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Abstract

Knowledge has become a critical strategic resource in modern public administration, yet governments vary widely in their
ability to effectively generate, share, and apply it. This article explores the relationship between knowledge management (KM)
and organizational learning within public sector institutions and introduces the Knowledge-Driven Governance Model
(KDGM) as an integrated framework. The model explains how governments can strengthen knowledge capabilities to improve
policy outcomes, service delivery, and adaptability. The KDGM is based on a systematic review of 112 peer-reviewed studies
(2001-2025) and a comparative analysis of 20 government organizations across 12 countries. It identifies six key knowledge
capabilities: acquisition, articulation, codification, sharing, application, and renewal. These capabilities are linked to four
governance outcomes: policy effectiveness, service innovation, organizational adaptability, and collaboration quality. The
findings highlight several critical insights. First, tacit knowledge practical, experience-based knowledge is both the most
valuable and the least effectively managed asset in public organizations. Second, bureaucratic silos significantly hinder
knowledge flow and utilization. Third, communities of practice emerge as the most cost-effective tools for knowledge sharing,
yet they receive limited institutional support. Finally, leadership plays a central role: leaders who actively promote knowledge-
seeking and sharing behaviors are key to fostering a strong knowledge culture. The article concludes by proposing a policy
agenda to enhance knowledge-driven governance, emphasizing investment in knowledge systems, institutional support for
collaboration, and leadership development to build sustainable knowledge capacity in the public sector.

Keywords: - Knowledge Management, Organizational Learning, Public Administration, Knowledge-Driven Governance,
Communities Of Practice, Tacit Knowledge, Absorptive Capacity, Policy Learning, Knowledge Sharing, Governance
Innovation

I. INTRODUCTION

The proposition that effective governance depends on the quality of knowledge available to, within, and across public
institutions has a lineage extending to the earliest systematic theories of public administration (Simon, 1947; Lindblom, 1959).
Yet the operationalization of this proposition the development of systematic frameworks for understanding how government
organizations build, manage, and deploy knowledge as a strategic resource has lagged far behind both the practical urgency of
the challenge and the theoretical advances achieved in private sector knowledge management scholarship (Massaro et al., 2015;
Cong & Pandya, 2003). In an era characterized by exponentially growing information volumes, increasingly complex and
technically demanding policy challenges, rapid obsolescence of specialized expertise, and widening citizen expectations of
evidence-informed governance, this theoretical and institutional lag carries significant practical costs (Dunleavy et al., 2006;
Meijer, 2014).

Public organizations face a distinctive knowledge management challenge shaped by several features largely absent from
the private sector contexts in which most knowledge management theory has been developed. First, government organizations
are knowledge-intensive in a particular way: the primary outputs of many public agencies policies, regulations, adjudications,
professional services are themselves knowledge products, making the quality of organizational knowledge processes directly
constitutive of service quality rather than merely instrumental to it (Wiig, 2002). Second, public sector knowledge processes
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are embedded in political and institutional environments that generate distinctive incentive structures for knowledge behavior:
civil service tenure protections reduce individual incentives for voluntary knowledge sharing; departmental budgetary
competition creates structural incentives for knowledge hoarding; and political accountability pressures may discourage honest
organizational learning from policy failures (Rashman et al., 2009; Dunleavy et al., 2006). Third, the scale and structural
fragmentation of government across departments, agencies, tiers of governance, and policy domains creates knowledge
coordination challenges of an order of magnitude greater than those confronting even the largest private corporations
(Janowski, 2015).

Despite these challenges, a growing body of scholarship documents substantial variation in the knowledge management
effectiveness of public organizations and identifies governance, leadership, and organizational design factors associated with
superior knowledge performance (Massaro et al., 2015; Rashman et al., 2009; Argyris & Schon, 1978). This variation
establishes that effective knowledge management in public administration is achievable rather than merely desirable, and that
the conditions for its achievement can be theoretically specified and empirically evidenced the central ambition of the
Knowledge-Driven Governance Model (KDGM) developed in this article.

The article pursues four objectives:

e To systematically synthesize the scholarly literature on knowledge management and organizational learning in public
sector contexts;

e To develop the kdgm as a theoretically integrated, empirically grounded conceptual framework;

e To validate and refine the framework through comparative analysis of knowledge management practices across twenty
government organizations; and

e To derive a structured policy agenda for building knowledge-driven governance capacity.

The article is organized as follows: Section 2 presents the literature review; Section 3 develops the theoretical
foundations and framework; Section 4 describes the methodology; Section 5 presents and discusses findings; Section 6
addresses practice and policy implications; and Section 7 concludes.

II. LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. Knowledge Management: Core Concepts and Theoretical Traditions

Knowledge management as a scholarly field crystallized in the early 1990s from the confluence of strategic management
theory, information systems scholarship, and organizational behavior research. Three theoretical traditions have dominated: the
objectivist tradition, which treats knowledge as a codifiable asset that can be stored, retrieved, and transferred across
organizational contexts (Davenport & Prusak, 1998); the practice-based tradition, which treats knowledge as inherently
embedded in social practices and communities of practitioners and therefore only partially amenable to codification (Brown &
Duguid, 1991; Wenger, 1998); and the knowledge creation tradition, exemplified by Nonaka and Takeuchi's (1995) SECI
model, which conceptualizes organizational knowledge as dynamically generated through the conversion between tacit and
explicit knowledge forms across individual, group, and organizational levels.

Nonaka and Takeuchi's (1995) SECI model specifying four knowledge conversion modes: socialization (tacit to tacit),
externalization (tacit to explicit), combination (explicit to explicit), and internalization (explicit to tacit) has become the most
influential theoretical framework in knowledge management scholarship and provides one of the primary theoretical pillars of
the KDGM. The model's central insight that organizationally valuable knowledge is primarily tacit (embedded in experience,
judgment, and professional intuition) and that its conversion into organizationally accessible explicit forms requires deliberate
social and cognitive processes has profound implications for how public organizations should structure their knowledge
management activities.

Complementing the knowledge creation tradition, Cohen and Levinthal's (1990) absorptive capacity theory
conceptualizes an organization's ability to recognize the value of new external knowledge, assimilate it, and apply it to
commercial ends as a critical organizational capability that is path-dependent and builds cumulatively on prior knowledge
investments. In public sector terms, absorptive capacity determines the extent to which a government organization can benefit
from the vast knowledge resources available externally - in academic research, international governance comparisons, civil
society expertise, and citizen experience by developing the internal knowledge infrastructure needed to recognize, evaluate,
and apply external knowledge to governance challenges (Rashman et al., 2009).

2.2. Organizational Learning in Public Administration

Organizational learning theory (Argyris & Schon, 1978; Senge, 1990) addresses the processes through which
organizations develop and update their collective knowledge, routines, and capabilities in response to experience. The field's
foundational distinction between single-loop learning (adjusting actions within existing values and frameworks) and double-
loop learning (examining and revising the governing values and frameworks that produced outcomes requiring adjustment)
maps directly onto a distinction of critical practical importance in public administration: the difference between operational
learning (refining the implementation of existing policies and programs) and strategic learning (questioning and redesigning
the policy frameworks and governance architectures within which operations occur).

The public sector organizational learning literature, while less developed than its private sector counterpart, has
produced several important insights. Rashman et al.'s (2009) systematic review identified inter-organizational learning the
transfer of knowledge and practice across organizational boundaries as a distinctive public sector learning challenge, given the
fragmented yet interdependent structure of government systems. Gherardi (2006) demonstrated that learning in public
organizations occurs primarily through participation in communities of practice informal networks of practitioners sharing a
domain of expertise rather than through formal training programs, a finding with significant implications for how government
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knowledge investments should be prioritized. Boin and Schulman (2008) established that high-reliability public organizations
those operating in inherently hazardous domains such as air traffic control, nuclear safety, and emergency medicine demonstrate
distinctive organizational learning architectures characterized by redundant knowledge systems, near-miss reporting cultures,
and distributed expertise rather than hierarchical knowledge concentration.

2.3. Knowledge Management in Public Sector Contexts: Evidence and Debates

Empirical scholarship on knowledge management in public administration has grown substantially since Cong and
Pandya's (2003) early assessment identified the field as significantly underdeveloped relative to its private sector counterpart.
Wiig (2002) conducted an influential examination of knowledge management in public administration and proposed a public
sector knowledge management framework emphasizing citizen service quality and public value creation as the defining
outcomes around which government KM activities should be organized. Massaro et al.'s (2015) systematic review of 179 KM
studies in the public sector documented significant heterogeneity in conceptualization and measurement across studies, with
the majority focusing on IT enabled knowledge codification and transfer while undertheorizing tacit knowledge processes,
communities of practice, and inter-organizational knowledge flows.

A recurring theme in the empirical literature is the tension between the formal, hierarchical knowledge architectures
characteristic of most government organizations and the informal, relational knowledge processes mentoring, peer learning,
professional networking, communities of practice through which most practically useful public sector knowledge actually
flows (Rashman et al., 2009; Wenger, 1998). Janowski (2015) examined digital technologies as knowledge management
enablers in government and found that the most significant knowledge management gains came not from knowledge repository
systems but from collaboration platforms that facilitated the social knowledge-sharing processes through which tacit
knowledge could be accessed and applied across organizational boundaries.

2.4. Policy Learning as a Distinctive Public Sector Knowledge Process

Policy learning the process through which public organizations update their understanding of policy problems, causal
theories, and instrument effectiveness in light of experience, evidence, and comparison represents a distinctive and critically
important knowledge process in public administration with limited analogue in private sector knowledge management
scholarship (Dunlop & Radaelli, 2013; May, 1992). Rose's (1991) pioneering work on lesson-drawing identified comparative
policy learning across jurisdictions as a primary mechanism of governance knowledge acquisition, establishing that
governments regularly draw on the experience of policy peers in developing and refining their own approaches. Bennett and
Howlett (1992) elaborated a typology of policy learning encompassing government learning (updating instruments and
programs), lesson drawing (applying external policy experience to domestic contexts), and social learning (revising the
fundamental ideas and values underpinning policy frameworks) that maps directly onto the single-loop/double-loop learning
distinction from organizational learning theory.

Despite its theoretical importance, policy learning in practice is frequently impeded by political incentive structures that
discourage honest acknowledgment of policy failure, bureaucratic cultures that prioritize consistency over adaptation, and
institutional architectures that inadequately support the evidence generation and deliberation processes on which genuine policy
learning depends (Dunlop & Radaelli, 2013). The KDGM incorporates policy learning as a critical application domain for
government knowledge management capabilities, treating effective policy learning as both a measure of organizational
knowledge maturity and a primary pathway through which knowledge management investments translate into governance
outcomes.

III. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

3.1. Nonaka and Takeuchi's Knowledge Creation Theory: Public Sector Adaptation

The KDGM grounds its knowledge process architecture in Nonaka and Takeuchi's (1995) SECI model while adapting
its application to the distinctive features of public sector knowledge environments. Socialization processes in government
contexts encompass apprenticeship, mentoring, job rotation, and participation in communities of practice through which
experienced practitioners transmit tacit professional knowledge to newer colleagues and across organizational units.
Externalization processes encompass the codification of practitioner expertise into guidelines, manuals, case studies, and
institutional memory systems a knowledge conversion of particular importance in public organizations facing high staff
turnover and leadership succession challenges. Combination processes encompass the integration of codified knowledge across
departmental and functional boundaries the synthesis of economic analysis, legal interpretation, operational intelligence, and
citizen experience data that complex policy challenges demand. Internalization processes encompass the absorption of codified
knowledge frameworks into individual and collective professional judgment through training, practice, and experiential
reflection.

The KDGM's adaptation of the SECI model to public sector contexts incorporates two important modifications. First,
it positions political and democratic accountability processes as additional knowledge conversion mechanisms through which
citizen experience, parliamentary scrutiny, and independent evaluation translate into organizational learning inputs that are
absent from the model's original private sector formulation. Second, it explicitly theorizes the role of inter-organizational
knowledge conversion across agency boundaries, tiers of government, and public-private-civil society interfaces as a distinctive
public sector knowledge challenge not addressed in the original model's intra-organizational focus.

3.2. Absorptive Capacity in Government Organizations

Cohen and Levinthal's (1990) absorptive capacity theory is the second theoretical pillar of the KDGM, providing the
framework for understanding how government organizations can systematically develop their capability to recognize, acquire,
and apply externally generated knowledge. The KDGM distinguishes three components of public sector absorptive capacity,
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adapted from Zahra and George's (2002) refinement of Cohen and Levinthal's original framework. Potential absorptive capacity
encompasses the government organization's capability to scan the external knowledge environment - monitoring research
evidence, international governance comparisons, citizen experience data, and emerging policy innovations and to evaluate the
relevance and quality of identified knowledge for organizational purposes. Realized absorptive capacity encompasses the
capability to assimilate acquired knowledge into organizational routines, adapt it to the specific institutional context, and deploy
it in service of operational and strategic organizational purposes.

Public sector absorptive capacity is shaped by three distinctive institutional factors not prominent in the original private
sector formulation. Political cycle dynamics create punctuated knowledge demand patterns intensive knowledge seeking during
policy development phases, limited knowledge assimilation time during implementation phases that may undermine the
cumulative knowledge investment on which absorptive capacity depends. Civil service workforce characteristics, including
generalist career paths and rotation practices, create absorptive capacity profiles different from the specialist-intensive
configurations typical of knowledge-intensive private firms. And the democratic accountability context creates distinctive
incentive structures for knowledge seeking and sharing, including both powerful drivers (citizen scrutiny and performance
accountability) and powerful inhibitors (political incentives to suppress inconvenient evidence).

3.3. The Knowledge-Driven Governance Model

The KDGM integrates these theoretical strands into a six-component knowledge capability framework organized around
a core distinction between knowledge infrastructure capabilities (the foundational organizational systems and processes that
enable knowledge activities) and knowledge application capabilities (the higher-order capabilities through which knowledge
infrastructure is deployed in service of governance outcomes). The six knowledge capability dimensions are:

e Knowledge Acquisition - the capability to identify, access, and absorb knowledge from internal experience, external
research, citizen engagement, and inter-organizational exchange;

o Knowledge Articulation - the capability to surface and express tacit practitioner knowledge, making implicit expertise
accessible for organizational deliberation and learning;

¢ Knowledge Codification - the capability to systematically document, categorize, and preserve organizational knowledge
in accessible and durable forms;

e Knowledge Sharing - the capability to transfer knowledge across functional, hierarchical, and organizational boundaries
in response to identified knowledge needs;

e Knowledge Application - the capability to mobilize relevant knowledge in service of policy development, operational
decision-making, and service innovation; and

e Knowledge Renewal - the capability to critically evaluate existing knowledge assets, identify obsolescence, and
stimulate the acquisition and integration of new knowledge as problem environments evolve.

These six capabilities are theorized to operate within an enabling context defined by three organizational conditions
knowledge leadership, knowledge culture, and knowledge infrastructure and to generate outcomes across four governance
domains: policy effectiveness (knowledge quality improving policy instrument design and implementation), service innovation
(knowledge processes enabling new and improved service delivery approaches), organizational adaptability (knowledge
capabilities enhancing the organization's capacity to sense and respond to environmental changes), and inter-organizational
collaboration quality (knowledge sharing capabilities enabling more effective cross-boundary governance partnerships). The
KDGM further specifies that knowledge silos the structural compartmentalization of knowledge within organizational subunits,
driven by bureaucratic incentive structures and physical/digital separation function as the primary systemic barrier to
knowledge application quality, and that their reduction is the single most consequential organizational design priority for
knowledge-driven governance.

IV. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

4.1. Research Design and Epistemological Positioning

This study employs an interpretivist mixed-method research design (Denzin & Lincoln, 2018) combining a systematic
literature synthesis (Phase 1) with a comparative organizational case study analysis (Phase 2). The interpretivist orientation
reflects the study's commitment to understanding knowledge management as an inherently meaning-laden social process - one
whose dynamics cannot be adequately captured by purely quantitative, variable-centered research designs. The mixed-method
architecture enables both the breadth of coverage needed to establish theoretical generalizations and the depth of contextual
understanding needed to illuminate the mechanisms through which knowledge capabilities operate within specific
organizational and institutional settings.

4.2. Phase 1: Systematic Literature Synthesis

Electronic database searches were conducted across Web of Science, Scopus, ProQuest Public Administration
Collection, JSTOR, and Google Scholar. The primary search string combined: ("knowledge management" OR "organizational
learning" OR "knowledge sharing"” OR "communities of practice” OR "policy learning") AND ("public administration" OR
"public sector" OR "government" OR "public organization" OR "civil service"). Searches were limited to peer-reviewed
English-language publications from January 2001 to March 2025. Initial retrieval of 2,483 records was reduced to 112 included
studies following systematic duplicate removal (n = 386 removed), title-and-abstract screening, and full-text eligibility
assessment applying pre-specified inclusion criteria. Inter-rater reliability at the full-text screening stage reached Cohen's kappa
= .82 (McHugh, 2012), indicating strong agreement. Thematic synthesis (Thomas & Harden, 2008) was employed to generate
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interpretive themes across the included studies, using the KDGM's theoretical architecture as the primary organizing template
with inductive coding supplementing deductive themes.

4.3. Phase 2: Comparative Organizational Case Study Analysis

Twenty government organizations across twelve countries were selected using purposive theoretical sampling (Patton,
2015) targeting maximum variation across: administrative tradition (Westminster, Nordic, Napoleonic, East Asian, post-
colonial); organizational function (central policy ministry, regulatory agency, service delivery agency, subnational
government); organizational size (small, medium, large); and knowledge management maturity (assessed through a preliminary
scoping review of each organization using publicly available sources). Countries represented included Australia, Canada,
Denmark, Singapore, Germany, Japan, South Korea, Brazil, India, South Africa, Kenya, and the United Arab Emirates.

Data collection for each case drew on: official knowledge management strategy documents and annual reports;
independent organizational capability assessments; published academic case studies; evaluation reports of specific KM
initiatives; and publicly available practitioner accounts in government management journals and conference proceedings. Data
analysis employed a structured within-case and cross-case comparative analysis approach (Miles et al., 2020), using the
KDGM's six capability dimensions as the analytical template and identifying patterns of KM capability configuration
associated with superior and inferior governance outcomes.

V. FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION
5.1. Finding 1: Tacit Knowledge Mobilization is the Most Consequential and Least Managed Capability

The single most consistent finding across the systematic literature synthesis and the comparative case analysis was that
tacit knowledge mobilization the capability to surface, access, and apply the embedded experiential knowledge of public sector
practitioners - is simultaneously the most consequential knowledge capability for governance quality and the most chronically
underinvested and least systematically managed capability in government organizations. Across 78 of the 112 reviewed studies
addressing knowledge type distinctions, tacit knowledge encompassing practitioner judgment, situated expertise, relational
knowledge, and contextual understanding was identified as the primary source of value-adding knowledge in public service
delivery and policy implementation contexts. The comparative organizational evidence consistently revealed, however, that
government KM programs are heavily oriented toward explicit knowledge management - database development, knowledge
repository construction, documentation standards, information management systems while providing minimal structured
support for the socialization, mentoring, and community-based processes through which tacit knowledge is shared and
transferred.

The contrast between Singapore's Civil Service College knowledge management approach and the UK central
government's knowledge strategy exemplified this pattern. Singapore's approach explicitly addressed tacit knowledge through
an integrated suite of practitioner learning communities, cross-agency secondment programs, structured mentoring
frameworks, and after-action review protocols that systematically converted practitioner experience into accessible
organizational knowledge. The UK's approach, while more formally sophisticated in its knowledge architecture documentation,
was more heavily weighted toward explicit knowledge systems policy libraries, analytical databases, and digital knowledge
repositories while providing comparatively limited structural support for the tacit knowledge sharing that practitioners
identified as the primary source of organizational learning (Massaro et al., 2015; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995).

5.2. Finding 2: Knowledge Silos are the Primary Structural Barrier to Knowledge Utilization

Knowledge silos - the compartmentalization of knowledge assets and knowledge-sharing behaviors within
organizational subunits, preventing their flow to where they are most needed - emerged from both the literature synthesis and
the case evidence as the most prevalent and consequential structural barrier to effective knowledge utilization in government
organizations. The structural drivers of knowledge silos in public organizations are multiple and mutually reinforcing:
departmental budget competition creates incentives for knowledge hoarding as a source of organizational advantage; functional
specialization creates knowledge languages and frameworks that impede cross-boundary communication; hierarchical
information control structures restrict knowledge flows to authorized channels; physical separation across sites and agencies
limits the informal social interactions through which tacit knowledge naturally flows; and cultural norms of ministerial
confidentiality and inter-departmental competition discourage proactive knowledge sharing across organizational boundaries
(Rashman et al., 2009; Cong & Pandya, 2003).

The Australian Public Service's experience with its cross-agency knowledge sharing initiatives, documented in official
evaluation reports and independent assessments, illustrated the challenge and opportunity of silo reduction with particular
clarity. The establishment of the Australian Public Service Commission's cross-agency communities of practice bringing
together practitioners from fifteen agencies around shared policy challenges in areas including Indigenous affairs, climate
adaptation, and service delivery innovation generated documented knowledge-sharing outcomes and identified practice
innovations that participating agencies subsequently adopted. However, the initiative also encountered persistent cultural and
bureaucratic resistance rooted in departmental sovereignty norms and resource competition, requiring sustained senior
leadership sponsorship to maintain momentum against institutional inertia (Wenger, 1998; Brown & Duguid, 1991).

5.3. Finding 3: Communities of Practice are the Most Cost-Effective Knowledge Sharing Mechanism

Consistent with Wenger's (1998) theoretical predictions and Gherardi's (2006) empirical findings, communities of
practice (CoPs) voluntary, informally constituted networks of practitioners sharing a domain of expertise and a commitment
to collaborative learning emerged from the evidence as the most cost-effective knowledge sharing mechanism available to
public organizations and simultaneously the mechanism least consistently supported by institutional design, resource
allocation, and leadership attention. Across the comparative case organizations, those that had deliberately invested in CoP
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infrastructure creating protected time for participation, providing modest coordination resources, facilitating cross-agency
community membership, and connecting community insights to organizational decision-making demonstrated consistently
stronger knowledge-sharing outcomes and higher organizational learning quality than comparators investing equivalent
resources in formal knowledge management systems.

The Danish government's approach to cross-agency professional communities, documented in the Ministry of Finance's
governance capacity assessments, provided a particularly instructive positive case. Formal recognition of cross-ministry
professional communities in planning and budgeting processes, dedicated coordination support from central capacity units, and
explicit mechanisms for incorporating community-generated insights into policy development cycles created an enabling
environment in which CoPs could sustain and deepen their value-adding activities. The contrast with Kenya's experience was
instructive in the opposite direction: despite substantial donor-funded investment in formal knowledge management systems
including digital knowledge repositories and structured documentation programs, the absence of complementary investment in
practitioner community support produced knowledge systems that were formally populated but practically underutilized, with
practitioners continuing to rely on personal networks for knowledge seeking rather than organizational systems (Janowski,
2015).

5.4. Finding 4: Knowledge Leadership is the Most Powerful Enabler of Knowledge Culture

Parallel to the ethical leadership finding in the integrity governance literature, the KM evidence consistently established
knowledge leadership senior leaders who visibly model knowledge-seeking, knowledge-sharing, and evidence-based decision-
making behaviors as the most powerful single enabler of organizational knowledge culture. The mechanism, consistent with
social learning theory (Bandura, 1986), operates through observable leader behavior: when senior leaders are seen to consult
evidence before making decisions, to actively seek out practitioner knowledge from operational levels, to acknowledge the
limits of their own knowledge, and to reward rather than penalize the candid reporting of evidence that challenges prior
assumptions, they signal organizational norms that diffuse downward through the hierarchy and reshape collective knowledge
behavior.

The German Federal Government's evidence-based policy unit experience and South Korea's Government Policy
Research Institute collaboration model illustrated knowledge leadership's organizational culture effects. In both cases,
documented senior leader behaviors regular structured engagement with research evidence in decision processes, public
acknowledgment of cases in which evidence led to policy revision, and organizational recognition systems that celebrated
evidence-based adaptation over policy consistency were associated with measurable improvements in organizational
knowledge utilization metrics over multi-year assessment periods. By contrast, organizations characterized by leadership
behaviors signaling that evidence is sought to justify predetermined conclusions rather than to genuinely inform decisions a
pattern identified in several of the lower-performing case organizations demonstrated persistent knowledge underutilization
despite formally sophisticated KM infrastructure (Argyris & Schon, 1978; Senge, 1990).

5.5. Finding 5: Digital Knowledge Infrastructure Enables but Does Not Substitute for Social Knowledge Processes

The comparative evidence generated a theoretically important finding regarding the relationship between digital
knowledge infrastructure and knowledge management effectiveness: digital systems are necessary enablers of government
knowledge management at scale but are consistently insufficient as primary KM investments without complementary
investment in the social knowledge processes communities of practice, mentoring, cross-boundary collaboration, and tacit
knowledge articulation that digital systems support but cannot replicate. Across the twenty case organizations, a clear pattern
emerged: organizations that invested in digital KM infrastructure while underinvesting in social knowledge processes achieved
codification without utilization building knowledge repositories that were formally populated but practically bypassed by
practitioners who found personal networks more immediately useful. Organizations that invested in social knowledge processes
while underinvesting in digital infrastructure achieved strong tacit knowledge sharing but poor institutional memory and
knowledge accessibility. Only organizations that developed both digital infrastructure and social knowledge processes in an
integrated and mutually reinforcing configuration achieved the full range of knowledge management outcomes theorized in
the KDGM.

The United Arab Emirates’ Mohammed Bin Rashid Centre for Government Innovation offered an illustrative positive
case of integrated KM investment: combining a sophisticated digital knowledge platform with structured practitioner learning
events, cross-agency innovation challenges, and knowledge leadership development programs for senior civil servants. The
integration created mutual reinforcement effects social knowledge processes generated content and connections that made
digital systems more valuable, while digital infrastructure gave social knowledge interactions institutional persistence and
cross-boundary reach. Independent evaluations documented significant improvements in cross-agency knowledge sharing,
policy innovation adoption, and service delivery learning cycles attributable to this integrated approach (Janowski, 2015;
Davenport & Prusak, 1998).

Table 1. KDGM Knowledge Capability Dimensions: Definitions, Mechanisms, and Assessment Indicators

Capability Dimension Definition Primary Mechanism Assessment Indicators

Knowledge Acquisition | Identifying and absorbing Environmental scanning; Evidence use in decisions;
knowledge from internal and Research uptake; Citizen External network density;
external sources engagement Research citation in policy

docs

Knowledge Articulation | Surfacing tacit practitioner After-action reviews; Stories documented;

expertise for organizational use | Mentoring; Narrative Lessons captured; Expert
capture directories maintained
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organizational boundaries

Job rotation; Cross-agency
platforms

Knowledge Systematically documenting Knowledge repositories; Repository completeness;

Codification organizational knowledge Procedure documentation; | Documentation quality;
Case libraries Access rates

Knowledge Sharing Transferring knowledge across | Communities of practice; CoP participation; Rotation

frequency; Cross-unit
collaboration rates

Knowledge Application

Mobilizing knowledge in
policy and service decisions

Evidence-based decision
processes; Practice
adoption; Learning cycles

Evidence use rate;
Innovation adoption; Policy
revision frequency

Knowledge Renewal

Updating and refreshing
organizational knowledge
assets

Horizon scanning;
Obsolescence audit;
External knowledge
integration

Knowledge currency
reviews; Assumption
testing; Horizon scanning
reports

Note. KDGM = Knowledge-Driven Governance Model. Assessment indicators are illustrative rather than exhaustive; specific measures
should be adapted to organizational context and data availability.

Table 2. Comparative Knowledge Management Profiles Across Selected Government Organizations

Organization Country Tacit KM KM CoP Support Knowledge | Overall KM
Infrastructure Leadership | Maturity

Civil Service Singapore Strong Strong Strong Strong Advanced

College

Min. of Finance Denmark Moderate- Strong Strong Strong Advanced

KM Unit Strong

Mohammed Bin UAE Moderate Strong Moderate-Strong | Strong Developing-

Rashid Centre Advanced

APS Cross- Australia Moderate Moderate Strong Moderate Developing

Agency CoPs

Policy Research South Korea | Moderate Strong Moderate Moderate Developing

Institute

Federal Policy Germany Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate- Developing

Units Strong

Central KM Brazil Weak- Moderate Weak Weak Emerging

Secretariat Moderate

Dept. of Admin. India Weak Moderate Weak Weak Emerging

Reform

National KM Kenya Weak Moderate Weak Weak Early Stage

Programme

Gov. Innovation South Moderate Weak Moderate Moderate Early-

Lab Africa Developing

Note. Ratings reflect qualitative assessments derived from systematic multi-source archival and documentary evidence analysis. APS = Australian
Public Service; CoP = Community of Practice; UAE = United Arab Emirates. KM = Knowledge Management.

VI. IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTICE AND POLICY

6.1. Rebalancing KM Investment Toward Tacit Knowledge Processes

The consistent finding that tacit knowledge mobilization is the most consequential and most underinvested knowledge
capability in government organizations argues for a fundamental rebalancing of public sector KM investment toward social
and relational knowledge processes alongside digital infrastructure. Concretely, this rebalancing requires: structured mentoring
and knowledge transfer programs that systematically capture practitioner wisdom before expertise is lost to retirement and
career transition; after-action review protocols embedded in project management frameworks that routinely convert operational
experience into codified organizational learning; job rotation and secondment programs designed not merely as career
development mechanisms but as knowledge transfer infrastructure; and protected time and coordination resources for
communities of practice as recognized organizational investments rather than informal initiatives tolerated at the margins of
official work.

6.2. Dismantling Knowledge Silos Through Organizational Design

The evidence establishing knowledge silos as the primary structural barrier to knowledge utilization in public
organizations argues for deliberate organizational design interventions targeting silo reduction. These include: restructuring
performance management frameworks to reward cross-agency knowledge sharing and collaborative problem-solving alongside
departmental performance; establishing cross-boundary knowledge brokering roles senior practitioners with explicit mandates
and resources to identify, translate, and transfer relevant knowledge across organizational boundaries; creating physical and
digital collaboration environments that facilitate informal cross-boundary knowledge exchange; and establishing whole-of-
government knowledge governance frameworks that define knowledge sharing as a formal organizational obligation rather
than a discretionary act. Countries such as Australia, Denmark, and Singapore that have made sustained investments in cross-
boundary collaboration infrastructure have documented measurable improvements in inter-organizational knowledge flow and
policy coordination quality.

6.3. Institutionalizing Communities of Practice as Governance Infrastructure

Given the evidence for CoPs as the most cost-effective knowledge sharing mechanism in government contexts, public
sector organizations should establish formal institutional support for practitioner communities as a standard governance

59

Volume: 2 | Issue: 2 | April — 2026 | www.eduresearchjournal.com/index.php/ijamrs


http://www.eduresearchjournal.com/index.php/ijamrs

infrastructure investment. Minimum institutional support requirements include: formal organizational recognition of CoPs as
legitimate work activities eligible for time allocation; modest but reliable coordination resourcing including facilitation support
and meeting infrastructure; mechanisms for connecting CoP-generated insights to organizational decision-making processes;
cross-agency membership provisions enabling practitioners to participate in communities that span their own organizational
boundaries; and leadership sponsorship that signals senior commitment and protects community activities from competing
workload pressures. The international evidence suggests that relatively modest institutional investments in CoP infrastructure
generate disproportionate knowledge-sharing returns when the social conditions for community formation shared practice
domain, mutual recognition, and collaborative purpose - are present.

6.4. Developing Knowledge Leadership as a Senior Civil Service Competency

Parallel to the recommendations regarding ethical leadership and digital leadership in adjacent governance domains, the
evidence for knowledge leadership as the most powerful enabler of organizational knowledge culture argues for its
development as an explicit, assessed competency in senior civil service development and selection frameworks. Knowledge
leadership competencies encompass: evidence literacy (the capability to critically evaluate and apply research evidence in
complex policy contexts); knowledge humility (the disposition to acknowledge the limits of one's knowledge and actively seek
out expertise from others); knowledge sharing behavior (the visible modeling of knowledge-seeking and knowledge-giving
behaviors that shapes organizational culture norms); and learning orientation (the openness to revising prior beliefs and
decisions in light of evidence and experience). Civil service learning institutions should develop knowledge leadership
programs embedding these competencies in leadership development curricula, and performance evaluation frameworks should
assess knowledge leadership behaviors as a primary accountability dimension for senior civil servants.

6.5. Building Policy Learning Architecture for Evidence-Informed Governance

At the governance system level, the policy learning literature's insights argue for investment in what Dunlop and
Radaelli (2013) term "policy learning architecture" the institutional infrastructure that enables governments to systematically
draw lessons from policy experience, domestic and international. Key elements of effective policy learning architecture
include: rigorous, independent program evaluation frameworks with mandatory evaluation timelines and published findings
for significant policy programs; structured international policy comparison processes that systematically expose domestic
policymakers to relevant international governance innovations; policy laboratories and innovation units that provide structured
environments for piloting and learning from policy experiments before full-scale implementation; and policy review processes
designed explicitly to distinguish between implementation failure (adequate policy design, inadequate implementation) and
theory failure (flawed causal assumptions about how policy instruments will produce intended outcomes), enabling more
targeted and effective policy learning responses.

VII. CONCLUSION

This article has developed and evidenced the Knowledge-Driven Governance Model (KDGM)), a theoretically integrated
framework specifying the six knowledge capability dimensions, enabling organizational conditions, and governance outcome
domains that constitute knowledge-driven public administration. The KDGM advances the public sector knowledge
management literature by integrating Nonaka and Takeuchi's knowledge creation theory, absorptive capacity theory, and
organizational learning theory within a governance specific analytical architecture; by systematically distinguishing the six
knowledge capability dimensions and their distinct developmental requirements; and by theorizing the role of political and
democratic accountability processes as distinctive knowledge conversion mechanisms absent from private sector KM
frameworks.

The cross-organizational comparative evidence provided robust support for the KDGM's core propositions while
generating five significant empirical findings: the primacy of tacit knowledge mobilization as the most consequential and most
underinvested capability; knowledge silos as the primary structural barrier to knowledge utilization; communities of practice
as the most cost-effective knowledge sharing mechanism; knowledge leadership as the most powerful enabler of organizational
knowledge culture; and the necessity of integrating digital infrastructure and social knowledge processes rather than
substituting one for the other. These findings converge on a policy agenda that rebalances public sector KM investment toward
social and relational knowledge processes, dismantles silo-generating organizational design features, institutionalizes CoP
support, and embeds knowledge leadership in senior civil service development.

This study carries several limitations that future research should address. The comparative organizational analysis relies
primarily on publicly available documentary evidence, potentially underrepresenting informal knowledge processes and
cultural dynamics that are not captured in official documents. The twelve-country comparative sample, while diverse,
overrepresents high- and upper-middle-income country contexts. Future research should develop and validate quantitative
instruments for measuring the KDGM's six capability dimensions; conduct large-scale, multi-organizational survey studies
testing KDGM propositions with validated measures; and pursue longitudinal designs that track knowledge capability
development and governance outcome improvements over extended time horizons. Experimental and quasi-experimental
studies of specific KM interventions CoP establishment programs, knowledge leadership development initiatives, and silo-
reduction organizational design experiments - would substantially advance the causal evidence base for knowledge-driven
governance practice.

The case for knowledge-driven governance is ultimately a case for government institutions that learn continuously,
adapt intelligently, and serve citizens with the best available understanding of how complex social problems can be effectively
addressed. In an era of escalating policy complexity, accelerating knowledge obsolescence, and intensifying citizen
expectations of evidence-informed government, the development of organizational knowledge capabilities is not a management
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luxury it is a governance imperative. The KDGM provides the theoretical foundation and practical guidance for that
imperative's systematic pursuit.
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