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Abstract: Knowledge Management (KM) implementation has taken place several decades ago in
many companies in the world, including companies in Indonesia. The purpose of this study was to
measure how the maturity level of KM implementation and organizational performance, also how
the influence of achieving the maturity level of KM implementation on organizational
performance. Research method used is explanatory research, the sampling technique used is the
method Proportional Stratified Random Sampling. The unit of observation was 283 respondents,
consisting of 47 middle managers, 81 lower managers, and 155 employees. The results showed
that the maturity level of KM implementation using 7 dimensions, namely knowledge creation,
knowledge retention, knowledge transfer and knowledge utilization, management and leadership
support, corporate entrepreneurship and application technology are at a superior level or a level of
good achievement.
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INTRODUCTION

In the last few decades, the application of Knowledge Management (KM) has been widely adopted by many
companies in the world. KM is a process of transferring knowledge within an organization to facilitate workers
with relevant knowledge to support organizational goals. Many researchers define KM as a strategy to facilitate
knowledge transfer to workers which is carried out systematically to build, update, and apply to achieve
organizational effectiveness (Abell & Oxbrow, 200; Allee, 2007, Davenport, 2008, Alavi & Leidner, 2010).
However, in the process of implementing it, organizations need to ensure that the systems used have been well
applied. Evaluation of KM implementation is useful for ensuring the system has worked optimally in supporting
the organization and also assesses the extent to which employees' explicit and implicit knowledge improves
organizational performance (Alavi and Leidner, 2001). Therefore, an appropriate evaluation tool to determine
the maturity and effectiveness of KM implementation is needed (Kulkarni & Loise: 2003).

There are many methods to measure the maturity of KM implementation, including using the key maturity index
(Kuriakose, 2011), the key result area (Infosys, 2000), and the Key performance area (Pee, 2009). In this study,
the measurement of the maturity level of KM implementation by using key performance in the main activity to
support the success of KM implementation. The results of this measurement can be seen from the achievement
scores of each main activity into 6 maturity levels, namely priveval, initial, in development, competitive,
superior and word class (Ahmad Guntur, at all, 2020). Based on the maturity level achieved, various strengths
and weaknesses can be identified (Neda Khatibian, 2020) of each measure in the KM activity dimension and
various strategies and recommendations need to be proposed for the successful implementation of KM in the
future.

The main activities in implementing KM include knowledge creation, knowledge retention, knowledge transfer,
and knowledge utilization (Newman & Conrad, 2000), management and leadership support (Nonaca, 2002)
application of technology (Nonaka, 2002; Alavi & Leidner: 2010), and (7) Corporate Entrepreneurship (Jones,
2002; Malhotra, 2008; and Scarborough & Carter, 2002). Of the seven main activities, each level of
achievement will be measured with various indicators for each of these activities.

Measuring the maturity of KM implementation is very important to determine the company's position in
managing knowledge (Mochamad Agung Wibowo & Rudi Waluyo, 2015 and its impact on company
performance (Allee, 2007, Davenport, 2008, Alavi & Leidner, 2010). In addition, measuring the maturity level
of implementation KM can see which areas are satisfactory in driving organizational success (Neda Khatibian,
at al, 2010). Ignorance of the factors that determine the success of KM implementation is a futile activity
(Wong, 2005). (Alavi and Leidner, 2010), found that the implementation of KM has an effect on company
performance in terms of the creation of new product innovations.

The creation of new product innovations can improve organizational performance. Organizational performance
is a complete display of the state of the company during a certain period of time, is the result or achievements
that are influenced by the company's operational activities in managing use the resources owned (Veithzal Rivai,
2009: 604). Organizational performance can be measured through 4 perspectives, namely finance, marketing,
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internal processes, and learning and growth (Kaplan & Norton 2001: 17), Atkinson: 2008, Pearson & Raobinson:
2007: 254).
There are many studies that measure the maturity level of implementing KM independently without being
associated with organizational performance, such as research conducted by: (Luciano Batista, at al, 2019;
Alexander Serenko, at al, 2017; Michel Grundstein, 2008; Cyndy Hubert & Darcy Lemons, 2010). However,
there are not many studies measuring the influence of the maturity level of KM implementation. The maturity
model of KM implementation promises to maximize innovation and competitive advantage for organizations
(Rony Dayan Stephen Evans, 2006). The analysis of KM maturity growth is related to the size of the
organization, the result is that there are differences between small, medium, large and extra large organizations
(Kruger, 2010).
Therefore, this research is very important to do to measure the effect of the maturity level of KM
implementation on Organization Performance. According to researchers, the higher the level of achievement of
KM implementation, the higher the organizational performance. This is based on the premise that when the
critical aspects of successful KM implementation have achieved high performance, it will be able to improve
efficient internal business quality, customer and employee satisfaction and company financial performance.

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Knowledge Management (KM)

KM is a process for creating, documenting, sharing, and updating knowledge in an organization which is
supported by the main pillars of the company which include leardership and technology, so that it becomes a
culture knowledge sharing in the company (Nonaka: 2002; Alavi & Leidner: 2010, Newman & Conrad: 2000).
Meanwhile, according to (Jones, 2002) there are five strategies for implementing KM, namely: (i) managerial;
(ii) leadership; (iii) corporate entrepreneurship; (iv) organizational structure; (v) KM sharing and retention.
(Newman & Conrad, 2000) describes the process model for implementing KM in four main activities, namely:
(1) knowledge creation; (2) knowledge retention; (3) knowledge transfer; and (4) knowledge utilization. Based
on studies from (Chong, 2005, Wong, 2005, and Albers, 2009), there are eight factors seen as the key to
successful KM implementation, namely: (i) structured processes; (ii) there are experts; (iii) the culture is
“champion”; (iv) top management support; (v) Organizational culture; (vi) information technology support; (vii)
There is a special unit knowledge management; (viii) Clear measures of success.

From the various theories and research above, the dimensions to be measured in the level of maturity of KM
include 7 aspects that are considered important as the key to success in implementing KM which includes
aspects. First, Knowledge Creation, which is an activity related to the entry of new knowledge into an
organization which includes knowledge development, knowledge discovery, and knowledge absorption
(Newman & Conrad, 2010). Second, Knowledge retention, which is an activity related to the process of
maintaining knowledge and storing knowledge including activities to keep knowledge in the organizational
environment, which includes providing a conducive environment for sharing knowledge, documenting
knowledge, and routine knowledge sharing ( Schultze & Leidner, 2009). Third, Knowledge transfer, which is an
activity related to the process of knowledge flow from one party to another, which includes the willingness to
share knowledge, use of forums, communication and knowledge conversion (Davenport, 2008; Alavi & Leidner,
2010). Fourth, Knowledge Utilization, which is an activity related to the application of knowledge into
organizational business processes, which includes developing products and solutions, increasing human value,
and the ability to create value for stakeholders. (Newman & Conrad, 2000). Fifth, Management and Leadership
Support, which is support from the leadership and concrete steps to realize the implementation of knowledge
management in every business activity, which includes upper-level management support in implementation, a
special unit, and supported by a culture of knowledge sharing (Chong, 2005; Wong, 2005; and Albers, 2009)
Sixth, Corporate Entrepreneurship, namely the extent to which entrepreneurial culture appears in the
organization in order to create new services. This condition is reflected in the support of knowledge workers,
support for a learning culture as an innovation process, and supported by employee expertise (Jones, 2002;
Malhotra, 2008; and Scarborough & Carter, 2002). Seventh, Application of Technology, namely the extent to
which technology plays a role in the process of implementing knowledge transfer which is not limited by
distance and time. For example, internet technology support, access levels, and updating of content as a source
of information (Davenport, 2008; Bassi, 2007).

Measuring the Maturity Level of KM Application

Measurement of the application of KM is very important to be carried out by organizations in order to assist the
organization in identifying precisely the level of capabilities the organization has obtained through the
knowledge transformation system (Neda Khatibian, 2010). In addition, it can also be used to determine all
targeted maturity levels of each factor to support the successful implementation of KM in the organization.

KM implementation is a process for creating, documenting, sharing, and updating knowledge within the
organization which is supported by the main pillars of the company which include leardership and technology,
so that it becomes a culture knowledge sharing in the company (Nonaka, 2002; Alavi & Leidner, 2001, Newman
& Conrad, 2000).
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Maturity level of KM implementation according to Kulkarni (2005) is an organizational level in managing
assets and utilizing knowledge effectively. Meanwhile, Pee and Kankanhalli (2009) define the maturity level of
KM as the level that is expected to be achieved by organizations in developing KM. Kuriakose (2010) explains
that the KM maturity model is a structural approach as a guide for the application of KM with systematic,
scientific, and measurable methods to build, implement, improve and maintain maturity levels. Robbins (2006)
states that the KM implementation maturity model will help organizations compile, implement, and compare the
success of KM implementation. From these various theories and opinions, it can be concluded that the KM
maturity model is a structural approach that is scientific and measurable in applying KM. Based on the maturity
measurement, it can be determined the maturity level of an organization in implementing KM, with the
categories of level attainment: (0) primeval; (1) Initial; (2) In Development; (3) competitive; (4) Superior; (5)
world class (Akhmad Guntar, at al, 2020).

Organizational Performance

In line with the increasingly fierce level of competition and various kinds of business demands, both internal and
external, the company has begun to restructure its business strategy (Arash Rezazadeh & Ana Carvalho, 2020)
by comparing the company's performance with the performance of other companies that have the best
performance. The concept of performance management can contribute to achieving optimal results to be
achieved by an organization. Because organizational performance is a collectivity of existing components in the
organization (Manfredi Latilla, at al, 2018), performance appraisal must reflect the effectiveness of corporations,
teams, individuals and include continuous efforts to develop knowledge, skills and competencies. Performance
management is an ongoing responsibility for managers and leaders and is used as a strategy to achieve goals. In
addition, performance management has several specific parameters that can be used to compare current
performance against targets to be achieved. Then based on these results it will be known how to improve
performance or to what extent the performance is progressing.

According to Veithzal Rivai 2009: 604 that performance is a complete display of the state of the company
during a certain period of time, is a result or achievement that is influenced by the company's operational
activities in utilizing its resources. Kaplan & Norton 2010: 17) defines the balance scorecard as a framework for
integrating various measures derived from corporate strategy, namely measures of past financial performance
and introducing drivers of future financial performance, which include customer perspectives, internal business
processes, and learning and growth, derived from the explicit and rigorous process of translating corporate
strategy into concrete objectives and measures.

Based on the theory and results of research on organizational performance appraisal, the researcher uses
organizational performance measurement with the approach Balance Scorecard which refers to Kaplan &
Noorton, 1996), which includes four perspectives, namely:

1. Financial Perspective, namely the level of stakeholder expectations and can reflects the assessment of
the company's operational activities in financial performance which includes: the level of net profit, the
rate of return to shareholders, the rate of return on investment, the level of cost efficiency, the level of
inventory turnover, and the level of current ratios.

2. Customer Perspective (customer perspective), namely the extent to which the company's ability to
provide satisfaction to consumers and stakeholders both in products and services, as well as services in
accordance with the expectations of these parties. This perspective is measured by the level of
availability of customer complaint handling systems, the level of quality assurance of products and
services delivered to customers, the level of company image and reputation, products and services in
the eyes of consumers and the wider community, and the level of profitability per customer.

3. Internal Business Process Perspective (internal business process perspective), which is the level of the
company's efforts to build organizational excellence through continuous improvement of the
organization's internal business processes. This perspective is measured through: the level of service
processes, the level of service cycle improvement, the increase in company infrastructure capacity, the
level of technology updating in customer service processes, the improvement of employee skills, the
improvement in the quality of products and services produced, the level of quality of information
systems running in the company, and the level of efficiency. per company activity

4. Learning perspective and innovation (learning and innovation perspective), that is, this learning process
rests heavily on aspects of human resources, organizational systems and procedures that are used as
standards for implementing organizational activities. This perspective is measured by the level of
employee satisfaction, the level of employee loyalty to the job and the company, the level of
knowledge attainment of employees in their fields of expertise, the level of employee motivation at
work, the level of employee participation in increasing the efficiency of company operations, and
employee satisfaction with the compensation system in fulfilling employee welfare.

Research methodology

The object of this research is the maturity level of KM implementation and organizational performance. To
examine this object, the study was conducted on BUMNSs spread across 42 regional offices in 5 BUMNSs in
Indonesia. The selection of the BUMN sector in this research is because these companies have implemented KM
for an average of 10 years from the initiation process until this research was carried out and this BUMN
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company has strategic importance for the economy in Indonesia. Research method used in this research is
explanatory research, which is a study that explains the causal relationship between the variables of the maturity
level of KM implementation and organizational performance. The sampling technique used is the method
Proportional Stratified Random Sampling. To maintain the habit of responses to question items on each
dimension in the research variables, each observation unit is represented by middle managers, supervisors and
employees at least 1 respondent each.

The observation unit or respondents in this study involved 283 respondents, consisting of 47 middle managers,
81 lower managers, and 155 employees, of these 283 respondents 30, 04 percent were women, and 69, 96
percent were men.

The research instrument test was carried out by distributing questionnaires to 30 respondents as a process try out
for the questionnaire before it was carried out to measure the real research variables. This process is carried out
on research measuring instruments to prove whether the measuring instrument has validity and reliability. The
result is the instrument for the variable level of KM implementation maturity and organizational performance is
valid with a validity index greater than the critical value above 0. 30. While for the reliability test can be seen in
the following table:

Table. 1.
Reliability Test
Variable Value of Value r Information
Coefficie Critical
nt
Reliabilit
y
Level of Maturity 0.832 0, 700 Reliable
KM Implementation
X)
Organization 0.844 0, 700 Reliable

Performance (YY)

Reliability test results show that the questionnaire on the two variables used for research is reliable (reliable), so
that it can be continued in the next analysis. The analysis method used in this study is divided into two parts,
namely: (1) Descriptive Analysis and (2) Inferential Analysis. The research hypothesis was used to determine the
maturity level of KM implementation and organizational performance according to the respondents' assessment
and to determine the magnitude of the influence of achieving the maturity level of KM implementation on
organizational performance.

In this study the minimum level of maturity for KM implementation is determined and organizational
performance is said to be good if the proportion is greater than (u > 6). To measure the maturity level of KM
implementation in this study is to use a questionnaire on the 7 dimensions above with a Likert scale of 1 to 10,
then the average of each indicator is calculated in each dimension, and then the maturity level will be determined
as follows:

Table 2.
Level Score KM Implementation Maturity

Level Score Level of Maturity
0 0-1 Primeval
1 1-3 Initial
2 3-5 In Development
3 5-7 Competitive
4 7-9 Superior
5 9-10 World Class

Whereas to measure organizational performance in this study set limits at least the achievement of organizational
performance is said to be good if the proportion is greater than (p > 6). To test the meaning of the descriptive
hypothesis, the null hypothesis is rejected and the alternative hypothesis is accepted if Z > 1, 645. This means
that the research variables are well achieved.

In accordance with problem formulation, research objectives, hypothesis formulation and number The data to be
collected is the data analysis method used in this study is to use partial least square (PLS). In this study, the
measurement model (outer model) for the latent variables of KM implementation maturity level (X) and
Organizational Performance (YY) and the influence path diagram between these variables will be measured.

Results
Table 3 is the measurement result of the maturity level of KM implementation.
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Table 3
Level of maturity KM Implementation

Dimension Total Score Category

Knowledge Creation 6, 94 Competitive Up
. Competitive
Knowledge Retention 6, 91 Sufficient
Knowledge Transfer 6, 92 Competitive
Knowledge Utilization 6, 92 Competitive Up
Management and Leadership
Suport Leadership Suport Superior
7,26
Support
Corporate Entrepreneurship 7,18 Superior
Application Technology 7,18 Superior
Rat
Sum
e
Sample Size 283 Superior
Item 22 / Good
43,7 7,

Actual Value 83 04

The results of measuring the maturity level of KM implementation are measured by 7 dimensions, namely
knowledge creation, knowledge retention, knowledge transfer and knowledge utilization at the competitive level,
while the dimensions of management and leadership support, corporate entrepreneurship and application
technology are at a superior level. The actual value on all dimensions to measure the maturity level of KM
implementation is 7, 04 with a superior level of achievement or a level of good achievement.

Testing the descriptive hypothesis for knowledge management, the minimum limit for implementing the research
variable is said to be good if the proportion is greater than 6 or (1> 6).

Table 4
Proportion Test of Knowledge Management
Variable Average Actual STD Z Conclusion
Ideal Average
KM 6 7,04 1,159 4, 480 Significant

Significant at the real level 0, 05 (Zipe = 1, 1645

From table 4 it can be explained that based on the right-side average test for the variable KM implementation
maturity level, the result is significant at the 5% real level and so the null hypothesis statistic is rejected. This
means that the maturity level of KM implementation has been achieved well.Of the seven dimensions, if
assessed based on their categories, then There are 4 dimensions that are categorized as competitive (level 3),
which include the dimensions of knowledge creation, knowledge retention, knowledge transfer, and knowledge
utilization.Thismeans that the achievement of KM implementation performance is considered sufficient or not
optimal when viewed from the following aspects: (i) the level of entry of new knowledge into the organization;
(if) maintenance activities, storage and how to maintain organizational knowledge; (iii) level of willingness
sharing of knowledge, usefulness of forums, and frequency of knowledge translation; (iv) application of
knowledge to business processes.

Meanwhile, the dimensions that are categorized are management and leadership support, corporate
entrepreneurship, and application of technology. This means that the achievement of KM implementation
performance is good from the following aspects: (i) the level of leadership support in knowledge management;
(ii) the level of entrepreneurial cultural climate as a result of knowledge management; (iii) the role of
technology in theprocess knowledge transfer.

Table 5 is the result of measuring organizational performance using a balance scorecard which includes 4
dimensions including: financial perspective, internal business process perspective, customer & stakeholder, and
perspectivelearning and growth perspective. The results of the assessment of the organizational performance
dimensions have been achieved well, with an actual value of 7, 20 classified as high.

Table 5.
Organizational Performance
Dimensions Total Score Category
Financial perspective 6, 83 Enough
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Internal business process

. 7,55 High
perspective
Customer and Stakeholder 7,48 High
Perspective
Learnlng_ and Growth 7.57 High
Perspective

Number Averag

Sample size 283 High
Item 27
Value Actual 55.079 7, 36

Descriptive Hypothesis Testing for the measurement of organizational performance, the minimum limit for
implementing research variables is determined to be good if the proportion is greater than 6 or (1> 6).

Table 6.
Proportion Test Research Variables
Variable Average Average ST Z Conclusion
Ideal Actual D
Performance 6 736 1 4875 Significant
Organization 230

()

Significant at real level of 0, 05 (Zapes = 1, 1645

Table 6 shows that the right-side average test for organizational performance variables, the results are
significant at the 5% real level and statistically the null hypothesis is rejected. This means that organizational
performance has been achieved well. This is supported by a recapitulation of organizational performance as
measured by the balance scorecard in 4 perspective with an actual value of 7, 36 is classified as high. This
means that organizational performance has achieved high performance from the perspective oflearning and
growth, customer and stakeholder, perspective internal business process, but from perspective financial
perspective it is still considered sufficient.

The measurement model (Outer model) for variables latent level of KM implementation maturity that is
predicted by the dimensions of knowledge creation, knowledge retention, knowledge tran spheres, knowledge
utilization, management and leadership support, corporate entrepreneurship, and application of technology can
be described as follows:

Tabel 7
Quter Model PLS KM

Original Sample

Standard Standard

Latent ~ Manifest Outer L T Statistics
: - Outer . Deviation Error y
variable  variables loadings WEE:%;]TS (STDEV)  (STERR) {({O/STERR))

X1 0,949819 0,149512 0,003531  0,003531  42,344302%*
X2 0,950752 0,147342 0,002202  0,002202  66,910874**
X3 0,956343 0,147963 0,002565  0,002565  57,687943%*

KM (X) X4 0,964352 0,153974 0,004520  0,004520  34,065606%*
X5 0,941931 0,147656 0,002372  0,002372  62,261023%*
X6 0,960475 0,152228 0,004224 0,004224  36,035142%%
X7 0,941373 0.151505 0,003799  0.003799  39,883689%*

** signifikan pada taraf nyata 0,05, Ziabe = 1,96

Sumber : Hasil Analisis Data SmartPLS, 2020
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Measurement KM Model (X)

X1=0,149512 X + 0,0978
X2 =0,147342 X + 0,0961
X3=10,147963 X + 0,0854
X4=0,153974 X + 0,0700
Xs5=0,147656 X + 0,1128

X6 = 0,152228 X + 0,0775

X7 =0, 151505 X + 0,1138

Figure 1.Measurement Model Maturity Level KM

Figure 1 describes the measurement model for the maturity level of KM implementation, the dimension that has
theouter weight largest is knowledge utilization of 0, 154, while the weight of the smallest dimension of owned
knowledge retention by 0, 147. Meanwhile, the value of the raw payload (outerloading), the largest dimension
of is owned knowledge utilization by 0, 964, comunalities of 0, 930. thus the dimension of knowledge utilization
is able to predict knowledge management of 93, 00% and errors of 7, 00%. This means that the better the
application of knowledge in business processes, such as for product development, increasing the competence of
employees and stakeholders, will increase the level of knowledge management performance achievement.

The smallest raw load value belongs to the dimension application of technology of 0.941, the comunalities of
0.8862. The test results outer model in Table 7 show that all dimensions of measurement of the maturity level of
KM implementation are significant at the 5% real level (T> 1.96). The measurement model (Outer model) for
the latent variables of organizational performance as predicted by the dimensions of a financial perspective,
Internal business process, perspective customer and stakeholder, and perspective learning and growth
perspective can be described as follows:

Tahel 8
Outer Model PLS Organisation Performance

Origmal Sample
Latent  Manifest Outer Sondad - Sianderd T Statistics

o oo Outer ) Deviation  Error

variable  variables ladings \T\fEl(%ﬂs STDEV)  (STERR) (|O/STERR])
Y1 0910494 0151377 0003859 0003859 39228220+
Y2 0961945 0241430 0005643 0005643 42783965+
Y3 0965198 0276143 0008010 0008010  34.476020%*

Y4 0953594 0275021 0007383 0007383 37 252272%*

FO(Y)

** signifikan 0,03, Zese = 1,96
Source : Data Analysis SmartPLS, 2020

Measurement  Organization
Performance Model Model (Y)
v1 = 0,151377 Y +0,1710

v2=0,241430'Y +0,0747

v3=0,276143 Y +0,0684

v4=0,275021 Y +0,0907

Figure: 2 Measurement Model Variable Y
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In the organizational performance measurement model, Figure 2. The dimension with the outer weight largest is
the customer and stakeholder perspective of 0.273 while the smallest weight belongs to the dimension.
perspective financial value is 0, 151. Meanwhile, the outer loading value is largest owned by the dimension
customer and stakeholder perspective of 0, 965, the comunalities of 0.932. In this model it can be seen that the
customer and stakeholder perspective is able to predict organizational performance by 93, 16. % and the error is
only 6, 84%. This means that if the organization increases its attention to aspects of the customer and
stakeholder perspective which includes service quality, customer satisfaction, customer information systems,
customer complaint systems, quality assurance and others, the organization's performance will increase.

The smallest standard charge value belongs to the dimension perspective financial (Y;) is 0.910, the
comunalities is 0.8290. The test results1.96 outer model in Table 4:41 show that all dimensions of
organizational performance are significant at 5% real level (T>). Furthermore, the variable that is tested for its
relationship is the variable level of KM implementation maturity (X) on Organizational Performance (). Based
on the results of data processing using SmartPLS, the structural model can be described as follows:

Figure 3. Organizational Performance Structure Model
Source: SmartPLS Data Analysis Results, 2020

Table 9 is a test of the influence of the maturity level of the implementation of KM (X) on organizational
performance (Y).

Table 9
Test of the influence of X on Y
Endogenous Exogeno
Latent To us Latent (I;Dgg; Stgrrc(i)e;rd t
Variable Variable '
v - X 0, 0, 102760 0, 294079
030219

Source: SmartPLS Data Analysis Results, 2014

Test statistics:
y» 0030219

sely,) 0102760 = 0, 294079

=

For two-party test, at the 95% confidence level the critical value of the standard normal distribution is z(, g75) =
1.96. If we compare the value of t count with the critical value of the table, then t = 0, 294 <z, = 1.96 so that
the null hypothesis is accepted. This means that the maturity level of KM implementation has affect very small
positive (3,02%) on organizational performance, and the magnitude of this influence is not significant. This
means that the maturity level of good KM implementation has a very small effect on the achievement of
organizational performance (it can be ignored because it is not significant), and at 96, 98% of organizational
performance is influenced by other variables. In this case, knowledge management in BUMN in Indonesia has
not contributed to improving organizational performance.

Discussion and conclusion

Achievement of KM implementation is considered not optimal and needs attention in terms of: the level of
entry of new knowledge into the organization; maintenance activities, storage, and how to maintain
organizational knowledge; the level of willingness to share knowledge in forums; and the application of
knowledge to business processes. The success of KM implementation is closely related to how employees have
a culture knowledge sharing and how they appreciate the knowledge creation process in the organization. Thus,
the implementation of knowledge management in order to reach a high level of maturity requires a conducive
organizational culture climate, especially for a culture of knowledge sharing and knowledge transfer through
various offline activities in the form of discussion forums, problem solving and others, as well as online such as
knowledge portals.

Knowledge management activities will create knowledgeable employees. Knowledgeable employees will apply
ideas / knowledge in work and this process will take place continuously so that it becomes a culture. Thus,
according to researchers that strong cultural support to support the implementation of KM in an organization is
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very important, because without culture, any system that will be implemented in an organization will not be
successful (Sri Suwarsi, 2014). The results of this study are in line with studies conducted by Chong (2005),
Wong (2005), Albers (2009), that the key to the successful implementation of knowledge management is one of
the cultural aspects. While Strohmaier (2003) proposes the concept of knowledge infrastructure as an effective
means of developing knowledge management, namely structural technology and culture, this is in line with
research by Annysa Sutaki (2007). In research Zulkarnaen (2006) concluded that organizational culture is a
factor that dominates the effectiveness factor in implementing knowledge management. Choi (2002), Orr &
Persson (2003), Schein (1996) suggest that the importance of an organizational culture that is conducive and
comfortable for knowledge sharing knowledge, creation, and organizational development. Tare (2003) states
that the problem that often occurs in organizational culture in inhibiting the success of knowledge management
is the behavior of hoarding knowledge or otherwise unwilling to accept knowledge from others, this is in line
with the opinion of Davenport & Prusak (2008). Finally, Wolff & Frank's (2005) research states that 80% of the
failures in implementing knowledge management in companies are caused by organizational culture.

Rachman (2004) states that knowledge management is a set of interventions for people, processes, and tools to
support the decision-making process, renewal, dissemination and application of knowledge, so that knowledge
management must be carried out continuously so that the process will become a culture, so that it will form a
knowledge-based organization. In line with this opinion is Jones (2002), that what is related to the
implementation of knowledge management is how employees have a culture of sharing knowledge and their
appreciation of the creation and sharing knowledge.

There needs to be an increase in activities related to the entry of new knowledge into the organization
(knowledge creation) which includes knowledge development, knowledge discovery and knowledge absorption,
the researchers’ suggestions are: (a) through a process of broad knowledge and experience transfer into the
organization by forming knowledge sharing forums and experience; (b) encourage individuals to always write
down their knowledge or experiences into company information media such as company magazines, intranets or
company-owned blogs; (c) conducting employee coaching through direct practice commanded by senior and
experienced employees; (d) give appreciation to employees who have been able to put new knowledge into their
work, for example in the form of rewards in the form of financial or non-financial. In addition, it creates a
conducive climate for the process of maintaining knowledge (knowledge retention), either directly or indirectly.
Directly through meeting forums, innovation forums, discussions, problem solving. Indirectly through the
library, E-library, knowledge center, internet media, and email. It is necessary to increase the frequency of
access to applications that have been built by the company by employees as a medium for sharing knowledge
(knowledge transfer). Considering that most BUMN in Indonesia have branches or extensive regional offices
that are spread throughout Indonesia, along with technological developments, the use of this media can increase
efficiency and optimization without being constrained by distance and time. Because the assessment for this
dimension of knowledge utilization is the lowest among the other dimensions, this aspect deserves more
attention. Namely by increasing the frequency of development of knowledge-based products / solutions with a
competitive system; increase human and stakeholder value by managing knowledge effectively; and routinely
implement knowledge applications in a structured work process.

The maturity level of KM implementation has very small positive effect on organizational performance, but in
this research the effect is not significant. This means that the implementation of MP has not yet contributed to
improving organizational performance in BUMN in Indonesia. This means that the level of achievement of KM
implementation performance at level 3, namely superior, has not been able to encourage organizational
performance. This stage is the knowledge innovation stage, which is the stage where the organization
accommodates new ideas and knowledge, the assimilation of existing knowledge in the organization to help the
organization create product and service innovations. At this stage the organization has not been able to measure
the contribution metrically (Minonne & Turner (2009), the magnitude of the influence of KM implementation
on organizational performance. In this case it is evident that the achievement of organizational performance
from the financial aspect is still not optimal and the lowest compared to other measures. The supporter of
successful KM implementation is knowledge utilization, which means that the higher employees use knowledge
in the work process to create innovations, the higher the maturity level of KM implementation in the
organization.

Successful implementation of KM requires changes in the behavior of people in the organization to be willing
to do it. the process of transferring knowledge and sharing knowledge continuously, so as to be able to create
knowledge workers who play a role in innovating. Thus, MP cannot directly affect organizational performance
without going through human change in this case is culture knowledge sharing knowledge and transfer that
takes place continuously.

The results of this study reinforce the opinion of Cong & Pandaya: 2003 and Hall: 2005, that the
implementation of knowledge management can support organizational growth, but to be able to increase
organizational growth requires innovation, and innovation is highly dependent on the abilities of the people in
the organization. Thus, knowledge management will not be able to directly affect organizational performance,
without going through changes in the people in the organization.
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Knowledge management can increase organizational growth, but to be able to increase organizational growth
requires innovation. And innovation is very dependent on the capabilities of the people in the organization.
Because the successful implementation of knowledge management requires changes in the behavior of
organizational members to be willing to carry out the process of transferring knowledge and sharing knowledge
continuously, so as to be able to create knowledge workers who play a role in innovation.

The results of this study reinforce the opinion of Cong & Pandaya: 2003 and Hall: 2005, that the
implementation of knowledge management can support organizational growth, but to be able to increase
organizational growth requires innovation. Meanwhile, innovation is very dependent on the abilities of the
people in the organization. Thus, knowledge management will not be able to directly affect organizational
performance, without going through changes in the people in the organization.

Measuring the maturity level of KM implementation using 7 dimensions, namely knowledge creation,
knowledge retention, knowledge transfer and knowledge utilization, management and leadership support,
corporate entrepreneurship and application technology are at a superior level or good level of achievement.
Measurement of organizational performance with using the balance scorecard in 4 perspectives, namely
learning and growth, customer and stakeholder, internal business process, and financial has achieved good
performance.

Implications, limitations, and suggestions for future research

The maturity level of KM implementation has very small positive effect on organizational performance, but in
this research the effect is not significant. This means that the maturity level of KM implementation has not yet
contributed to improving organizational performance in BUMN in Indonesia. This means that the level of
achievement of KM implementation performance at level 3, which is superior based on the results of this
research, has not been able to encourage organizational performance. So based on the results of the discussion
above, it is necessary to increase the maturity level of KM implementation to a higher level and be supported by
a cultural system so that people in the organization are able to innovate so that the results of innovation can be
used by organizations to improve their financial performance.
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