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Abstract 
Corporate Governance and IT Governance do not explicitly mention Intellectual Capital 
as a resource to be considered in the enterprise strategies. Nevertheless, as highest inter-
national institutions sponsor Corporate Governance, we are encouraged to think that the 
knowledge economy will oblige to take into account Intellectual Capital. Consequently, 
we need to study the link between Knowledge Management (KM), and Corporate Gov-
ernance and IT Governance. However, despite the fact that numerous KM Frameworks 
have been suggested all over the world, it does not exist a unify KM pattern upon which 
KM Governance principles could be established. This paper is an attempt to propose such 
a KM pattern of reference called MGKME (Model for Global Knowledge Management 
within the Enterprise).  
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Management (KM), KM Governance, Capitalizing on Company’s Knowledge Assets, 
Deming’s wheel, Japanese concept of “Ba”, Organizational learning, KM pattern of ref-
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Introduction 

Gradually, numerous research works were carried out, enterprise applications were de-
ployed, and an abundant literature has enriched the domain of Knowledge Management 
(KM). So that the concept of KM has highlighted a broad range of topics and became a 
fuzzy concept taking as many senses as people speaking about it. For instance, in his edi-
torial preface untitled “What is Knowledge Management?” M.E. Jennex has gathered 
some authors’ definitions that shows that there is no common evidence about what KM is 
(Jennex, 2005). In our research group, considering that knowledge could not be processed 
as an object independently of the person who has to act, it appeared that KM must ad-
dress activities that utilize and create knowledge more than knowledge by itself. With 
regard to this question, since 2001, our group of research, has adopted the following defi-
nition of KM: 

“KM is the management of the activities and the processes that amplify the utilization and 
the creation of knowledge within an organization, according to two additional goals closely 
interlinked, and their underlying economic and strategic dimensions, organizational dimen-
sions, socio-cultural dimensions, and technological dimensions: (i) a patrimonial goal; (ii) a 
sustainable innovation goal.” 
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As we can see, this definition, directly addresses some components of the Corporate 
Governance and one of its subsets the IT Governance. Except that it does not exist a unify 
pattern of reference upon which KM Governance principles could be established. There-
fore, the focus of our on-going research is to establish such a KM pattern. We call it 
MGKME (Model for Global Knowledge Management within the Enterprise). 

Background Theory and Assumptions 

After having considered the Corporate Governance and the Information Technology 
Governance concepts we make an attempt to tackle with a Knowledge Management Gov-
ernance perspective drawing a link with the Corporate and IT Governance principles. 

The OECD Corporate Governance 
Corporate scandals and failures as well as broader economic concerns have driven OECD 
(Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development) countries to devote in-
creased attention to corporate governance, which is now recognised as a vital factor in 
economic growth and financial stability. The OECD Principles were originally issued in 
1999 and have since become the international benchmark for corporate governance, 
forming the basis for a number of reform initiatives, both by governments and the private 
sector. The Principles were revised in 2003 to take into account developments since 1999, 
through a process of extensive and open consultations, and drawing on the work of the 
Regional Corporate Governance Roundtables for non-OECD countries. OECD govern-
ments in April 2004 agreed the new Principles.  
The OECD defines Corporate Governance (OECD, 2004, p.11) as shown on figure 1. 

Figure 1. KM Governance Perspective  

Corporate Governance

KM GovernanceIT Governance

“Corporate governance involves a set of relationships between a company’s 
management, its board, its shareholders and other stakeholders. Corporate 
governance also provides the structure through which the objectives of the 
company are set, and the means of attaining those objectives and monitoring 
performance are determined. Good corporate governance should provide proper 
incentives for the board and management to pursue objectives that are in the 
interests of the company and its shareholders and should facilitate effective 
monitoring.”

Extract from OECD Principles of Corporate Governance, 2004 (p.11)

“IT governance is the responsibility of executives and the 
board of directors, and consists of the leadership, 
organizational structures and processes that ensure that the 
enterprise’s IT sustains and extends the organization’s 
strategies and objectives. Furthermore, IT governance 
integrates and institutionalizes good practices to ensure that 
the enterprise’s IT supports the business objectives.

Extract from COBIT® 4th  Edition, Executive Summary, 2005 
(p.6)

“KM Governance involves a set of relationships and processes 
to direct and control the activities that amplify the utilization 
and the creation of knowledge. KM Governance provides a 
framework through which the alignment of KM on the 
Corporate and IT strategies is achieved: 
- when the KM approach is centered on information 
technologies, it is connected with the IT Governance 
principles; 
- when the KM approach is centered on the core business 
processes and the people, it is connected with the Corporate 
Governance principles.”

Suggested by M. Grundstein, 2005.
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The COBIT® IT Governance 
Boards and executive management have long known the need for enterprise and corpo-
rate governance. However, most are beginning to realize that there is a need to extend 
governance to information technology as well, and provide the leadership, organisational 
structures and processes that ensure that the enterprise’s IT sustains and extends the en-
terprise’s strategies and objectives. Control Objectives for Information and related Tech-
nology (COBIT®, 2000, 2002, 2005) was initially published in 1996 by the Information 
Systems Audit and Control Foundation, Inc. It was followed by a second edition in 1998. 
The IT Governance Institute issued the third edition, which incorporates all-new material 
on IT Governance and Management Guidelines, in 2000. A fourth edition has been edited 
in 2005. COBIT® presents an international and generally accepted IT control framework 
enabling organizations to implement an IT Governance structure throughout the enter-
prise (Guldentops, 2004, p. 277).  
The COBIT® defines IT Governance (4th Edition, Executive Summary, 2005, p.6) as 
shown on figure 1. To achieve success, corporate governance and IT governance can no 
longer be considered separate and distinct disciplines. The COBIT® Management Guide-
lines helps to support these needs. They have identified specific Critical Success Factors, 
Key Goal Indicators, Key Performance Indicators and an associated Maturity Model for 
IT Governance. 

The KM Governance Perspectives 
Corporate Governance and IT Governance do not explicitly mention Intellectual Capital 
as a resource to be considered in the enterprise strategies. Even so, as pointed out by Ed-
vinsson and Malone (1997): “The core of the so-called knowledge economy is huge in-
vestment flows into human capital as well as information technology. And, stunningly, 
neither of these appears as positive values in traditional accounting. Rather, it is often just 
the opposite. Yet, these investments are the key tools of the new value creation” (p. 12). 
However, as highest international institutions sponsor Corporate Governance, we are en-
couraged to think that the knowledge economy will oblige to take into account Intellec-
tual Capital. And, consequently, we need to study the link between KM, and Corporate 
Governance and IT Governance. However, despite the fact that numerous KM Frame-
works have been suggested all over the world, it does not exist a unify KM pattern upon 
which KM Governance principles could be established.  
For example, let’s consider the European Project Team in charge to elaborate The Euro-
pean Guide to Good Practice in Knowledge Management on behalf of the European 
Committee for Standardization Workshop on Knowledge Management. This Workshop 
was running from September 2002 till September 2003 (CEN-1, 2004). The Project Team 
has collected, categorized and analyzed more than 140 KM Frameworks. Nevertheless, as 
contributors to this project, we have observed that few of them were “people-focused” as 
highlighted by Wiig (2004). Furthermore we have distinguished two main approaches 
underlying KM: (i) a technological approach that answers a demand of solutions based on 
the technologies of information and communication (ICT); (ii) a managerial approach 
that integrates knowledge as resources contributing to the implementation of the strategic 
vision of the company. 
Therefore, we can suggest two KM Governance Perspectives depending on the first or the 
second approach. On the one hand, the technological approach leads to reduce knowledge 
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to codified knowledge that is no more than information. In that case KM projects can be 
managed in the same way than Information System projects. They should be connected 
with IT Governance principles by means of specific criteria and specific IT tools inherent 
to KM functionalities. On the other hand, the managerial approach that integrates knowl-
edge as a resource is centered on the core business processes and the people. It should be 
connected with Corporate Governance principles by taking into account the risks linked 
to the utilization and creation of knowledge (ref. figure 1).  
The aspects highlighted above involve elaborating Management Governance Guidelines 
for KM as COBIT® has been elaborated for IT. To do so, the concept of KM needs a pat-
tern of reference that unifies the multiple approaches of KM. Such is the aim of the 
Model for Global Knowledge Management within the Enterprise (MGKME), described 
hereafter. 

MGKME Description 

The MGKME supports our full meaning of KM as defined in the introduction. It should 
be seen as an empirical model. It consists of two main categories of elements: the Under-
lying elements and the Operating elements (ref. figure 2). 

Figure 2. Model for Global Knowledge Management Within the Enterprise (MGKME) 

 
The Underlying elements  
The core knowledge is embodied in people heads and their abilities to utilize them, and to 
generate new knowledge at the same time. The information technologies and the tangible 
technical resources enhance their competence, while value-added processes and organiza-
tional infrastructures are structuring their activities. Nevertheless, their social interactions 
(Cohen & Prusak, 2001) are essential factors, which leverage their potentialities, and that 
actually enable them to achieve effective results. Therefore, from our perspective, socio-
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technical environment, and value-added processes are fundamental elements that consti-
tute the underlying elements of the MGKME.  

 The Socio-technical Environment  
The Socio-Technical Environment constitutes the social fabric where autonomous indi-
viduals supported by ICT and tangible resources interact and are conversing through 
physical or virtual places (coffee machines, collaborative work spaces, weblogs, wikis, 
CoPs). Interacting is not enough. Thus, Stewart (2001) observed what happen when inter-
acting without conversing: “Stories are not told and associated sense of adventure is lost; 
knowing is not shared because questioning is not fostered; people become isolated, an-
gry, resentful and do what they do with no real joy; while a business may be profitable it 
is likely that it is not operating at anywhere near its potential” (p. 17).  

The Value-added processes  
Value-added processes represent the organizational context for which knowledge is es-
sential factors of performance. It is in this context that is implanted a KM initiative. As 
pointed out by Tonchia and Tramontano (2004): “Process Management, with the con-
cepts of internal customers and process ownership, is becoming one of the most impor-
tant competitive weapons for firms and can determine a strategic change in the way busi-
ness is carried out.” These authors specify that: “Process Management consists in the 
rationalization of processes, the quest for efficiency/effectiveness, a sort of simplifica-
tion/clarification brought about by common-sense engineering” (p. 20). As Process Man-
agement engenders structural changes, when doing Business Process Reengineering we 
should consider KM activities in order to identify knowledge that is essential factor to 
enable value-added processes to achieve their goals efficiently. 

The Operating elements 
The operating elements of the MGKME focus on the underlying elements. They consist 
of managerial guiding principles, relevant infrastructures, generic KM processes, organ-
izational learning processes, and methods and supporting tools. 

The Managerial Guiding Principles  
The Managerial Guiding Principles should bring a vision aligned with the enterprise’s 
strategic orientations, and should suggest a KM Governance principles by analogy with 
COBIT®.  
In particular, KM indicators must be established. Numerous publications and books re-
lates to that subject (Bontis, Dragonetti, Jacobsen, & Roos, 1999) (Moore, 1999) (Morey, 
Maybury & Thuraisingham, 2000, section III) (CEN-4, 2004). From our viewpoint, two 
main categories of indicators should be constructed in order to monitor a KM initiative: 
(i) a category of indicators that focus on the impacts of the initiative favoring enhance-
ment of intellectual capital; (ii) a category of indicators that insure monitoring and coor-
dination of KM activities, measuring the results, and insuring the relevance of the initia-
tive. 
In addition, we should find a way to get a good articulation between the Deming’s cycle 
and the Organizational learning (ref. figure 3). Firstly, we refer to the PDCA cycle of ac-
tivities – plan, do, check, and act (Martin, 1995, p. 207). This cycle, first advocated by 
Deming (1992) is well known as the Deming’s Cycle by Quality Management practitio-
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ners. The PDCA cycle has inspired the ISO 9004 (2000) Quality Standards in order to get 
a continuous process improvement of the Quality Management System. Secondly, we re-
fer to the Single-Loop Learning and Double-Loop Learning defined in the Argyris & 
Schön 's organizational learning theory (Argyris and Schön, 1996). Thus, we point out the 
key contribution of Knowledge Management to Change 2 defined by Watzlawick, Weak-
land and Fisch (1975).  

Figure 3. Deming’s Cycle and Organizational Learning Articulation 

 
The Relevant Infrastructures  
The Relevant infrastructures are adapted sets of devices and means for action. Beyond a 
network that favors cooperative work, it is important to implement the conditions that 
will allow sharing and creating knowledge. An ad hoc infrastructure must be set up ac-
cording to the specific situation of each company, and the context of the envisaged KM 
initiative. This infrastructure could be inspired by the Japanese concept of Ba that “can be 
thought as a shared space for emerging relationships” (Nonaka & Konno, 1998, p. 40). 
There exist four types of Ba corresponding to the SECI spiral of conversion model pro-
posed by Nonaka in a series of article and books dating from the early 1990s. The four 
types of Ba are described hereafter (p. 46-47). 
The Originating Ba is a place where individuals share feelings, emotions, experiences, 
and mental models. It is the primary Ba from which the knowledge-creation begins and 
represents the socialization phase. Physical, face- to- face experiences are the key to con-
version and transfer of tacit knowledge.  
The Interacting Ba is a place where tacit knowledge is made explicit, thus it represents 
the externalization process. Through dialogue, individuals’ mental models and skills are 
converted into common terms and concepts. Two processes operate in concert: individu-
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als share the mental model of others, but also reflect and analyze their own. Dialogue is 
key for such conversions; and the extensive use of metaphors is one of the conversion 
skills required.  
The Cyber Ba is a place of interaction in a virtual world instead of real space and time; 
and it represents the combination phase. The combination of explicit knowledge is most 
efficiently supported in collaborative environments utilizing information technology. The 
use of on-line networks, groupware, documentations, and database enhance this conver-
sion process.  
The Exercising Ba is a space that facilitates the conversion of explicit knowledge to tacit 
knowledge. It supports the internalization phase. Thus the internalization of knowledge is 
continuously enhanced by the use of formal knowledge (explicit) in real life or simulated 
applications.  
Awareness of the different characteristics of Ba can facilitate successful support of 
knowledge creation. Ba can inspire infrastructures that bring the dynamism to continually 
create new knowledge through a cycle of converting tacit knowledge into explicit knowl-
edge and then reconverting it into tacit knowledge. 

The Generic KM Processes  
The generic KM processes answer the problem of capitalizing on company’s knowledge 
defined in the following way:   

“Capitalizing on company’s knowledge means considering certain knowledge used and pro-
duced by the company as a storehouse of riches and drawing from these riches interest that 
contributes to increasing the company's capital” (Grundstein, 2000, p. 263). 

Several problems co-exist. They are recurring problems with which the company was al-
ways confronted. These problems constitute a general problematic that has been organ-
ized in five categories (Grundstein, 2000, p. 268).  Each of these categories contains sub-
processes that are aimed to contribute a solution to the set of overall problems. Thus, we 
have identified four Generic KM Processes corresponding to the resolution of these cate-
gories of problems (ref. Figure 4). These processes are described below. 
The Locating Process deals with the location of Crucial Knowledge, that is, Knowledge 
(explicit or tacit) that is essential for decision-making processes and for the progress of 
the value-added processes. It is necessary to identify it, to locate it, to characterize it, to 
make cartographies of it, to estimate its economic value, and to classify it. One can men-
tioned an approach named GAMETH (Grundstein, 2000)(Grundstein & Rosenthal-
Sabroux, 2004) specifically aimed to support this process.  
The Preserving Process deals with the preservation of know-how and skills: when 
knowledge can be put into words, it is necessary to acquire it with the bearers of knowl-
edge, to represent it, to formalize it, and to conserve it. This leads to Knowledge Engi-
neering activities that are notably described in (Schreiber et al, 2000). When knowledge 
cannot be put into words, then interactions through communities of practice or other 
types of networks must be encouraged. 
The Enhancing Process deals with the added-value of know-how and skills: it is neces-
sary to make them accessible according to certain rules of confidentiality and safety, to 
disseminate them, to share them, to use them more effectively, to combine them, and to 
create new knowledge. Here is the link with innovation processes. 
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Figure 4. Generic KM Processes and Capitalizing on Company’s Knowledge Assets 
Problems 

 
The Actualizing process deals with the actualization of know-how and skills: it is neces-
sary to appraise them, to update them, to standardize them and to enrich them according 
to the returns of experiments, the creation of new knowledge, and the contribution of ex-
ternal knowledge. Here is the link with business intelligence processes. 

The Organizational Learning Processes  
The Organizational learning processes underlay the whole Generic KM processes. The 
aim of the organizational learning process is to increase individual knowledge, to rein-
force competencies, and to convert them into a collective knowledge through interactions, 
dialogue, discussions, exchange of experience, and observation. The main objective con-
sists in fighting against the defensive routines that make barriers to training and change. 
So, it is a question of helping the members of the organization to change their way of 
thinking by facilitating an apprenticeship of a constructive way of reasoning instead of a 
defensive one.  

The Methods and supporting tools for KM  
The methods and supporting tools relevant for KM can be determined only when consid-
ering the enterprise context and the envisaged KM initiative. One can find the descrip-
tions and the characteristics of technologies, methods and supporting tools relevant for 
KM in many publications such as, for example, (Baek, Liebowitz, Prasad, & Granger, 
1999) (Becker, 1999) (Huntington, 1999) (Wensley & Verwijk-O'Sullivan, 2000). 
Among all these tools, the information and applications Portal, that supplies a global ac-
cess to the information, can meet the needs of KM. In that case, the functional software 
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and the tools answering the ends of KM are integrated into the digital information system. 
Consequently, the conception of the digital information system has to take into account 
the nature of the information that the individual, as a decision-maker, must be able to ac-
cess. Three natures of information must be distinguished: the Mainstream-Data, the 
Source-of-Knowledge-Data, and the Shared-Data (Grundstein and Rosenthal-Sabroux, 
2003). 

Conclusions and Future Trends 

We expect that the MGKME will serve as a pattern of reference for establishing KM 
Governance principles. On the one hand, these KM Governance principles should be 
connected with IT Governance principles by means of specific criteria and specific IT 
tools inherent to KM functionalities. On the other hand, they should be connected with 
Corporate Governance principles by taking into account the risks linked to the utilization 
and creation of knowledge.  
Moreover, we hope to succeed to consolidate the MGKME in order to become an open 
framework that enables each enterprise to assess the maturity level of its Knowledge 
Management System, and to adapt its KM program. In the future, we should complete 
and validate the MGKME, by developing our researches in that sense. That will result in 
developing appropriated methods, and constructing a set of qualitative indicators and 
specific tools. 
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