draft standard ISO 30401-2018 is 
good to require knowledge use be aligned with organizational strategy; it is weak on how KM strategy 
should be created, what should be in a KM strategy, and what should be measured to assess the 
effectiveness of KM strategy.   

A strategy is a high level plan designed to achieve a goal or goals.  A KM strategy is the high level plan for 
achieving knowledge goals.  Unfortunately, KM research into KM strategy has led to a misunderstanding 
of KM strategy.  Hansen’s, et al. (1999) seminal paper focused KM strategy discussion on knowledge 
representation strategy.  While having a knowledge representation strategy is important to capturing, 
storing, and using knowledge, it does little to align the KM initiative with organizational competitive 
strategy.  To address this, Earl’s (2001) seminal paper proposed creating a KM strategy based on 
organizational performance gaps with Zyngier, et al. (2004) proposing using KM governance to align KM 
strategy with organizational competitive strategy to help improve KM’s support of organizational 
effectiveness.  Unfortunately, Earl (2001) and Zyngier, et al. (2004) do not help with designing the KM 
initiative to capture, store, and use knowledge.  So what is KM strategy?  Is it a focus on knowledge 
representation or an alignment with competitive strategy?  This chapter proposes that KM strategy has a 
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dual functionality with two constructs.  The first function is in guiding knowledge content, storage, and 
representation with a construct this chapter calls knowledge content process while the second function is 
to align KM to organizational competitive strategy with a construct called knowledge strategy.   

The goal of this chapter is to support users of the standard and the KM academic/research community in 
their understanding of KM strategy by defining what a KM strategy does, what is in a KM strategy, and 
what should be measured to assess the effectiveness of the KM strategy.  Additionally, the need for a KM 
strategy is primarily based on surveys of KM practitioners’ perceptions and beliefs about KM strategy.  
This chapter will also present organizational behavioral results whose analysis shows that having a KM 
strategy results in improved KM performance and is necessary for a KM initiative.  

To accomplish this goal, I will integrate my previous research into KM strategy and KM success to provide 
a detailed story describing the need for, purpose of, and construction of KM strategy and knowledge 
content process.   

The theoretical basis for this chapter comes from four sources: the literatures on KM success and my 
studies on KM impact on organizational performance/success, KM strategy, and components of KM 
strategy.  What the literature and studies will show is that KM strategy is a critical success factor for KM 
successes; that having KM improves organizational performance/success; that KM strategy is the activity 
that focuses on getting the right knowledge to the right person at the right time; that there are two 
functions of KM strategy, and that there are many components to KM strategy. 

Is a KM Strategy Required for KM Success? 

To answer this question Jennex, Olfman, and Addo (2003) investigated knowledge capture and benefits 
from Year 2000, Y2K, utility projects.  This study was undertaken because in the utility post Y2K analysis 
some companies boasted of the benefits their Y2K projects generated while others felt that Y2K projects, 
were necessary to prevent or mitigate any potential liability from Y2K but provided little other benefit.  I 
served as the embedded systems and contingency planning Y2K manager for a large southern Californian 
utility and was active in industry Y2K efforts and did a quick survey of international utility Y2K project 
managers to see which ones took actions to capture knowledge benefits and initially found that some 
companies took actions to capture knowledge and realize benefits from their Y2K projects while some did 
not.  We postulated that the reason some companies captured knowledge and realized benefits while 
others did not was because of KM strategy (note that at this time KM strategy was used to represent both 
KM strategy and knowledge content process).  A survey was generated and administered to the subject 
utility project managers that asked about whether or not they had a KM strategy, what types of actions 
they took to capture knowledge, and what benefits were realized.  Surveys were sent to all 104 original 
respondents and a total of 73 responses were received (70.19% response rate). Responses were evaluated 
for suitability ultimately leaving 60 (63.83% final response rate) overall usable responses.  MANOVA was 
used to analyze the usable responses. 

The results of the survey were rather startling.  The survey was analyzed by categorizing the responses 
into groups: Those that had a KM strategy in Y2K and during the survey period, those that had a KM 
strategy in either Y2K or the survey period, and those that had no KM strategy in Y2K or the survey 
period. Groups were analyzed by determining how much knowledge each group generated and the 
likelihood for each to capture and re-use the generated knowledge. Summing the number of knowledge 
benefits identified operationalized generated knowledge. Summing the number of capture actions 
operationalized the likelihood of capturing and re-using knowledge. Average numbers of identified 
knowledge benefits and capture actions were calculated for each group. MANOVA was used to compare 
the three groups with the results summarized in Tables 1, 2, and 3:  All analyses were highly significant 
with the least significant being “Pillai’s Trace”, p=.028. Table 2 shows the tests of “between subjects” 
effects for each of the dependent variables. These are highly significant for each dependent measure. 
Table 3 summarizes the p-values of the contrasts between conditions for each dependent variable. For 
each one, “Both” is significantly different from “Either” and “Neither”. However, “Either” versus “Neither” 
is not significantly different.  This led to the conclusion that having a KM strategy during and after a KM 
initiative is crucial to ensuring an organization captures and uses knowledge. 

The results showed that having a KM strategy had a significant impact on the knowledge use and 
knowledge benefit realization of successful KM initiatives/projects (all projects were considered 
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successful as all respondents prepared well and successfully transitioned through Y2K, which was the goal 
of the KM initiatives/projects).  Companies with a KM strategy during and after Y2K took more 
knowledge capture actions (a reflection on knowledge content process) and realized more benefits (a 
reflection of knowledge strategy) from having knowledge than companies that did not have a KM strategy 
during and after Y2K and even those companies that had a KM strategy either during Y2K or after Y2K.  
These findings are significant as they show that a KM strategy is more likely to align KM and knowledge 
use with company goals/competitive strategy (by looking at the resulting benefits).  Additionally, the 
findings show that there is a difference between knowledge strategy (which is tied to the goals of KM and 
aligning those goals to company strategic goals) and the knowledge content process (which ensures the 
right knowledge is captured and made available to the right people at the right time).  This was confirmed 
by Jennex, Smolnik, and Croasdell (2009) using a survey with 194 respondents found agreement that KM 
strategy should have an impact on successful KM initiatives/projects (and vice versa).  These findings 
were used by Jennex, Smolnik, and Croasdell (2016) to validate a KM success definition that included the 
constructs of KM Strategy and Knowledge Content Process as well as measures that operationalized both 
constructs. 

Finally, these findings are very significant as they are based on actual behaviors taken by the utility 
projects and not on perceptions of what is important.  Also, Table 1 shows that having a KM strategy 
resulted in the organization realizing over 50% more knowledge benefits than those with no KM strategy 
and took more than twice the number of knowledge capture actions than those with no KM strategy, 
clearly showing that having a KM strategy and a knowledge content process are important to having 
successful KM. 

 

Table 1: Means and Standard Deviations of Measures by Condition 

 Condition Mean Std Dev N 
Benefits Either 

Both 
Neither 
Total 

6.26 
9.00 
5.55 
6.47 

3.314 
2.629 
3.823 
3.647 

19 
12 
29 
60 

Actions Either 
Both 
Neither 
Total 

2.58 
5.08 
2.41 
3.00 

2.364 
2.109 
2.529 
2.584 

19 
12 
29 
60 

 
 

Table 2: Tests of Between Subjects Effects from MANOVA (DV: Dependent Variable, SS: 
Sum of Squares, df: degrees of freedom, MS: Mean Square) 

Source   DV2  SS Df MS F Sig 
Conditions Benefits 

Actions 
102.077  
65.417   

2 
2 

51.038 
32.709 

4.260 
5.674 

.019 

.006 
Error 
 

Benefits  
Actions 

682.857 
328.583 

 57  
57 

11.980 
5.765 

  

 
 

Table 3: Contrasts between Conditions (p-values) 

Contrast Benefits Actions 
Both > Neither 
Both > Either 

Neither <> Either 

.025 

.036 

.486 

.028 

.006 

.817 
 

 

To answer the question is a KM strategy/knowledge content process required for KM success I will use the 
next sections to discuss KM strategy/knowledge content process as precursors for KM success and KM 
strategy/knowledge content process as measures of KM success. 
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KM Strategy/Knowledge Content Process as Precursors to KM 
Success 

Jennex and Olfman (2006) and Jennex (2017) postulated that the way to achieve KM success is to model 
KM critical success factors (CSF) into a success model that could be used to guide the design and 
implementation of KM initiatives (see Figure 1).  They model antecedents of KM success, as identified in 
the literature; by adapting DeLone and McLean’s (2003) IS Success Model. The KM success model uses 
system quality, knowledge/information quality, and service quality as functional drivers for the use and 
impact of knowledge-based systems. Knowledge quality refers to the usefulness of knowledge artifacts in 
terms of their correctness and inclusion of contextual meaning. System quality refers to how well KM 
performs with regard to knowledge creation, storage, retrieval and application. Service quality is a 
measurement of support for the KM initiative. Performance impact is judged by the ability of these 
constructs to affect use of the systems and overall user satisfaction. Knowledge benefits are generated by 
use of knowledge and derived from the quality of the knowledge in the system and service dimensions 
associated with the system. Benefits are also a result of increased use and user satisfaction.   

 

 

Figure 1, Jennex and Olfman (2006) KM Success Model and Jennex Olfman Re-Specified 
KM Success Model (Jennex, 2017, current version) 

 

The Jennex Olfman (2006) KM Success Model is a knowledge management explication of the widely 
accepted DeLone and McLean (2003) IS Success Model.  DeLone and McLean was used as it was 
validated and accepted model that is able to be modified to fit the observations and data collected in a 
longitudinal study of Organizational Memory, OM, and KM. We were able to it fit success factors found in 
the KM literature into the original DeLone and McLean dimensions with the resulting KM Success Model 
being useful in predicting success when applied to the design and implementation of a KM initiative 
and/or a KM System, KMS.  Additionally, the stated purpose of the DeLone and McLean IS Success Model 
(1992, 2003) is to be a generalized framework describing success dimensions that researchers can adapt 
and define specific contexts of success so our modification of the IS Success Model was authorized.  The 
Jennex Olfman KM Success Model (2006) has been used to guide design of KM systems/initiatives, assess 
KM systems/initiatives, and to help determine readiness of an organization to do KM. Additionally, 
Cham, et al. (2016) and Kulkarni, et al. (2007) found support for using the DeLone and McLean (2003) 
model for assessing KM success while Kundapur and Rodrigues (2017), Srivastava and Joshi. (2018), and 
Wang and Yang (2016) validated the Jennex and Olfman (2006) model using PLS-SEM. However, while 
the model was validated, there were weaknesses.  There has been much technological change and KM 
research since 2006 that caused this weaker validation.  It is expected that the last 10 years have brought 
tremendous innovation to information technology and subsequently KM.  Key technical innovations 
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include social media, the cloud, software as a service, mobile technologies, Internet 2.0 and collaborative 
technologies, unstructured data, big data, the Internet of Things, artificial intelligence, and improved 
connectivity and capacity.  Additional emphasis on information management issues such as governance, 
risk and security management, leadership, innovation, business intelligence and analytics, and strategy 
have gotten organizations thinking new processes and new ways in managing, transferring, and utilizing 
data, information, and knowledge.  Koloniari, et al. (2014) studied KM CSFs in Greek libraries and 
defined the KM strategy construct as the degree to which the library links knowledge with its strategy.  
This supports the alignment and goal functions of KM strategy and the decision to split KM strategy into 
the constructs of knowledge content process and KM strategy. Jennex (2017) revised the Jennex Olfman 
KM Success Model (2006) to address these issues. The Jennex and Olfman (2006) and Jennex (2017) 
models incorporates KM CSFs.  Jennex and Olfman (2005) summarized and synthesized the literature on 
KM/KMS CSFs into an ordered set of 12. CSFs were ordered based on the number of studies identifying 
the CSF.  Table 4 lists the CSFs identified from 31 studies looking at 78 KM projects: 

 

Table 4, KM Critical Success Factors (Jennex and Olfman, 2005) 

ID Success Factor Source 
SF1 A Knowledge Strategy that identifies users, 

sources, processes, storage strategy, knowledge 
and links to knowledge for the KMS.   

Barna (2002), Chan and Chau (2005), Dixon (2000), Ginsberg and 
Kambil (1999), Holsapple and Joshi (2000), Jennex, Olfman, and 
Addo (2003), Koskinen (2001), Maeir and Remus (2003), 
Mandviwalla, et al. (1998), Sage and Rouse (1999), Van Krogh 
(1998), Wenger et al. (2002), Yu, et al. (2004) 

SF2 Motivation and Commitment of users including 
incentives and training 

Alavi and Leidner (1999), Barna (2002), Chan and Chau (2005), 
Cross and Baird (2000), Davenport, et al. (1998), Ginsberg and 
Kambil (1999), Jennex and Olfman (2000), Liebowitz and Beckman 
(1999), Lynne (2001), Malhotra and Galletta (2003), Stenmark 
(2003), Yu, et al. (2004) 

SF3 Integrated Technical Infrastructure including 
networks, databases/repositories, computers, 
software, KMS experts 

Alavi and Leidner (1999), Barna (2002), Cross and Baird (2000), 
Chan and Chau (2005), Davenport and Prusak (1999), Davenport, et 
al. (1998), Ginsberg and Kambil (1999), Jennex and Olfman (2000), 
Mandviwalla, et al. (1998), Sage and Rouse (1999), Yu, et al. (2004) 

SF4 An organizational culture and structure that 
supports learning and the sharing and use of 
knowledge 

Alavi and Leidner (1999), Barna (2002), Bock and Kim (2002), 
Chan and Chau (2005), Davenport, et al. (1998), Forcadell and 
Guadamillas (2002), Jennex and Olfman (2000), Sage and Rouse 
(1999), Yu, et al. (2004) 

SF5 A common enterprise wide knowledge structure 
that is clearly articulated and easily understood 

Barna (2002), Chan and Chau (2005), Cross and Baird (2000), 
Davenport, et al. (1998), Ginsberg and Kambil (1999), Jennex and 
Olfman (2000), Mandviwalla, et al. (1998), Sage and Rouse (1999) 

SF6 Senior Management support including allocation 
of resources, leadership, and providing training 

Barna (2002), Chan and Chau (2005), Davenport, et al. (1998), 
Dilnutt (2002), Holsapple and Joshi (2000), Jennex and Olfman 
(2000), Storey and Barnett (2000), Yu, et al. (2004) 

SF7 Learning Organization Barna (2002), Cross and Baird (2000), Goh (2002), McDermott and 
O’Dell (2001), Sage and Rouse (1999), Yu, et al. (2004), Zolingen 
et al. (2001) 

SF8 There is a clear goal and purpose for the KMS Ackerman (1994), Barna (2002), Chan and Chau (2005), Cross and 
Baird (2000) , Davenport, et al. (1998), Malone (2002) 

SF9 Measures are established to assess the impacts of 
the KMS and the use of knowledge as well as 
verifying that the right knowledge is being 
captured 

Alavi and Leidner (1999), Chan and Chau (2005), Davenport, et al. 
(1998), Jennex and Olfman (2000), Sage and Rouse (1999) 

SF10 The search, retrieval, and visualization functions 
of the KMS support easy knowledge use 

Alavi and Leidner (1999), Ginsberg and Kambil (1999), 
Mandviwalla, et al. (1998) 

SF11 Work processes are designed that incorporate 
knowledge capture and use 

Barna (2002), Cross and Baird (2000), Jennex and Olfman (2000) 

SF12 Security/protection of knowledge Jennex and Olfman (2000), Sage and Rouse (1999) 

 
Table 4 suggests that KM strategy is likely the most important CSF (based on being the CSF most often 
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mentioned in the literature).  Additionally, since Jennex and Olfman (2005), a number of other KM 
researchers have identified KM strategy as a key success factor including Aagaard (2013), Akhavan, et al., 
(2006), Fong and Kwok (2009), Hussain, et al. (2011), Jennex, Smolnik & Croasdel (2009), Kulkarni, 
Ravindran & Freeze (2007), Lloria, 2008, Muganda-Ochara, et al. (2008), Nikabadi and Zamanloo 
(2012), Orth, et al. (2011), Sedhigi, et al. (2015), Valmohammadi (2010), and Venugopal (2008).   

Also since Jennex and Olfman (2005) there is additional support for knowledge content process being a 
CSF.  Aggestam, et al. (2014) in their work on creating sustainable and successful repositories found the 
knowledge identification process in the knowledge content management construct as key, identified the 
following CSFs: employees are willing to contribute with knowledge; work processes and IT systems 
enable input from different sources; organizational knowledge includes knowledge about where potential 
knowledge to be included in the repository can be found; and organizational knowledge includes 
knowledge about what knowledge to capture.  Frost (2014) found the KM failure was more likely if there 
was improper planning, design, and coordination; and, lack of widespread knowledge contribution.  
Bloodgood (2015) found content management to be critical to preventing: organizational knowledge base 
becoming less useful; organizations may continue applying knowledge that is sub-optimal, out of date, or 
inappropriate for the new situations; the presence of the outdated knowledge may lead the organization to 
focus on misguided learning or may fail to learn sufficiently.  Lehner and Haas (2010) and Venugopal 
(2008) found KMS Content as a CSF where the KMS content management clearly defines the content 
including standardized definitions, a clear system for knowledge contributions, and a verification process 
of the quality and actuality of the available knowledge.  Ilvonen, et al. (2015) identified the need for a 
process that identifies risk with captured knowledge and KM.  Orth, et al. (2011) found that knowledge 
content processes need to be integrated into regular work processes. Sedhigi, et al. (2015) and 
Valmohammadi (2010) found support for knowledge content management as a CSF while Tsang (2013) 
addressed knowledge representation strategy. 

Finally, many other researchers have included some degree of KM strategy as a part of their KM and/or 
KMS success/effectiveness models.  These include Bots and de Bruijin’s (2002) KM Value Chain model, 
the Massey et al.’s (2002) KM Success Model, Lindsey’s (2002) KM Effectiveness model, and Maier’s 
(2002) KMS Success Model.     

The key dimensions in the KM Success Model for KM strategy are Information/Knowledge Quality (the 
knowledge content process construct); and Service Quality (the knowledge strategy construct).  The 
Information/Knowledge Quality dimension ensures that the right knowledge with sufficient context is 
captured and available for the right users at the right time.  Knowledge content process establishes the 
organizational processes for identifying knowledge users and knowledge for capture and reuse, the 
formality of these processes including process planning, and the format and context of the stored 
knowledge.  The Service Quality dimension ensures the management of KM and in particular the 
formulation and alignment of KM strategy with organizational competitive strategy.   

KM Strategy/Knowledge Content Process as Measures of KM Success 

Defining when a knowledge management (KM) project or initiative is successful is difficult and while 
several different KM success models have been developed to guide and predict KM success (Jennex & 
Olfman, 2005), there are no models for measuring KM success. Additionally, measuring the impact of 
knowledge management is also difficult and has been discussed in literature by several researchers (e.g. 
Choy, Yew & Lin, 2006; Kulkarni, Ravindran & Freeze, 2007; Jennex 2008, and Jennex, Smolnik, and 
Croasdell, 2009 and 2016).  According to Alavi and Leidner (2001) people and the culture of the 
workplace constitute the key drivers that ultimately determine the success or failure of knowledge 
management, but no measures were proposed. Rubenstein-Montano et al., (2001) also stress that 
emphasis on technologies forces a too narrow view of what may affect the growth and diffusion of KM in a 
firm. Thus, technical and organizational initiatives should be aligned and integrated to provide the 
optimal infrastructure supporting KM implementation, but again, no measures were proposed. Also, 
while an integrated infrastructure tends to enhance KM capabilities to exploit and explore knowledge, it 
does not insure that a firm is making the best investment of its knowledge or that a firm is managing its 
knowledge in the right way (Zack, 1999). Finally, with all this said, there is little research defining KM 
success and on how to measure KM success. 
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Jennex, Smolnik, and Croasdell (2009) used surveys to gather the perceptions of KM researchers and 
practitioners on what constituted KM success and presented the following definition of KM success: 

“KM success is a multidimensional concept. It is defined by capturing the right knowledge, getting the 
right knowledge to the right user, and using this knowledge to improve organizational and/or individual 
performance. KM success is measured by means of the dimensions: impact on business processes, impact 
on KM strategy, leadership/management support, and knowledge content (Jennex, Smolnik, & Croasdell, 
2009, p. 34)”. 

Jennex, Smolnik, and Croasdell (2016) validated this definition using a survey administered to KM 
practitioners, researchers, and academics.  The survey asked respondents to consider their last KM 
initiative/project and indicate their agreement on its success.  The survey then presented a series of 
outcomes representing success measures and asked respondents to indicate their concurrence on the 
observed presence of the measures in their KM initiative/project.  Principle Component Factor analysis 
and Chronbach Alphas indicated that the four dimensions in the KM success definition (above) were 
separate and appropriate factors and confirmed 17 of 22 measures used to operationalize the 4 
dimensions. 

The results of the survey reveals that the more successful a knowledge management project/initiative is 
perceived to be the more of the validated measures will be observed and more likely the organization sees 
success in all four dimensions.  Jennex, Smolnik, and Croasdell (2016) confirms measures of KM success, 
not antecedents of KM success.  Most all KM research on KM success focused on determining antecedents 
of KM success and is used in this chapter to determine what KM strategy and knowledge content process 
should do.  Jennex, Smolnik, and Croasdell (2016) is used to confirm that the antecedents of KM success 
are likely to result in KM success by providing measures of KM success.  Additionally, Jennex, Smolnik, 
and Croasdell (2016) confirms that KM strategy and knowledge content process are two separate 
constructs.   

The following are the measures supported by Jennex, Smolnik, and Croasdell (2016) for the dimensions of 
knowledge strategy and knowledge content process: 

KM strategy 

• changes to the organization’s KM goals. 
• creation or modification of knowledge related key performance indicators, KPIs. 
• changes to the way the organization assessed knowledge use in the organization. 
• changes in the organization’s incentives for using and sharing knowledge. 

Knowledge content process 

• Increased my/other’s use or intention to use of knowledge content. 
• increased my/others identification of needed knowledge content and knowledge content 

sources. 
• increased my/others’ demand and/or searching for knowledge content. 

To summarize, the constructs of KM strategy and knowledge content process are both precursors to KM 
success and measures of KM success.  As precursors the constructs ensure that KM is aligned with 
organizational strategy and that the right knowledge is captured and made available to the right people at 
the right time.  As measures of KM success the constructs measure the evolution of the organization’s 
need for knowledge and the actual use/intent to use and increased demand/identification for/of 
knowledge. 

KM Impact on Organizational Success 

This last linkage is important as KM strategy improving KM success means little if KM itself does not 
impact organizational success.  The DeLone and McLean (2003) IS Success Model assumed that the use 
of IS had an impact on organizational success.  Likewise, the Jennex-Olfman KM Success Model assumes 
the use of KM has an impact on organizational success.  KM’s impact on organizational success is 
supported by empirical research that found support for the direct impact of KM on firm performance 
(Yeoh & Roth, 1999; Decarolis & Dees, 1999; Tanriverdi &Venkatraman, 2005, and Jennex, 2008).  



8 

Additionally, Schiuma (2012) emphasizes that management of knowledge is at the core of organization's 
business growth and addresses two key components of KM success. First, that knowledge, like any other 
organization's resource, needs management to support its allocation and development, the frameworks 
and tools aiming to identify, manage and assess the critical knowledge resources for growth are focused 
on. The second acknowledges that the translation of knowledge into business outcomes requires 
management mechanisms, and then considering the knowledge processes grounding the improvement of 
performance.  

Finally, as stated in the Introduction, knowledge, its use, and its impact on organizational performance is 
considered so important that the International Standards Organization, ISO, added a requirement for 
organizations to have a KM initiative to ISO Standard 9001-2015, Quality Management Systems, that 
requires organizations to consider the role of organizational knowledge as a resource and to manage that 
resource (Wilson and Campbell, 2016).  There are over one million ISO9001 certified organizations in 
over 170 countries (ISO, 2018a). Additionally, there are over 60 million knowledge workers in just the 
United States of America, USA, and that number is growing rapidly as millennials, raised in a purely 
digital environment, take over the workforce (Nagle, 2017).  These numbers of organizations and 
knowledge workers show the impact of ISO9001 on the business world. 

Components of KM Strategy 

So what are the components of a successful Knowledge Strategy/Knowledge Content Process?  Jennex 
(2012) and Jennex and Addo (2005) used the literature, Jennex, Oflman and Addo (2003), and the 
longitudinal case study reported in Jennex (2008) to generate the components of a combined KM strategy 
construct as being: 

• Identification of users of the KMS 
• Identification of sources of knowledge 
• Identification of knowledge to be captured 
• Identification of goals/expectations of the KM initiative by identifying ties to organizational 

strategy 
• Identification of how captured knowledge is to be stored and represented 
• Generation of top management support 
• Establishment of process for adding, removing, and/or modifying knowledge to the KMS 
• Establishment of metrics for knowledge use 
• Establishment of feedback process on the effectiveness of knowledge use 
• Identification of the amount of context to be captured with the knowledge 

Splitting the combined KM strategy construct into the constructs of KM strategy and knowledge content 
process and then reallocating the above components results in the following: 

KM strategy 

• Identification of users of KM (stakeholder view) 
• Identification of goals/expectations of the KM initiative by identifying ties to organizational 

strategy 
• Top management support as reflected by agreement with alignment of KM and organizational 

strategy 
• Metrics/KPIs for knowledge use that represent alignment with organizational strategy 
• Feedback process on the effectiveness of knowledge use on supporting organizational strategy 
•  

Knowledge Content Process 

• Identification of users of knowledge (job performance view) 
• Identification of sources of knowledge 
• Identification of knowledge to be captured 
• Identification of how captured knowledge is to be stored and represented  
• Identification of the amount of context to be captured with the knowledge 
• Processes for adding, removing, and/or modifying knowledge 
• Metrics for knowledge use and intent to use in job/task performance 
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• Feedback process on the effectiveness of knowledge use supporting job performance 

Implementing KM Strategy and Knowledge Content Process 

The previous section lists the components of KM Strategy and Knowledge Content Process.  Obviously an 
organization implementing a KM initiative/project would ensure the components listed above are 
completed.  However, implementing KM Strategy and Knowledge Content Process is more than 
completing the components. This section discusses implementation considerations with respect to KM 
Strategy and Knowledge Content Process when implementing a KM initiative/project.   

KM strategy and Knowledge Content Process are not implemented together.  Figure 1, the Jennex-Olfman 
Re-Specified KM Success Model (Jennex, 2017) shows that these two constructs are in different 
dimensions.  KM Strategy is part of the Service Quality dimension.  This dimension is about the 
organization’s ability to provide the KM System and to ensure the KM initiative/project provides the 
benefits expected from knowledge use.  It consists of three constructs: Leadership/management support, 
KM governance, and KM strategy (see Figure 1).  Leadership/management support refers to the direction 
and support an organization needs to provide to ensure that adequate resources are allocated to the 
creation and maintenance of KM, a knowledge sharing and using organizational culture is developed, 
encouragement, incentives, and direction is provided to the work force to encourage KM use, knowledge 
reuse, and knowledge sharing; and that sufficient control structures are created in the organization to 
monitor knowledge and KM use.  This construct enables the other two constructs.  KM governance is a 
construct enabled by Leadership/management support and is responsible for providing oversight to 
ensure that knowledge use/KMS benefits identified by KM strategy are realized while also ensuring that 
risk is monitored and controlled.  KM strategy is enabled by Leadership/management support construct 
and oversaw by the KM governance construct.  The KM strategy construct addresses identifying KM goals, 
alignment, metrics, and knowledge sharing/use incentives.  The implications of these relationships is that 
before KM Strategy is implemented, top management needs to be supportive of and have goals for the KM 
initiative/project.  Once this is accomplished then the KM Strategy can be determined in conjunction with 
the formation and implementation of the KM Governance team.  This is to ensure that KM Strategy is tied 
to organizational strategy and that there are appropriate goals/benefits to be realized by the KM 
initiative/project.  Ultimately, implementation of KM Strategy is accomplished in conjunction with 
management support and the creation of a governance committee and process.  The creation of this 
dimension is usually the first step in the design and implementation of a KM initiative/project. 

Knowledge Content Process is part of the Knowledge Quality dimension.  This dimension is about the 
usefulness and accuracy of the content and its ability to assist users in performing their duties.  There are 
three constructs: Knowledge Content Process, richness, and linkages.  The Knowledge Content Process 
construct looks at the organizational processes for identifying knowledge sources and users, knowledge 
storage formats, and knowledge capture processes as discussed above.  This construct determines the 
contents and effectiveness of the other two constructs.  Richness reflects the accuracy and timeliness of 
the stored knowledge as well as having sufficient knowledge context and cultural context to make the 
knowledge useful.  Linkages reflect the knowledge and topic maps and/or listings of expertise available to 
identify sources of knowledge to users in the organization.  Additionally, this dimension receives feedback 
from the net benefits dimension to assist in determining adjustments to be made to the knowledge 
content.  Knowledge Content Process is designed and implemented in conjunction with richness and 
linkages constructs as a second step when designing and implementing the KM initiative/project.  It is 
also designed and implemented together with the System Quality dimension to create the KM system. 

The point of this section is to ensure understanding that KM Strategy and Knowledge Content Process are 
two distinctly different constructs that are designed and implemented at different times in the design and 
implementation of a KM initiative/project. 

Conclusions 

The goal of this chapter is to support users of ISO9001 and the KM research/practitioner community in 
understanding the dual nature of KM strategy and the constructs of KM strategy and knowledge content 
process.  It is hoped that by having a better understanding of KM strategy and knowledge content process 
organizations will have a better idea of how to create the specific KM strategy and knowledge content 
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process that the organization needs.  In particular, I hope that this chapter enhances the ability of future 
users of ISO30421-2018 to create and maintain KM strategy and knowledge content process. 

We enhance understanding of KM strategy by showing that: 

• Having a KM strategy is essential to capturing the appropriate knowledge. 
• KM strategy and knowledge content process are precursors to KM success. 
• KM strategy and knowledge content process are measures of KM success. 
• KM has an impact on organizational success. 

Finally, the chapterr shows the components of KM strategy and knowledge content process: 

KM strategy 

• Identification of users of KM (stakeholder view) 
• Identification of goals/expectations of the KM initiative by identifying ties to organizational 

strategy 
• Top management support as reflected by agreement with alignment of KM and organizational 

strategy 
• Metrics/KPIs for knowledge use that represent alignment with organizational strategy 
• Feedback process on the effectiveness of knowledge use on supporting organizational strategy 
•  

Knowledge Content Process 

• Identification of users of knowledge (job performance view) 
• Identification of sources of knowledge 
• Identification of knowledge to be captured 
• Identification of how captured knowledge is to be stored and represented  
• Identification of the amount of context to be captured with the knowledge 
• Processes for adding, removing, and/or modifying knowledge 
• Metrics for knowledge use and intent to use in job/task performance 
• Feedback process on the effectiveness of knowledge use supporting job performance 

A final contribution of this chapter is the extensive literature review of the KM Strategy that will be useful 
for all wanting to understand the research history of KM Strategy. 

Implications for Research and Practice 

The conclusions of this chapter suggest several implications for research and practice. Implications for 
research include recognizing the dual functionality of KM strategy and there are two distinct areas of 
research, or that Hanson, et al. (1999) and Earle (2001) are both right and yet both wrong.  Both views on 
KM strategy co-exist and are necessary for KM and organizational success.  Researchers need to model 
both views of KM strategy when researching KM.   

Implications for practice are more pronounced.  Practitioners need to design their KM initiatives/projects 
to include both views on KM strategy.  KM strategy itself is necessary for generating organizational and 
leadership support for the KM by ensuring the KM initiative/project is aligned with the organization’s 
competitive strategy.  The knowledge content process is necessary to ensure that the KM initiative/project 
will provide the right knowledge to the right individual at the right time.  What is also necessary is that 
both functions need to be independent to ensure that adequate attention is provided to each function.  It 
is hoped that this chapter will enhance the generation of ISO30421-2018. 
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Definitions of Key Terms 
 
Knowledge Management: The Practice of selectively applying knowledge from previous experiences of 
decision making to current and future decision making activities with the express purpose of improving 
the organization’s effectiveness (Jennex) 
 
Knowledge Management Success: a multidimensional concept. It is defined by capturing the right 
knowledge, getting the right knowledge to the right user, and using this knowledge to improve 
organizational and/or individual performance. KM success is measured by means of the dimensions: 
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impact on business processes, impact on KM strategy, leadership, and knowledge content (Jennex, 
Smolnik, and Croasdell) 
 
KM Strategy: the construct that identifies KM goals, strategic alignment, metrics, and knowledge 
sharing/use incentives for a KM initiative/project. (Jennex) 
 
Knowledge Content Process: the construct that creates the organizational processes for identifying 
knowledge sources and users, knowledge storage formats, and knowledge capture processes.  (Jennex) 


