
 The Maturity of Knowledge-based Management in 

Finnish Central-Government Organizations: The Need 

for Managing the Knowledge-based Management 

Emma Partanen1[0009-0006-7355-2967] Pasi Raatikainen 2[0000-0002-9752-0891] Pasi Hellsten 3[0000-0001-7602-1690] 

Jussi Myllärniemi 4[0000-1112-2846-0426] 

1 Creatido Oy, Finlaysonin kuja 21 A 33210 Tampere, Finland, emma.partanen@creatido.fi 
2 Tampere University, Korkeakoulunkatu 8, 33720 Tampere, Finland, pasi.raatikainen94@gmail.com 

3 Tampere University, Korkeakoulunkatu 8, 33720 Tampere, Finland, pasi.hellsten@tuni.fi 
4 Tampere University, Korkeakoulunkatu 8, 33720 Tampere, Finland, jussi.myllarniemi@tuni.fi 

Abstract. Assessing the maturity of knowledge-based management (KBM) in 

public sector organizations is crucial for several reasons. Firstly, it helps identify 

strengths and weaknesses, which enables organizations to improve their 

knowledge management practices. Secondly, it serves as a standard for evaluat-

ing the effectiveness of knowledge resource management, which can enhance 

decision-making, problem-solving, and operational efficiency. Thirdly, KBM 

maturity assessment aids in prioritizing investments, allocating resources, and 

improving return on investment. Fourthly, evaluating KBM maturity can help 

identify best practices and lessons learned, leading to better knowledge manage-

ment practices across organizations. Finally, studying KBM maturity can demon-

strate an organization's commitment to effective knowledge management, in-

creasing transparency and accountability. This study assesses the maturity of 

KBM in Finnish Central-Government Organizations by surveying eight organi-

zations and analyzing the data. The study identifies areas that require more atten-

tion, where the need of managing the KBM being highlighted as a significant 

area for improvement. This research provides insights for researchers and practi-

tioners to address KBM themes that need further attention. 

Keywords: Knowledge-based Management, Knowledge Management, Public 

Sector, Maturity-model. 

1 Introduction  

The existing circumstances within public sector organizations pose a substantial impediment to 

their operational capacities, as they confront financial limitations alongside mounting expecta-

tions from stakeholders and the public [1,2]. In order to tackle these challenges effectively, the 

comprehensive harnessing of knowledge assumes paramount importance. This criticality has 

been duly recognized in the governmental strategy of Finland, wherein knowledge-based initia-

tives have been identified as a principal objective [3]. Specifically, the Finnish government has 

issued a decision by the Council of State, addressing the utilization and accessibility of 
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knowledge [4]. It is imperative for organizations to continually adapt and progress in response 

to evolving circumstances [5–7]. 

In the knowledge economy, post-industrial organizations are increasingly recognizing the im-

portance of knowledge management (KM). KM encompasses various activities such as 

knowledge creation, acquisition, storage, utilization, sharing, dissemination, and transformation 

[8]. It is a comprehensive concept that helps organizations address challenges across different 

areas of their operations. By acknowledging knowledge as a valuable production factor and a key 

resource for competitive advantage, KM strives to maximize the utilization of diverse 

knowledge-related resources within organizations. However, the approach to KM can vary de-

pending on the specific circumstances [9,10]. 

In the face of rapidly increasing data volumes, organizations are confronted with the challenge 

of discerning the most relevant information, transforming it into a more meaningful format, and 

harnessing its potential effectively [11]. To address this issue, knowledge-based approaches have 

emerged to elucidate how both internal and external knowledge resources of organizations con-

tribute to their competitive advantage [12–15]. In addition to knowledge management (KM) 

[16], the literature has explored this phenomenon through various concepts, including business 

intelligence [17], data-based value creation [18], knowledge-based value creation [19], and 

knowledge-based management [20]. These concepts collectively refine data and information, 

aiming to enhance their significance, thereby sharing a common underlying objective. 

This study focuses on knowledge-based management (KBM), which involves the manage-

ment of knowledge and knowledge processes within organizations. KBM encompasses the col-

lection, refinement, and utilization of organizational knowledge assets to support decision-mak-

ing and strategic development [20]. Evaluating the maturity level of KBM within organizations 

is crucial as it provides insights into the current state of information and knowledge management 

maturity. Furthermore, it aids in identifying specific areas that require further attention to enhance 

maturity status and ultimately enhance organizational performance [21]. The evaluation of KBM 

maturity carries significant implications for both private and public sector organizations. In the 

public sector, in particular, it has the potential to greatly improve the delivery of public services 

and contribute to the overall well-being of society. However, there is a notable scarcity of eval-

uation tools for knowledge management, which should encompass not only technical aspects but 

also the human elements [22]. This research underscores the importance of knowledge-based 

development, as well as cultural and strategic considerations. 

This study aims to provide propositions for improving knowledge-based management (KBM) 

in public sector organizations. The recommendations are intended to be applicable across organ-

izations while remaining specific enough for effective implementation. To identify these propo-

sitions, the maturity of KBM in public sector organizations needs to be assessed. Therefore, this 

research focuses on evaluating the maturity of KBM in central-government organizations in Fin-

land. The primary research question is: "What is the maturity level of KBM in Finnish central-

government organizations?" The study involves conducting a survey and qualitative analysis to 

examine the collected data. The findings highlight the areas that central-government organiza-

tions in Finland should prioritize to enhance the effectiveness of their KBM practices. Based on 

these areas, propositions are derived to enhance the maturity of KBM in public sector organiza-

tions. 

This paper is structured into six chapters. In the second section, we discuss our theoretical 

background, which encompasses the concept of KBM in organizations. In the third chapter, we 



 

explain our research approach. The fourth chapter presents our findings, while in the fifth chapter, 

we discuss the implications of our results. Finally, in the sixth and final chapter, we conclude our 

study by summarizing our key findings and discussing their broader implications for future re-

search and practice. 

2 Theoretical Background 

This section delineates the theoretical underpinnings of the present study, which draw on the 

amalgamation of KBM and public sector organizations. The exposition commences with a por-

trayal of public sector organizations, followed by an explication of the concept of KBM. 

2.1 KBM in public organizations 

Knowledge is an outcome of human action that takes place, for example, in interaction and deci-

sion-making situations. Knowledge is based on information, know-how and experiences. It is 

refined from information and data and therefore it is valuable for decision-makers. Information, 

on the other hand, is data in the structured form. Data is unstructured facts that have the least 

impact for managers. [4] 

KBM is about turning knowledge into action. Public sector is largely about service provision 

and managing the operations therein [23,24]. There are multiple angles to the phenomena under 

scrutiny. Citizens, taxpayers and other funding sources, various sources within the public and 

third sector, are some of the stakeholders. Factors, such as citizens’ expectations and those of the 

businesses, public pressure, and reducing resources result in the growing need for effective KBM. 

The operations need to evolve according to the overall development in societies [25]. In order to 

meet the challenges and needs presented by stakeholders, e.g., flexibility and easier reachability 

[25–27] well executed KBM is needed. When utilizing the information and communication tech-

nologies (ICT) public sector organizations are not considered to be relatively efficient in it [28–

30]. To develop these capabilities, especially to meet the demand, it is beneficial that the 

knowledge is managed properly and used in the management of the organization. Another step 

to address this issue is to clarify the maturity of the KBM and how well it is used in managerial 

activities, i.e. KBM.  

KBM would benefit, if not require, overarching and holistic technologies, e.g. info-searching, 

social networks, and the wide communicating in the services they are to offer [31]. These in turn, 

are examples of KBM tools by which the knowledge resources are tried to be used in the best 

possible way to produce the best possible outcome. It is not unheard of that the services and their 

communications are directed only to a certain target audience and purpose according to the focal 

responsibilities of the office instead of being wide, multiple operations linking or crossing organ-

izational boundaries. The risk in this approach is that services may be disintegrated and isolated 

from one another thus presenting the management with difficulties to understand and to formulate 

the big picture and to make the right decisions therein. It may be claimed that the management 

should have as transparent process to deal with as possible.  

Recognizing and acknowledging the various angles to be included in the public sector deci-

sion-making is not always easy [32]. The areas need the approach that suits their operation and 

the suitable measures for their context, according to the individual objectives set for each branch. 

There may also be other types of effects, e. g. knowledge needs, caused by the changes in the 



ever-evolving political settings, expectations of the citizens, or the processual improvements. 

These developments affect the evaluation of the circumstances and the needed actions, decision 

making. There is thinking to be done when the measures and their visualization is considered.  

A public sector operation as a whole is a multifaceted entity with a huge number of tasks. To 

make administration run smoothly, there is a need to consider development schemes coming from 

different areas with different interests and ambitions [33]. The administration needs to consider 

a number of areas, like the community and the environment, economical viewpoint, education 

and culture issues, social and healthcare areas, to name but a few. The administrative areas have 

their own practices, processes, and personnel even though they are parts of the same administra-

tion. Furthermore, even though they do have similar features, the management of the operation, 

the data forming the information, and the processes refining the information into knowledge is 

different in each area. The prerequisite of the innovating in digitalization is within today’s public 

sector and its management [34,35]. The knowledge needs need to be well planned and justified.  

Digital transformation is often used to mean the renewal of the way of operating, i.e. the busi-

ness model. This may be seen to entail the different ways of the daily operation. Digital transfor-

mation is often also about the resource re-allocation in and for the actual operation [36]. When 

changing how an operation is executed, it simultaneously affects both individual activities and 

the overall processes. This is bound to affect also the organizational culture [37]. How far the 

digitalization initiatives are able to be taken in individual organizations depends also on the over-

all attitude towards change and how willing and able the organization is to develop itself [38]. 

Similarly, these effects cover also the probable success in implementing the renewals, like KBM. 

Even maintaining the prevailing level of services, let alone developing them, may prove to be 

a challenge when the resources and their allocation are scrutinized [39]. Many branches and 

areas need extra attention and development, while the resources are scarce. Simultaneously, how-

ever, the services repertoire should be developed, [39]. The personnel and their attitudes, readi-

ness to use new services play a significant role [40]. These may be directed with properly exe-

cuted KBM. Whilst developing the operations in organizations, the employees are expected to 

remain active and productive in their everyday routines throughout the development schemes. 

This underlines the significance of various managerial skills, i.e. the need for understanding of 

the workplace dynamics, which are indeed skillsets under the knowledge management umbrella 

[25,41]. Managing any digitalization initiative is a complex task, a different management ap-

proach is required to accomplish organizational transparency and full use of more holistic ap-

proach [42]. To develop measures for assessing the effects and the results of such initiatives is 

equally challenging [43,44].  

KBM is a useful way of public service for increasing productivity and effectiveness [45]. 

Managing the public sector with knowledge aims to make the operation of public organizations 

smarter and more efficient. Public sector organizations face requirements concerning efficiency, 

productivity and effectiveness both from inside and outside the organizations, which is one rea-

son that drives the public sector to focus for KBM and quality decision-making. KBM requires a 

system accurate, reliable and timely information. If, for example, there is in the planning phase 

ignored some information, this can weaken the strategic management of public activities to do 

[46]. Virtanen et al. [46] state that in the public sector strategic management is often replaced 

by tactical and operational management.  



 

2.2 Maturity of KBM 

We assume that public organizations do not take full advantage of the data and information avail-

able. In order to do so, the broad understanding about knowledge utilization is necessary. To gain 

broader understanding of organizations’ KBM and to recognize benefits as well as challenges of 

KBM in organizations, its status, maturity, should be determined [47,48]. Maturity models can 

be used as a tool in describing and evaluating the object of the organization, e.g. KBM or perfor-

mance management. With the help of these models, the maturity of the object under consideration 

could be determined, i.e. the transition from the initial state towards the desired state [49–51]. 

The maturity of the organization is typically assessed using the questionnaire based on the se-

lected model, through which it is possible to examine selected object in detail [52].  

Most of the maturity models are generic and are not aimed at specific industries [21]. The 

models are mainly aimed at meeting the needs of the private sector. In chapter 2.1. we described 

some typical challenges and characteristics of the Finnish public sector which should be consid-

ered when choosing a maturity model. The characteristics of the Finnish public sector and few 

maturity models [21,53,54] form the basis for themes that make it possible to explore compre-

hensive picture of KBM of the public sector: The organization's management structures and 

style, Status of KBM, Systematic development of KBM, Structures of KBM, Structures of infor-

mation management, Information and knowledge utilization practices and capability and From 

knowledge to action and effectiveness. The model we used is seen in figure 1. 

 
Figure 1. KBM maturity model [55] 

 

The model includes the above-mentioned seven themes and also several illustrative topics to 

make model concrete and to identify areas for improvement. This model contains five maturity 

levels from insufficient to optimal level. The maturity of KBM is assessed by a questionnaire 

targeted at entire personnel aiming to identify all knowledge utilizer’s experiences regarding 

KBM, audition of organization's KBM structures, and interviews of key people giving further 

insight of processes and KBM development focus areas. In this research, the interviews were 



omitted due to evaluating multiple organizations rather than focusing further on one, which is the 

way the maturity model is originally intended to be used as. 

3 Research Approach 

The primary objective of this study is to propose actionable recommendations for enhancing 

Knowledge-Based Management (KBM) within public sector organizations. To accomplish this 

aim, an evaluation of the KBM maturity levels in Finnish central government organizations is 

conducted. The research approach adopted for this study is exploratory and deductive in nature. 

Exploratory research is generally useful when the aim is to identify and define research problems, 

questions, or propositions. Additionally, deductive reasoning is particularly appropriate when the 

research aims to utilize theories or theoretical frameworks, present propositions based on estab-

lished principles, or draw logical conclusions from general principles to specific instances. To 

elaborate, in our research, we utilized a predetermined theoretical framework for data analysis, 

facilitating the derivation of meaningful insights. This theoretical framework guides the assess-

ment of specific areas of KBM within the organizations, enabling both an overall evaluation of 

KBM and the identification of discrepancies across different KBM domains. Given the objective 

of evaluating maturity levels, quantitative data is employed to provide tangible metrics for as-

sessing the varying degrees of maturity. 

The Finnish central government is composed of more than one hundred organizations in 12 

administrative branches (see www.valtioneuvosto.fi). Each branch and the organizations within 

it are led and guided by a ministry. To obtain a sample that is both reasonable and representative 

of this population, we employed a random sampling technique that targeted four administrative 

branches. Specifically, we randomly selected one ministry and one bureau from each branch. We 

took care to avoid hand-picking specific organizations that might offer biased results based on 

general expectations towards them. This approach ensures that the results can be considered rep-

resentative of the average state of the studied population. It reduces bias and increases the gen-

eralizability of the findings by providing each member of the population with an equal chance of 

being selected for the study. The resulting sample size for this study consisted of eight organiza-

tions: the Ministry of Education and Culture, Finnish Heritage Agency, Ministry of Finance, State 

Treasury, Ministry of Transport and Communications, Finnish Meteorological Institute, Ministry 

of Agriculture and Forestry, and Natural Resources Institute Finland. 

Our theoretical framework for this study was based on the maturity model, which we pre-

sented in Chapter 2.2. This model comprises seven distinct themes:  Organization's management 

structures and style, Status of KBM, Systematic development of KBM, Structures of KBM, Struc-

tures of information management, Information and knowledge utilization practices and capabil-

ity, and From knowledge to action and effectiveness, which are clarified by several topics [cf. 

Figure 1]. Collectively, these themes and topics offer a comprehensive perspective on an organ-

ization's maturity level with respect to KBM. 

To obtain a large dataset within reasonable resource and time constraints, we employed a 

survey methodology to collect data for this study. We designed our survey questionnaire based 

on the aforementioned maturity model, and it consisted of 57 questions that are relevant for the 

maturity model’s themes. Examples of the questions used are presented in Appendix. The ques-

tionnaire was targeted at the entire personnel of each organization to identify their experiences 



 

and perceptions regarding KBM. Additionally, as part of the maturity model, we conducted an 

audit of KBM, which involved two workshops in the present study. 

Our present study employs Likert questions in its survey to obtain information regarding the 

attitudes, opinions, and perceptions of respondents towards a particular topic or issue. Likert 

questions are widely used in surveys and questionnaires due to their capacity to quantify and 

evaluate people's viewpoints. The Likert scale provides a standardized and simple format for 

respondents to express their views, and the resulting numerical data can be analysed using statis-

tical techniques. Thus, Likert questions are considered a reliable and efficient tool for data col-

lection and analysis in social science research. These closed-ended questions prompt respondents 

to indicate their level of agreement or disagreement on a scale of 1 to 5, with the values at the 

extremes representing "strongly disagree" or "very unlikely," and "strongly agree" or "very 

likely," respectively. 

The survey was administered through SurveyMonkey, a web-based survey platform. The sur-

vey was conducted in the Finnish language. The questionnaire was sent 25.10.2022. We distrib-

uted the survey link to representatives of the organizations being studied via email, who in turn 

disseminated the link to potential respondents within their respective organizations. Data collec-

tion was concluded, and data analysis commenced in 15.11.2022.  

In our analysis of survey data, we employed a method that involved calculating averages of 

measures. Specifically, we aggregated the responses of all participants for each question and 

computed the mean score. Participants were asked to rate their level of agreement with a state-

ment using a five-point scale, and the average score was obtained by summing all individual 

responses and dividing by the total number of responses. This approach allowed us to succinctly 

summarize the collective attitudes, perceptions, or opinions of participants pertaining to a partic-

ular issue related to KBM. Additionally, it facilitated comparisons of responses across different 

questions within the survey. By utilizing this method, we were able to discern patterns, trends, 

and inconsistencies in the data, which enabled us to draw conclusions and make inferences about 

the target population. 

4 Findings  

We received a total of 676 responses from the 8 studied organizations. The average response rate 

inside an organization was found to be 19%. To determine the maturity of KBM among Finnish 

central government organizations, the average results of each organization were calculated and 

then averaged to produce an overall index. To maintain anonymity, the organisations are labelled 

from A to H in Table 1.   

Table 1 Survey Results 

Theme/Organization  A  B  C  D  E  F  G  H  
Total matu-

rity  

The organization’s management 

structures and style  
3,89  3,73  3,92  3,86  3,67  3,64  4,04  3,82  3,82  

Leadership  4,06  3,95  4,09  4,07  3,89  3,72  4,20  4,04  4,00  

The organization’s management  3,71  3,52  3,75  3,65  3,45  3,56  3,89  3,61  3,64  

Status of KBM  2,42  2,94  2,99  2,71  2,60  3,01  3,07  3,03  2,85  

Top management’s role in KBM  2,56  3,18  3,23  2,90  2,87  3,24  3,33  3,22  3,07  



The role of KBM  2,21  2,58  2,63  2,43  2,21  2,67  2,70  2,74  2,52  

Systematic development of KBM  2,75  2,71  2,78  2,46  2,42  2,82  2,93  2,70  2,70  

Development investments in KBM  3,08  2,85  2,88  2,47  2,54  2,92  3,19  2,73  2,83  

Systematicity of KBM  2,42  2,57  2,67  2,46  2,30  2,72  2,67  2,66  2,56  

Structures of KBM  2,83  2,81  3,08  3,02  2,81  3,02  3,11  2,86  2,94  

Architecture of KBM  2,96  2,92  3,19  3,20  2,95  3,35  3,20  3,09  3,11  

Process of KBM  2,71  2,72  3,00  2,85  2,68  2,75  3,03  2,66  2,80  

Structures of information manage-

ment  
2,63  2,61  2,73  2,62  2,55  2,90  2,98  2,67  2,71  

Reporting and analytics  2,58  2,61  2,79  2,61  2,49  2,94  3,01  2,67  2,71  

Information management  2,71  2,61  2,65  2,64  2,65  2,84  2,94  2,68  2,72  

Information and knowledge utiliza-

tion practices and capability  
2,93  3,15  3,31  3,11  3,08  3,41  3,46  3,39  3,23  

Culture of KBM  2,98  3,19  3,30  3,16  3,07  3,34  3,47  3,43  3,24  

KBM skills  2,88  3,09  3,32  3,06  3,09  3,50  3,45  3,34  3,22  

From knowledge to action and effec-

tiveness  
3,21  3,10  3,37  3,15  2,96  3,16  3,35  3,22  3,19  

Impact of KBM  3,15  3,00  3,29  2,89  2,86  3,10  3,36  3,14  3,10  

From knowledge to action  3,28  3,20  3,46  3,39  3,06  3,22  3,34  3,30  3,28  

Total  2,95  2,98  3,17  3,01  2,88  3,14  3,27  3,08  3,06  

The resulting average maturity index was found to be 3.06, indicating a developing level of ma-

turity. The maturity index was calculated as the mean of all organizations' results. The range of 

possible results varies from 1 to 5. Upon studying the results, it was observed that the maturity 

level for each topic varied between 2.52 and 4.00. The standard deviation for this measure was 

1.10. The levels of maturity in KBM displayed minor variations across the organizations under 

study, with means ranging from 2.88 to 3.27. Figure 2 illustrates the maturity of KBM based on 

our findings across the studied organizations. 



 

 
Figure 1 The established maturity of KBM in Finnish Central-Government Organizations 

The primary objective of this study was to gain a comprehensive understanding of KBM practices 

within the Finnish central government, rather than to compare the performance of individual or-

ganizations. However, interestingly, the study does indicate potential differences in the maturity 

of KBM among administrative branches and between ministries and bureaus. The results indicate 

that two out of the four administrative branches displayed a slightly higher level of maturity. This 

difference could be attributed to the inclusion of the Ministry of Finance, which plays a prominent 

role in enhancing KBM practices in the Finnish public sector. Furthermore, based on our find-

ings, the maturity of KBM was marginally lower in ministries compared to bureaus. Additionally, 

our analysis revealed that the topics of KBM process and KBM culture exhibited the most sig-

nificant variation, even within individual organizations. 

4.1 Topics with high level of maturity 

Our analysis indicates that leadership, organization’s management, and the culture of KBM re-

ceived higher ratings than the average in the Finnish central government organizations. 

The participating organizations reported a high level of leadership, with an average score 

ranging from as high as 3.72 to 4.20, while the overall maturity level of KBM was 3.06. Re-

spondents perceived their supervisors as supporters, enablers, and sparring partners in their work, 

and they had a high level of trust in their colleagues.  

Organization’s management was viewed as a supporting factor for KBM in the Finnish central 

government. The structure, practices, operations, aims, and vision were mostly clear, and re-

spondents understood their own goals, responsibilities, and roles in achieving the organization's 

objectives. However, there was more variation between organizations in terms of management 

than in leadership. 

Information usage was perceived as a natural component of the daily operations in the Finnish 

central government. It served as a foundation for the culture of KBM, with over half of the 



respondents (51.2%) expressing a shared aim and enthusiasm to utilize information for more 

effective decision-making and management compared to before. The majority of respondents felt 

encouraged to actively seek new information to enhance operations. However, there were varia-

tions between organizations and differences observed between ministries and bureaus. The will-

ingness to leverage information and knowledge was slightly higher in ministries compared to 

bureaus. Ministries also provided more opportunities for knowledge discussions compared to 

bureaus. The development areas for KBM culture primarily focused on promoting discussions 

around knowledge and ensuring sufficient support for KBM initiatives. 

4.2 Topics in need for more attention 

Based on our analysis, six specific topics were identified in which the maturity of KBM was 

lower than the overall average. These topics include the role of KBM in the organization's man-

agement, the systematicity of KBM, development investments in KBM, the role of top manage-

ment in KBM, information management, and reporting and analytics in the process of KBM. 

Although knowledge-based decision making and actions are shared goals in the public sector, 

only a few targeted organizations seem to have recognized KBM as an objective in their strategy, 

and none have defined a separate strategy or roadmap for its development. Consequently, our 

results indicate that only 22% of respondents were aware of the KBM objectives pertaining to 

their own organization. Additionally, in most organizations, roles and responsibilities regarding 

KBM had not been defined. 

It appears that a significant challenge regarding KBM is the differing interpretations of the 

concept. Our results indicate that only 11.5% of respondents believed that there is a shared un-

derstanding within their organization of what KBM entails, and only 22% had knowledge of its 

components. The absence of a shared understanding and clear definition of the concept can hinder 

the systematic development of KBM. Moreover, investments in KBM development appear to be 

primarily focused on technology. In most organizations, there does not seem to be a specific 

allocation in the budget for KBM, and development projects seem to be isolated in nature.  

The role of top management in KBM exhibited variations among organizations. While most 

respondents believed that top management is willing to incorporate knowledge into decision-

making, only 37.1% of respondents believed that top management fully grasps the significance 

of KBM, and 41.6% perceived a commitment to KBM from top management. Overall, it appears 

that active involvement and participation of top management in discussions pertaining to 

knowledge is lacking in many organizations. 

In terms of reporting and analytics, the maturity level across all organizations was consistently 

low. Only 19.4% of respondents considered the available analytical services to be adequate for 

their information requirements. Additionally, 21.7% had received ready-made reports that facil-

itated their work, and a mere 23.5% found it easy to obtain the necessary information from the 

reports. It appears that only a few organizations had manuals and guidelines dedicated to report-

ing and analytics. Furthermore, a significant portion of respondents (38.7%) expressed dissatis-

faction with the quantity of predictive analytics and foresight information available. 

The questions pertaining to information management received low ratings across all organi-

zations. In particular, the process of reviewing, utilizing, and making effective use of information 

from various sources was identified as a challenge, with only 11.8% of respondents finding it 

easy. 



 

Despite investments in technical and structural improvements in KBM within the Finnish 

public sector, there seems to be a discrepancy between the knowledge requirements of users in 

their daily work and the information readily accessible in the systems. Moreover, only 19.1% of 

respondents believed that the information documented in various systems is valuable and can be 

utilized to support KBM. 

5 Discussion 

Our present study has identified a noteworthy finding that merits the attention of organizations 

under examination. Our assessment of the maturity of KBM in Finnish central-government or-

ganizations imply that the management of KBM demands greater attention. According to our 

findings the maturity of the topics inside this theme were consistently low.   

The management of KBM pertains to the organizational structure and understanding of their 

approach to KBM. This encompasses the active management and development of KBM practices 

within the organization. As a crucial area of focus, it establishes the foundation for KBM and its 

continued development, as shortcomings in this area will invariably manifest in other KBM do-

mains. 

Our findings indicate the following four propositions for improving the management of KBM. 

We consider that these propositions include generality in sense that they are relevant for public 

sector organizations in a large sense. However, these propositions are pragmatic and specifical 

enough so that they include clear actionability for public sector organizations who wish to in-

crease the maturity of their KBM. 

5.1 Organizations should focus on defining the role of KBM in their organization’s 

management 

First, according to our findings, the role of KBM in organizational management requires more 

attention. The management and steering of KBM development necessitate defining the scope of 

KBM and its developmental objectives. A KBM strategy or development plan is an integral part 

of change management [56]. However, our study revealed that none of the Finnish central gov-

ernment organizations in our sample had a strategy for KBM, despite being mandated to develop 

one. Only a few personnel were aware of KBM objectives, even though some organizations rec-

ognized it as a strategic goal in their strategy. To promote the strategic and comprehensive de-

velopment of KBM, we recommend defining its objectives and creating a roadmap for its inte-

gration into the organizational management development plan. Communicating the KBM objec-

tives and implementing the strategy are crucial for enhancing personnel understanding of KBM 

and its role in organizational management [56,57]. Moreover, organizations should assign roles 

and responsibilities regarding knowledge-based approaches, such as KBM [58].  

In practice, this could mean that the organizations' relevant individuals or their representatives 

participate in discussions, such as workshops, in which they define their organization's view on 

KBM and specify its objectives. These definitions should encompass the views of personnel at 

different levels within the organization, while aligning with the organization's overall strategy. 

Such definitions, including the different roles they indicate, should be made explicit and shared 

across the organization. 



5.2 Organizations should focus more on establishing systematicity in their KBM 

Secondly, our findings suggest that organizations lack systematicity in their approach to KBM. 

Our study revealed that the scope and content of KBM have not been clearly defined within 

organizations, leading to a lack of coherent and shared understanding of the concept. To holisti-

cally and systematically develop KBM, it is imperative to define its scope and content within the 

organization. By defining KBM as a whole and comprehending its dependencies on the organi-

zation's operations and structures, it becomes easier to understand how the concept relates to 

everyday operations. The attitude and mindset towards knowledge and KBM should be changed 

and demystified [11,58,59]. Additionally, to promote a shared understanding of the concept, it 

is necessary to construct terminology specific to KBM.  

In practice, this could involve relevant individuals, such as those from different management 

levels and representatives of the operative level, taking the time to consider what KBM means in 

practice in their organization. Subsequently, in order to establish systematicity, it would be ben-

eficial to establish processes and generate manuals that represent the defined KBM approach of 

the organization. 

5.3 Organizations should have an active top-management in its KBM efforts 

Third, we have identified that the role of top management in KBM requires greater attention in 

organizations, which is also supported by the literature [32]. According to Kianto et al. [60], 

knowledge resources are key factors determining an organization's value creation potential, but 

management plays an equally important role. The development of KBM maturity necessitates 

the active participation and support of top management [61,62]. Therefore, it is imperative that 

top management comprehends the advantages of KBM and commits to its development within 

the organization. Leading by example and actively participating can be achieved by defining 

procedures for sharing information and utilizing knowledge in decision-making, as well as ena-

bling further discussions on the available knowledge. Improving transparency in the use of 

knowledge in decision-making processes and participating in knowledge discussions support the 

development of KBM culture in the organization, while also providing concrete examples of how 

KBM can benefit the organization.  

In practical terms, this could mean that top management demonstrates KBM by managing 

with knowledge, making the data and reasoning behind their decisions visible to the personnel, 

actively participating in discussions and workshops regarding KBM in the organization, and pro-

moting investments for KBM development. 

5.4 Organizations should invest specifically to KBM 

Fourth and finally, our study indicates that organizations should allocate a budget for KBM in-

vestments. Budgeting is a crucial aspect of supporting the systematic development of any mana-

gerial area. Investing in KBM development enables holistic and long-term growth rather than 

isolated development projects. It is important to balance the budget equally between developing 

KBM know-how and culture, as well as structural and technological advancements. To enhance 

an organization's KBM capabilities, investments in personnel, processes, and culture are neces-

sary. Given that personnel capabilities and attitudes influence the readiness to adopt new services 



 

[40], development efforts should prioritize training to use the necessary technologies and imple-

menting new ways of working. It is widely recognized that decision-making requires human in-

tuition and experience to refine data and information into a more meaningful form, complement-

ing the use of data and technologies [63]. This approach leads to more effective results in deci-

sion-making, particularly in strategic decision-making [64].  

In practical terms, investments specifically targeted at KBM could be manifested by explicitly 

allocating funds for KBM investments in the annual budget. In addition to technical infrastruc-

ture, these investments could include hiring new professionals, training existing personnel, es-

tablishing workshops for discussions and innovation, and developing the enterprise architecture.  

6 Conclusion 

The purpose of this study was to present propositions for improving maturity KBM in public 

sector organizations. This purpose was approached by assessing the maturity of KBM in Finnish 

central-government organizations. To achieve this, a maturity model was employed to evaluate 

the level of KBM maturity of eight organizations, and a survey was conducted to gather data 

from nearly 700 respondents across these organizations. 

The results of our study highlight the need for greater emphasis on the management of KBM 

within these organizations. Specifically, we suggest that attention can be directed towards this 

by: (1.) defining the role of KBM in organizational management; (2.) establishing systematicity 

in KBM; (3.) investing in KBM specifically; and (4.) having active top management involvement 

in KBM efforts. Through such efforts, organizations can work towards achieving higher levels 

of KBM maturity and ultimately use data more effectively. 

This study makes valuable contributions to both KBM research and practice. By utilizing a 

novel maturity model, this study provides an additional perspective to consider when assessing 

the maturity of an organization's KBM. Additionally, the management of KBM adds a meta-level 

of interest to KBM researchers, as it highlights the importance of incorporating knowledge of 

appropriate management styles and practices into KBM discussions. From a practical standpoint, 

this study offers specific and actionable areas of focus for organizations, which can be particu-

larly useful for management-level decision making. 

It is worth noting that the present study also has some limitations that need to be considered. 

One limitation is that the results are based on self-reported data, which can be influenced by 

social desirability bias, where participants may provide answers that they think are more socially 

acceptable. Additionally, response rates are constant issue in surveys, leading to a potential se-

lection bias where respondents may not be representative of the population being studied. Finally, 

survey studies may also suffer from the limitations of the survey design, such as poorly worded 

questions or limited response options, which can lead to inaccurate or incomplete data. 

This study presents potential avenues for future research. Firstly, this approach may be used 

for evaluating the maturity of KBM in public sector organizations in the future. This could lead 

to the development of more refined maturity models that aid in understanding the organizations' 

current levels of maturity and areas that require improvement. Currently, in ongoing research of 

Finnish municipalities’ KBM maturity is assessed with this model which provides possibilities 

to comparison and further research.  Secondly, future studies may apply our propositions for 

enhancing KBM maturity in public sector organizations. This would enable further empirical 

evaluation of the propositions and provide practical guidance on their implementation. Such 



studies could significantly enhance the maturity of KBM in public sector organizations, leading 

to improved service delivery to citizens. 

Appendix 

Examples of the questions form theme “The status of KBM.”: 

 We ask you to evaluate the following knowledge-based management related topics 

based on your own experiences and conception. (Scale used: 1=Strongly dissagree ... 

5=Strongly agree)  

  

7. “I am familiar with our organisation’s knowledge-based management goals” 

(topic: The role of knowledge-based management in the organisation’s management)  

10. “The management of our organisation is committed to developing knowledge-

based managemt” 
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