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Abstract 
 

Projects can cause organizations to perform in new 
ways resulting in the generation of knowledge.  Project 
learning occurs when new knowledge is captured, 
disseminated, and used by the project team.  Y2K utility 
projects were studied with respect to knowledge benefits 
and management.  Projects from developed countries 
using western technology were found to have knowledge 
benefits but their organizations were doing a poor job of 
capturing them.  It was hypothesized that the failure to 
capture knowledge benefits was due to organizations not 
having an organizational knowledge management 
strategy.  The respondents were surveyed with respect to 
their organization’s knowledge strategy.  The number of 
knowledge benefits and capture actions taken was 
compared between projects that had a knowledge strategy 
and those that did not.  A significant correlation was 
found between the dependent variables and knowledge 
management strategy for those organizations having an 
organizational strategy both during Y2K and now.  No 
significant correlation was found with those projects that 
had a strategy either during Y2K or now. Finally, types of 
capture actions taken were assessed using percent of 
respondents taking the capture action.  Modifying existing 
processes and procedures was found to occur much more 
often in projects having a knowledge strategy.  The 
implications are that project-based knowledge 
management systems, KMS, within organizations can 
successfully capture and transfer tacit knowledge without 
capturing context.  However, organizations are much 
more likely to capture knowledge benefits if they have an 
organizational knowledge management strategy. 

 
1. Introduction 

 
Organizational activities such as projects can result in 

knowledge generation.  Learning occurs within the project 
from the acquisition, distribution, interpretation, and use 
of this knowledge by the project team.  Jennex and Weiss 
[12] proposed that projects improve performance by using 
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knowledge management, KM, to facilitate learning by 
team members.  They also proposed that organizations 
would use KM to facilitate organizational learning by 
providing methods/tools for capturing and disseminating 
the generated knowledge.  To test these propositions, 
members of United States (US) utility Y2K projects were 
surveyed on knowledge generation, perceived knowledge 
benefits, and methods used to capture knowledge benefits. 
 Utility Y2K projects were selected due to their large 
scope, high cost, high risk, and high stress suggesting that 
these projects would generate knowledge.  Jennex [10] 
expanded the survey to include non-US Y2K projects. 

The results of the surveys were mixed.  As expected, 
project personnel were strong in their belief that there 
were knowledge benefits and identified several.  However, 
quite unexpectedly, the respondents were taking few 
actions to capture and use these knowledge benefits.  This 
was consistent between US and non-US project members. 
 It is assumed that organizations want to obtain as much 
benefit as possible from their investments, and since Y2K 
projects were very expensive and time consuming, it is 
expected they would take advantage of any generated 
knowledge benefits.  A tenet of knowledge management is 
that organizations want to benefit from their knowledge.  
The surveys do not support this for the Y2K projects.  The 
implication is that organizations may not be concerned 
with learning or in capturing and using knowledge.  One 
of the purposes of this paper is to propose a reason for 
these organizations recognizing the generation of 
knowledge yet doing little to capture and use it. 

To explain these results it was assumed that the key to 
organizations managing and using knowledge is having an 
organization wide knowledge management strategy and 
process.  Hansen et al [7] discussed the importance for 
having a strategy for managing an organization’s 
knowledge and identified several cases where having the 
wrong strategy or no strategy caused organizations to fail 
to utilize their knowledge.  Additionally, the KMS 
modified IS Success Model [11] (see figure 1) suggests 
that for Knowledge Management/ Organizational Memory 
(KM/OM) systems to be successful there must be a 
knowledge strategy/process.  It is hypothesized that the 
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reason organizations failed to capture and use knowledge 
from their Y2K projects was that while they may have had 
a KM strategy for that project, they did not have one for 
the organization.  To test this hypothesis, respondents to 
the original survey were surveyed to find out if their 
organizations currently have a KM program and if they 
had one during Y2K.  Responses were then analyzed for 
significant correlation with respect to the type of KM 
program, the numbers of knowledge benefits identified, 
and the knowledge capture actions taken.  Additionally, 
knowledge benefits identified and knowledge capture 
actions taken were reviewed to see if there were any 
benefits or capture actions that were identified 
significantly more often by respondents having a KM 
program.  In this study, a knowledge benefit is defined as 
an organizational knowledge benefit that was generated or 
identified during the project.  A capture action is a 
specific action or process taken to capture knowledge and 
incorporate it into the organization. 

This paper presents the results of the surveys discussed 
above to show that there is a significant correlation 
between the number of knowledge capture actions taken 
and the presence of a knowledge strategy/process as well 
as between the number of knowledge benefits observed 
and the presence of a knowledge strategy/process.  
Background information is provided on the original 
Jennex and Weiss [12] study.  A Literature Review is 
provided for defining the concepts used in the paper and 
for theoretical support of the assumptions and 
conclusions. 
 
2. Background 
 

Jennex and Weiss [12] surveyed US utility Y2K 
projects to determine their opinions on knowledge 
benefits from Y2K and how they were capturing those 
knowledge benefits.  The study was initiated because the 
result of utility Y2K projects was a quiet rollover into 
2000.  What began as a high pressure, high visibility 
project ended suddenly and quietly.  The aftermath saw 
many experts and critics questioning the validity and 
resources spent on Y2K.  Many project managers were 
asked to find ancillary benefits as a way of further 
justifying the large cost of Y2K.  Several industry and 
government organizations published responses to these 
questions.  All agreed that Y2K was a real issue and cited 
knowledge generated from the projects as one of the 
major gains from Y2K expenditures.  Findings from these 
reports include: 

 
• Success for those who did not spend heavily on Y2K 

was a result of knowledge sharing by those companies 
who took the lead in resolving Y2K issues [1] 
ceedings of the 36th Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences (
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• The cost of contingency planning is worth it if 
organizations take knowledge gained from Y2K and 
roll it into improved business continuity planning [22] 

• The benefits of Y2K need to be made permanent by 
changing government practices [20] 

• Many benefits were gained from Y2K.  These include 
contingency planning, risk assessment, understanding 
of systems, and IT management [19] 

• The global Y2K experience created a unique 
opportunity to learn about how the world works and 
how international cooperation could be improved [21] 

 
The survey was generated from discussions with lead 

project personnel from various utilities and the Electric 
Power Research Institute, EPRI, and consisted of a 5-
point Likert item asking the respondents’ agreement with 
the existence of knowledge benefits from Y2K and yes/no 
survey items that asked respondents to mark all the 
benefits and strategies that applied to them.  The survey 
also allowed respondents to add benefits and/or strategies 
not listed.  All knowledge benefit and capture action 
survey items were identified by an expert panel as 
applicable to utility Y2K projects, thus adding a measure 
of construct validity to the instrument.  The survey was 
further validated and pilot tested on a small test group 
prior to distribution.  Feedback from this pilot study was 
used to further refine the survey questions. 

The subject audience was selected using email lists of 
utility Y2K project personnel from the Nuclear Energy 
Institute, NEI, and the EPRI Y2K projects.  The list 
contained individuals from corporate, technical site, and 
IT projects. 

The survey was distributed to US utilities at the end of 
January 2000 via email with responses collected, also via 
email, by February 15, 2000.  Distribution was expanded 
to non-US utilities at the end of 2001 [10].  To encourage 
openness and more responses, anonymity was promised to 
all respondents.  104 responses from 10 countries (US, 
Australia, South Africa, Singapore, Hong Kong, Canada, 
Philippines, Japan, Taiwan, and Barbados) were received. 

These 104 responses are considered an adequate 
representation of the utility industry as they represent 18 
of the 55 US companies (33%) that operated nuclear 
plants and 32 of the 136 (23.5%) of the US non-nuclear 
generation/T&D companies surveyed.  Overall, 64 of the 
136 US companies (47.1%) provided at least one 
response.  For the global response, 7 of the 9 non-US 
responding countries provided responses from national 
utilities.  The 2 remaining countries, Canada and 
Australia, provided responses from multiple large utilities. 

The survey results for knowledge benefits and capture 
actions were analyzed using the percentage of responses 
indicating use.  A 5-point Likert item measuring the 
HICSS’03) 
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degree of agreement with the presence of knowledge 
benefits was analyzed using means.  Values were 
determined for all respondents and for each project, and 
are broken out into US and non-US responses.  
Additionally, the 5-point Likert measure was analyzed 
with respect to those who agreed or strongly agreed and 
then with all responses, see Table 1. 

The survey found that only about 36% of the 
respondents had been asked to find knowledge benefits 
but that the respondents believed there were knowledge 
benefits, with an overall score of 3.99 on the 5-point 
Likert item (5=strongly agree).  Knowledge benefits were 
readily identified, with 10 of the 12 benefits having 
greater than 50% consensus on it being a benefit.  
Knowledge capture actions had little consensus, though, 
with only 2 of the 10 capture actions being taken by over 
50% of the respondents.  The conclusion was that 
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knowledge benefits existed but organizations were doing 
little to capture and use the benefits.  No explanation for 
this finding was provided.  Tables 2 and 3 show the 
survey results 

 
ARE THERE KNOWLEDGE BENEFITS  

AGREE ALL GROUP 
US Non-US US Non-US 

Overall 4.45 4.15 4.20 3.6 
Corporate 4.68 4.13 4.58 3.64 
Nuclear 4.33 5.0 4.18 4.0 
Non-Nuclear 4.18 4.14 3.70 3.75 

 
Table 1 Likert Scores: Are There Knowledge Benefits 

.

Table 2 Percentage Indicating Items as Knowledge Benefits 
 

% Indicating Item as a Benefit 
All Corporate Nuclear Non-Nuclear 

Knowledge Benefit 

US Non US Non US Non US Non 
Contingency Planning  86 89 88 100 75 50 91 88 
Equipment inventories 80 78 84 82 76 100 65 75 
Collaborative Problem Solving 72 61 72 64 63 50 74 75 
Relationship Management  68 67 69 64 56 50 68 88 
Test Processes  68 67 59 64 69 50 74 88 
Risk Identification  58 78 63 82 44 50 48 88 
System Interfaces  55 50 59 55 56 50 41 50 
Configuration Management  55 28 52 18 56 50 55 38 
Project Management  55 39 55 27 63 50 52 50 
Data Management  54 61 42 55 94 50 39 75 
Public Relations  51 56 62 55 56 50 41 75 
Software Management  33 39 39 27 31 50 27 38 

 

 

Table 3 Percentage Indicating Items as Actions Being Taken 
 

% Using Capture Action 
All Corporate Nuclear Non-Nuclear 

Capture Action 

US Non US Non US Non US Non 
Modifying processes/procedures 58 67 48 73 50 50 61 75 
Creating/Modifying support tools 51 61 42 64 50 50 52 75 
Creating new processes/procedures 42 39 35 36 25 50 43 50 
Re-assigning Y2K project personnel 38 33 35 36 38 50 30 25 
Increasing use of Intranets/BBs 31 39 19 45 38 50 26 25 
Creating/Modifying training 27 17 26 18 25 0 26 25 
Post Y2K Lessons Learned Report 27 28 32 27 25 50 22 29 
Encouraging Industry Participation 16 17 13 18 25 0 13 38 
Leveraging Y2K Success 16 17 19 9 6 0 13 25 
Changing Company Goals/Initiatives 12 0 6 0 19 0 13 0 
Still Deciding 32 11 39 18 19 0 39 0 
HICSS’03) 



Pro
0-7
 

 
 
3. Literature Review 
 
3.1. Knowledge Management/Organizational 

Memory Effectiveness 
 

Jennex and Olfman [11] generalized assessment of 
KMS success by adapting DeLone and McLean’s [4] IS 
Success Model as shown in Figure 1 The DeLone and 
McLean model is based on a review and integration of 
180 research studies that used some form of system 
success as a dependent variable.  The modified model is 
based on a longitudinal study of KM/OM in a utility 
engineering organization and KM/OM analysis of several 
utility Y2K projects.  The model has several constructs of 
which the Knowledge Strategy/Process construct in the 
Information Quality block is the construct of interest for 
this paper. 

 

 

Use 

Technological 
Resources 

Level of OMS 

Amount of OMS  
Use 

Form of OMS 

Individual 
 Impact 

Organizational 
Impact

User Satisfaction 
Perceived Benefit 

System Quality 

Information Quality 

Richness 

Linkages 

Knowledge 
Strategy/ 
Process 

 
Figure 1 The KMS Modified IS Success Model 

 
The “Information Quality” block defines information 

quality in terms of three constructs: the knowledge 
strategy/process, knowledge/information richness, and 
linkages between knowledge components.  Hansen et al 
[7] describes two types of knowledge strategy, 
personalization and codification and warns of trying to 
follow both strategies at the same time.  These strategies 
refer to how knowledge is captured, represented, 
retrieved, and used.  However, knowledge management 
strategy/process also needs to reflect that the knowledge 
needs of the users change over time as found by Jennex 
and Olfman [11].  As an example new users will follow 
personalization until they understand the context in which 
knowledge is captured and used, then they are willing to 
switch to a codification strategy.  Personalization 
corresponds to “linkages” in the model shown in Figure 
1, and refers to the situation where new users initially feel 
more comfortable seeking knowledge contexts from 
recognized human experts on a particular subject.  
Following this phase, these users are then able to switch 
ceedings of the 36th Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences (
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directly to codified knowledge; thus, codification 
corresponds to “richness” in the model. This model 
recognizes Hansen et al’s [7] finding that organizations 
need to select a single strategy to concentrate on while 
using the other strategy in a support role.  Jennex and 
Olfman [11] found KMS/OMS users have formal and/or 
informal drivers that guide them in selecting information 
and knowledge to be retained by the KMS/OMS.  They 
also found formal and informal processes for reviewing 
and modifying stored information and knowledge and 
called the overall construct knowledge strategy/process  
 
3.2. Organizational Learning 
 

Organizational Learning (OL) is identified as a 
quantifiable improvement in activities, increased 
available knowledge for decision-making, or sustainable 
competitive advantage [2] [5] [6] [15].  Another 
definition refers to OL as the process of detection and 
correction of errors, [14].  In this view organizations 
learn through individuals acting as agents for them. 
Individual learning activities are seen as being facilitated 
or inhibited by an ecological system of factors that may 
be called an organizational learning system.  Learning in 
this perspective is based on Kolb’s [13] model of 
experiential learning where individuals learn by doing. 

An organization can also learn if, through its 
processing of information, its potential behaviors are 
changed [8].  This incorporates the concept of 
Organizational Memory, OM, into OL [9] [24].  In this 
view, OM is the process by which experience is used to 
modify current and future actions. 

 
3.3. Organizational Memory  

 
OM is summarized as the set of repositories of 

information and knowledge that the organization has 
acquired and retains [8].  The definition used for this 
paper is OM as the means by which knowledge from the 
past is brought to bear on present activities resulting in 
higher or lower levels of organizational effectiveness 
[23], and as stored information from an organization's 
history that can be brought to bear on present decisions 
[24].   
 
3.4. Organizational Knowledge  

 
Knowledge is an evolving mix of framed experience, 

values, contextual information and expert insight that 
provides a framework for evaluating and incorporating 
new experiences and information [3].  Knowledge often 
becomes embedded in documents or repositories and in 
HICSS’03) 
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organizational routines, processes, practices, and norms.  
Knowledge is also about meaning in the sense that it is 
context-specific [8].  This paper considers organizational 
knowledge to be an integral component of what 
organizational members remember and use.  Comparing 
this to the definition of OM, it is obvious that knowledge 
and OM are related through experience and learning.  
This paper also considers knowledge to be a subset of 
OM and the processes of knowledge management a 
subset of OM processes. 

 
3.5. Organizational Memory/Knowledge 

Systems  
 

The Organizational Memory System (OMS) 
comprises the processes and IS components used to 
capture, store, search, retrieve, display, and manipulate 
OM.  The Knowledge Management System, KMS, 
consists of the tools and processes used by knowledge 
workers to identify and transmit knowledge to the 
knowledge base contained in the OM.  Knowledge is 
managed and used through a combination of the KMS 
and OMS.  To simplify terms, the rest of the paper will 
refer to these combined systems as a KMS. 
 
3.6. Types of KM Systems  

 
There are two approaches to building a KMS.  A 

project/process/task based approach, henceforth referred 
to as the project-based approach, and an 
infrastructure/generic system based approach, henceforth 
referred to as the infrastructure-based approach.  The 
project-based approach focuses on the use of OM by 
participants in a process, task or project in order to 
improve the effectiveness of that process, task or project. 
This approach identifies information and knowledge 
needs, where they are located, and who needs them.  The 
KMS is designed to capture OM unobtrusively and to 
make OM available upon demand to whoever needs it.  
Many Y2K projects used project-based KMS. 

The infrastructure-based approach focuses on 
building a base system to capture and distribute OM for 
use throughout the organization.  Concern is with the 
technical details needed to provide good mnemonic 
functions associated with the identification, retrieval, and 
use of OM.  The approach focuses on network capacity, 
database structure and organization, and information and 
knowledge classification.  Context is captured with the 
knowledge.  The key difference is that the project-based 
approach has known users with a common context of 
understanding while the infrastructure-based approach 
does not. 

It is hypothesized that both approaches are necessary 
edings of the 36th Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences 
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to create a complete organization-wide OM and KMS.  
Morrison and Weiser [17] support the dual approach 
concept by suggesting that an organizational KMS be 
designed to combine an organization’s various 
project/task/process based KMSs into a single 
environment and integrated system.  
 
4. METHODOLOGY 

 
A survey was generated that asked the respondents if 

they have a KM program now or had one during Y2K.  
The survey operationalized existence of a KM strategy 
through the existence of a KM program as it was 
expected that respondents would know if they had a KM 
program but there was little confidence that they would 
know about or understand their KM strategy.  Y2K KM 
programs were divided between organization-wide KM 
programs and programs strictly for the Y2K project.  
Surveys were sent to all 104 original respondents in early 
2002.  A total of 73 responses were received (70.19% 
response rate).  Since the original survey allowed for 
responses that did not list knowledge benefits or capture 
actions, all responses were evaluated for suitability with 
only those responses agreeing there were knowledge 
benefits from Y2K being used.  Of the original 104 
responses 94 were usable and 65 of the 73 (69.15% 
response rate) follow-up responses were usable.  The 65 
usable follow-up surveys were purged of those that did 
not know if they had KM programs, leaving 60 (63.83% 
final response rate) overall usable responses. 

The survey was analyzed by categorizing the 
responses into groups: Those that had a KM strategy in 
Y2K and now, those that had a KM strategy in either 
Y2K or now, and those that had no KM strategy in Y2K 
or now.  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 by 
each respondent operationalized generated knowledge.  
Summing the number of capture actions for each 
respondent operationalized the likelihood of capturing 
and re-using knowledge.  Average numbers of identified 
knowledge benefits and capture actions were calculated 
for each group.  The averages were then compared for 
significance between groups.  Additionally, percentages 
of respondents indicating knowledge benefits and capture 
actions were compared for the above groups and total 
usable respondents. 
 
5. FINDINGS 
 

MANOVA (multivariate analysis of variance) was 
used to compare the means across the three conditions 
(HICSS’03) 
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(KM strategy in Y2K and Now – Both, KM strategy in 
Y2K or now – Either, and No KM Strategy – Neither).  
The dependent measures were knowledge benefits and 
capture actions.  Table 4 shows the mean numbers of 
benefits and actions by condition1  

SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) 
software was used to run the multivariate analysis. It 
reports four multivariate analyses. All of these were 
highly significant with the least significant being “Pillai’s 
Trace”, p=.028. Table 5 shows the tests of “between 
subjects” effects for each of the dependent variables. 
These are highly significant for each dependent measure. 
Table 6 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. 

 
Table 4: Means and Standard Deviations of Measures 
by Condition 
 
 Condition Mean Std. Dev. N 
Benefits Either 6.26 3.314 19 
  Both 9.00 2.629 12 
  Neither 5.55 3.823 29 
  Total 6.47 3.647 60 
Actions Either 2.58 2.364 19 
  Both 5.08 2.109 12 
  Neither 2.41 2.529 29 
  Total 3.00 2.584 60 
 
Table 5: Tests of Between Subjects Effects from 
MANOVA 
 

Source DV2 SS df MS F Sig.
Condition Benefits 102.077 2 51.038 4.260 .019
  Actions 65.417 2 32.709 5.674 .006
Error Benefits 682.857 57 11.980  
  Actions 328.583 57 5.765  
 
Table 6: Contrasts between Conditions (p-values) 
 

Contrast Benefits Actions 
Both > Neither .025 .028 
Both > Either .036 .006 

Neither <> Either .489 .817 
 

                                                           
1 1 Maximum number of knowledge benefits is 12; 
maximum number of capture actions is 11.1  
2 DV: Dependent Variable, SS: Sum of Squares, df: 
degrees of freedom, MS: Mean Square. 
edings of the 36th Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences (H
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Tables 4 and 6 clearly demonstrate the importance of 
having an organizational knowledge management 
strategy.  It can be seen in Table 4 that those 
organizations that had a strategy in Y2K and now (Both) 
identified significantly more knowledge benefits, 
followed by those organizations that had a strategy in 
either of the two years (Either).  Last on this criterion 
were those organizations that did not have a strategy in 
Y2K or now (Neither).  The same pattern is observed for 
the second dependent variable, Capture Actions.  Thus 
the presence, as well as duration, of an organizational 
strategy appears to be positively correlated with a desire 
to identify and capture knowledge benefits for permanent 
organizational usage.  Table 6 suggests that duration (or 
consistency) of an organizational strategy is more 
important than a one-time strategy, since there was no 
significant difference between those organizations that 
had a strategy in one year only (Either) and those that had 
no strategy at all in either year (Neither).  In other words, 
having an organizational strategy in just a single year 
may be just as bad (or ineffective) as having none at all; 
the strategy needs to be ongoing for it to be beneficial to 
the organization. 

Table 7 summarizes the responses on knowledge 
benefits by indicating the percentage of respondents who 
indicated the item as a knowledge benefit.  The Both 
group has the highest percentage for every knowledge 
benefit, with each knowledge benefit having greater than 
a 50 percent agreement rate.  The Either and Neither 
groups have no discernable pattern in their ratings.  An 
interesting observation is that while Jennex and Weiss 
[12] found no major differences in agreement between 
the respondent groups (Tables 2 and 3), these tables do.  
The “Both” group identified collaborative problem 
solving, data management, configuration management, 
software management, and project management by more 
than 30 percentage points over the “No KM” group.   
Similarly, the “Either” group identified collaborative 
problem solving and project management by more than 
25 percentage points over the “No KM” group.  This 
observation is understandable.  Collaborative problem 
solving and project management are group-oriented 
activities and it would be expected that organizations that 
promote organizational knowledge sharing would 
recognize knowledge creation in these areas.  
Additionally, organizations that are involved in long-term 
knowledge capture and management would also be 
expected to recognize knowledge creation in techniques 
that promote better KM such as data, configuration, and 
software management. 

Table 8 summarizes the responses on making the 
knowledge benefits permanent.  Of interest are the five 
capture actions that the Both group took in much higher 
percentages than the other groups (minimum 50 percent 
ICSS’03) 
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agreement rate).  These actions: modifying processes/ 
procedures, creating new processes/procedures, creating/ 
modifying KM support tools, re-assigning Y2K 
personnel to more responsible assignments, and doing a 
post Y2K lessons learned report, are actions expected to 
be taken by a learning organization and can be used as 
indicators of a working KM strategy/process.  
Additionally, the action, creating/modifying KM support 
tools, is especially important as it was taken in much 
greater percentage by any organization that has or had a 
KM strategy/process.  

 
Table 7 Percentage Indicating Items as Knowledge 
Benefits 

 
Knowledge Benefit Neither Both Either 
Collaborative Problem 
Solving  

45 83 72 

Data Management  31 83 33 
Relationship Management 59 67 67 
Test Processes  42 67 67 
Contingency Planning  83 100 72 
System Interfaces  41 67 44 
Configuration 
Management 

21 92 44 

Equipment inventories  66 92 78 
Software Management  28 67 17 
Project Management 34 67 61 
Risk Identification 55 58 56 
Public Relations  52 58 39 

 
Table 8 Percentages Indicating The Action As Being 
Taken 
 

Capture Action Neither Both Either 
Modify processes/ 
procedures 

41 92 56 

Create new processes/ 
procedures 

34 58 33 

Create/Modify training 14 42 11 
Change Company Goals/ 
Initiatives 

7 8 6 

Create/Modify KM 
support tools 

38 75 61 

Encourage Industry 
Participation 

10 25 17 

Re-assign Y2K personnel  24 58 22 
Post Y2K Lessons 
Learned Report 

24 50 11 

Increase use of Intranets 28 33 33 
Leveraging Y2K Success 17 33 11 
Still Deciding 24 25 28 
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6. LIMITATIONS 
 

The main limitation is from the use of a selected 
target audience.  The audience was selected because they 
had participated in a knowledge-sharing project and were 
expected to be aware of knowledge benefits.  However, 
this audience is not necessarily reflective of the entire 
electric utility industry.  There are several hundred 
electric utilities in the US and only 98 were members of 
EPRI.  The utilities that responded to the survey 
represent the bulk of electrical generation and 
transmission in those developed countries.  The majority 
of the companies that did not participate with EPRI were 
distribution companies or rural electric associations.  
These companies were considered to have the least risk 
from Y2K.  Additionally, the response rate to the original 
survey allows that there were sufficient subjects who may 
have considered the knowledge benefits from Y2K to be 
too trivial to respond to the survey.  This is not 
considered to be the case.  The principal author discussed 
Y2K knowledge benefits in great detail with participants 
of the EPRI and NEI efforts and is confident the findings 
are reflective of electric utility Y2K knowledge benefits. 
 The high response rate to the second survey is 
considered adequate to support the conclusions. 

The second limitation is the use of average values of 
knowledge benefits and capture actions as a measure of 
KM success.  This is considered reasonable given that all 
the benefits and capture actions listed on the survey were 
present and could be utilized.  Also, a KM program 
should be expected to utilize more than one capture 
action.  One respondent indicated that they had a KM 
strategy in Y2K and now but only used one capture 
action, lessons learned reports.  However, upon 
discussion with the respondent it was learned that the 
lessons learned reports were used to modify procedures 
and processes, create new procedures and processes, 
modify training, and create or modify support tools.  This 
illustrates the interdependency of the capture actions and 
supports the use of average numbers of actions taken as a 
measure of success for capturing and using knowledge. 

 
7. CONCLUSIONS 
 

This paper discusses the need for having an 
organizational KM strategy to ensure that knowledge 
benefits gained from projects are captured for use in the 
organization.  The data supports the proposition that 
benefits from Y2K projects were not being captured 
because the parent organizations did not have a KM 
strategy/process.  This leads to the overall conclusion 
that KM in projects can exist and can assist projects in 
utilizing knowledge during the project.  However, it also 
HICSS’03) 
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leads to the conclusion that the parent organization will 
not benefit from project based KM unless the 
organization has a KM strategy/process.  This supports 
the position that infrastructure/generic system based 
KMS should exist in conjunction with project/process/ 
task based KMS for any organization wanting an overall 
KMS. 

A further conclusion is that the Knowledge 
strategy/process block of the KM/OM Modified IS 
Success Model [11] is a valid construct.  The model was 
generated based on a longitudinal case study of OM and 
KM in an engineering organization.  This study provides 
a more quantifiable basis for this construct. 

The final conclusion is that the main capture actions 
taken by an organization that has a KM strategy are the 
modification/creation of processes/procedures, creation 
of KM support tools, use of individuals with knowledge, 
and identification of lessons learned.  This is a useful 
finding as it provides a method for assessing if a KM 
initiative is capturing and utilizing knowledge. 

An observation is that these findings may shed light 
on why KM initiatives fail.  Studies where KM initiatives 
failed should be assessed with respect to the presence of 
an organizational knowledge strategy/process. 
 
7.1. Directions for Further Research 
 

The target of this study was the electric utility industry.  
While the results are useful, it is not clear if the conclusions are 
generalizeable to other industries that may also have 
implemented Y2K projects.  A comparable study of other 
industries would be helpful in this regard. 

Secondly, while the Y2K problem was a significant 
undertaking, it was a somewhat unique, once-in-a-century 
problem.  Therefore, it is very possible that some managers 
may have treated it as such, with the notion that such a problem 
would never occur again in their lifetimes and so did not have 
the incentive to go through the “trouble” of gathering and 
coding vast amounts of data, information, and knowledge for 
future use.  It would be useful to see a study that addressed 
people’s attitudes and behaviors with respect to KM in a 
project environment that they perceive to be non-unique. 

One of the conclusions from this study is that having a 
KM strategy over an extended period of time (as opposed 
to a one-time strategy) results in a higher level of 
knowledge benefit identification and incorporation into 
organizational systems.  It would be interesting to do a 
longitudinal study of those organizations in the “Either” 
category who have a KM strategy now (but not in Y2K) 
to see if they will maintain their strategy and if, indeed, 
they will identify more knowledge benefits and take more 
capture actions.  The same can be done for other 
industries as well. 
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