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Abstract: Many organizations have implemented knowledge management 
systems to support knowledge management. However, many of such systems 
have failed due to the lack of relationship networks and IT capability within 
organizations. Motivated by such concerns, this paper examines the factors that 
may facilitate the success of knowledge management systems. The ten 
constructs derived from social capital theory, resource-based view and IS 
success model are integrated into the current research model. Twenty-one 
hypotheses derived from the research model are empirically validated using a 
field survey of KMS users. The results suggest that social capital and 
organizational IT capability are important preconditions of the success of 
knowledge management systems. Among the posited relationships, trust, social 
interaction ties, IT capability do not significantly impact service quality, system 
quality and IT capability, respectively. Against prior expectation, service 
quality and knowledge quality do not significantly influence perceived KMS 
benefits and user satisfaction, respectively. Discussion of the results and 
conclusion are provided. This study then provides insights for future research 
avenue. 
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1. Introduction 

Knowledge management (KM) is a broad-based movement to bring together intellectual 
resources and make them available across organizational boundaries (Davenport & 
Prusak, 1998; Robertson, 2002). Many business organizations have launched KM 
projects to leverage the power of knowledge assets. Implementing the knowledge 
management system (KMS) has been considered a central part of the KM projects. It is 
believed that a KMS which breaks down barriers by making information available at all 
levels and across organizational boundaries helps to enhance organizational effectiveness. 
As increasing organizations expended an enormous amount of time and money on these 
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KM initiatives, some industry data suggested a 70-percent failure rate of KM related 
technology implementations and related applications (Darrell et al., 2002). This 
necessitates an understanding of the factors facilitating the KMS success. 

 Considerable KMS studies have been conducted during the last decade. King 
and Marks (2008) compared the effects of supervisory control and organizational support 
on the frequency and effort of individuals in contributing their personally held valuable 
knowledge to a “best practices-lessons learned, repository-based” knowledge 
management system (KMS). Jennex and Olfman (2005), Wu and Wang (2006) and Clay 
et al. (2005) used DeLone and McLean‟s (2003) IS Success Model as the theoretical 
guidance for a KMS success model. Their studies testified knowledge quality, system 
quality and service quality as important parts of KMS success. 

 Considerable KMS studies have been conducted during the last decade. King 
and Marks (2008) compared the effects of supervisory control and organizational support 
on the frequency and effort of individuals in contributing their personally held valuable 
knowledge to a “best practices-lessons learned, repository-based” knowledge 
management system (KMS). Jennex and Olfman (2005), Wu and Wang (2006) and Clay 
et al. (2005) used DeLone and McLean‟s (2003) IS Success Model as the theoretical 
guidance for a KMS success model. Their studies testified knowledge quality, system 
quality and service quality as important parts of KMS success. 

 Alavi and Leidner (2001) suggested that KMS research and development should 
preserve and build upon the significant literature that exists in different but related fields. 
This inspires the current study to examine the preconditions of KMS success by 
incorporating the perspectives of IS management, strategic management and knowledge 
management into an integrated model. Social capital theory (SCT) and resource-based 
view (RBV) are presently the dominant theoretical perspectives in strategic management 
literature. SCT holds that networks of relationships constitute a valuable resource for the 
conduct of social affairs.  Researchers have found that social capital plays a critical role 
in the exchange and combination of intellectual capital (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; 
Wasko & Faraj, 2005; Wu & Tsai, 2005), knowledge acquisition and exploitation (Yli-
Renko et al., 2001), and firm survival (Fischer & Pollock, 2004). Some of the important 
elements that have been addressed in the literature of knowledge sharing are trust, shared 
vision and social interaction ties. They have been considered as important variables 
encouraging knowledge sharing, which is required during the implementation of KMS as 
information technology (IT) staff and business experts need to identify valuable 
knowledge and correct business process to be codified in the KMS. 

 On the other hand, resource-based view focuses on costly-to-copy attributes of a 
firm which are seen as the fundamental drivers of performance (Conner, 1991; 
Bharadwaj, 2000). Researchers have adopted the perspective of RBV in linking IT to the 
success of knowledge management (Gold et al., 2001; Khalifa & Liu, 2003; Lee & Choi, 
2003) and to firm performance (Bharadwaj, 2000; Tippins & Sohi, 2003; Li et al., 2006). 
Given that IT has become the backbone of organizational competitiveness (Ahuja & 
Thatcher, 2005), organizations‟ capability in utilizing IT to explore and exploit valuable 
knowledge may determine the extent to which such competitiveness may be sustained. 
An organization‟s IT training program to help business experts enhance job performance 
through KMS use, the proficiency level of IT staff, IT planning effectiveness, and IT 
staff‟s experience in system design and maintenance are therefore considered important 
IT capability to build and maintain high-quality KMS. 

 Although social capital and IT capabilities are important organizational 
resources, only a limited number of studies have explored how these two categories of 
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resources can jointly facilitate the KMS success. The purpose of this paper is thus to 
incorporate KMS success model, social capital theory and resource-based view of IT in a 
theoretical model to identify the preconditions of the KMS success. 

 

2. Literature Review and Research Model 

The literatures of IS success, knowledge management, and strategic management were 
reviewed to develop the research model. This section elaborates on the theoretical 
background from which the hypotheses are derived. The research model is depicted in 
Figure 1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
2.1. Social capital 

Social capital is “the sum of the actual and potential resources embedded within, 
available through, and derived from the network of relationships possessed by an 
individual or social unit.” (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998) Although it is a composite 
variable including several dimensions, this study focuses on the three dimensions that are 
widely discussed in the literature of social capital. 

 

2.1.1 Trust 

Trust is an implicit set of beliefs that the other party will refrain from opportunistic 
behaviour and will not take advantage of the situation (Hosmer, 1995). It has been 
recognized as an important antecedent of IS group performance (Nelson & Cooprider, 
1996), intellectual capital exchange (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Adler, 2001), 
organizational value creation (Tsai & Ghoshal, 1998), and online knowledge contribution 
(Kankanhalli et al., 2005). 

 The goal of most KMS is characterized as “getting the right information to the 
right person at the right time.” Therefore, it is expected that knowledge can be reused by 
storing all relevant knowledge, including tacit knowledge, in computerized databases, 
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software programs, and, institutionalized rules and practices (Malhotra, 2003). The KMS 
application portfolios should be consistent with business processes, and functions in 
proper and reliable manner. Moreover, the IT staffs, line managers, and business experts 
must provide adequate support to diminish the negative feelings that users may 
experience in the implementation stage. These tasks for maintaining a high-quality KMS 
involves knowledge sharing which requires the presence of trust on co-workers‟ ability, 
reciprocal faith and truthfulness in dealing with one another (Kankanhalli et al., 2005). 
Therefore, the following relationships are expected to hold true:  

 H1: Trust is positively associated with the knowledge quality. 
 H2: Trust is positively associated with the system quality. 
 H3: Trust is positively associated with the service quality. 
 

2.1.2  Shared vision 

Senge (1994) pointed out that a shared vision describes an image that people carry in 
their hearts as well as in their heads. It has the force to connect and commit individuals 
one to another and to the new future they are bound to create. The shared vision must 
reflect the concerns and interests of all organization members. A vision that permeates 
the organization can provide people with a needed sense of purpose that transcends 
everyday activities (Leonard, 1995). Tsai and Ghoshal (1998) noted that a shared vision 
embodies the collective goals and aspirations of the members of a unit. Organization 
members who share a vision will be more likely to become partners sharing or 
exchanging their resources (Tsai & Ghoshal, 1998). 

 The purpose of using a KMS is to break down barriers by making information 
available at all levels and across organizational boundaries. Before implementing the 
KMS, its intended purpose and goals must be understood by organization members. 
Explicitly stated organizational vision can help enhance the quality of KMS in the way 
that it makes organization members understand the importance of knowledge to corporate 
success, and realize their responsibilities for the KMS success. Employees bearing the 
collective goal in mind are more likely to cooperate in the KMS project. Therefore, the 
following relationships are expected to hold true: 

 H4: Shared vision is positively associated with the knowledge quality. 
 H5: Shared vision is positively associated with the system quality. 
 H6: Shared vision is positively associated with the service quality. 
 

2.1.3 Social interaction ties 

Social interaction ties can be considered as a bond between two people based on one or 
more relations they maintain in a social network (Haythornthwaite, 1998). Prior studies 
found that social interactions help to create social interaction ties among members in a 
network, which are important predictors of collective action (Burt, 1992; Putnam, 1995; 
Wasko & Faraj, 2005). Such ties tend to develop between individuals with same interest 
and similar resources rather than between individuals who are dissimilar (Johnson, 2004). 

 Some researchers have explored the roles of social interaction tie in individuals‟ 
knowledge sharing. For example, Burt and Ronchi (2007) ran a field experiment in which 
hundreds of executives were educated in the network structure of social capital, and 
observed unobtrusively after the training. The sample subjects‟ subsequent performance 
improvements in being able to identify and effectively act on strategic opportunities were 
substantial. Tsai and Ghoshal‟s (1998) empirical study demonstrated that the 
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interpersonal social interaction tie has positive effect on the resource exchange. While 
developing and implementing a KMS, technical experts need the access to users‟ 
business process knowledge and the users, in turn, need the access to technical 
knowledge (e.g. user interface, system functions). The IT staff, line managers and 
business experts can provide timely support for users if their needs can be clearly 
expressed through the communications. Therefore, the following relationships are 
expected to hold true:  

 H7: Social interaction ties among knowledge workers are positively associated 
with the knowledge quality.  

 H8: Social interaction ties among knowledge workers are positively associated 
with the system quality. 

 H9: Social interaction ties among knowledge workers are positively associated 
with the service quality. 

 

2.2.  Information technology capability 

The RBV literature points out that firms could obtain sustainable competitive advantage 
on the basis of “unique” corporate resources that are valuable, rare, difficult to imitate, 
and non-substitutable by other resources (Barney, 1991; Conner, 1991). Researchers and 
practitioners have addressed a variety of IT-related variables. For example, Li et al. (2006) 
and Tippins and Sohi (2003) classified IT capability into three dimensions: IT knowledge, 
IT operations and IT objects. This study adopts Wixom and Watson‟s (2001) idea and 
incorporates human IT resources in the current research model for the following reasons. 
(1) People are important when implementing a system and can directly affect its success 
or failure. (2) The skills of the KMS development team have a major influence on the 
outcomes of the project. (3) Only a competent team can identify the requirements of 
complex projects. Therefore, a highly skilled project team should be much better 
equipped to manage the project of KMS (Wixom & Watson, 2001).  

 Human IT resources include technical IT skills and the managerial IT skills. IT 
skills concerns with the skills such as programming, systems analysis and design, and 
competencies in emerging technologies. Managerial IT skills include abilities such as the 
effective management of IS functions, coordination and interaction with user community, 
and project management and leadership skills (Bharadwaj, 2000). According to RBV, 
firms with strong human IT resources are able to integrate the IT and business planning 
processes more effectively, develop reliable and cost effective applications that support 
the business needs of the firm, communicate with business units efficiently, and 
anticipate future business needs of the firm and innovate valuable new product features 
before competitors (Bharadwaj, 2000, pp.173).  Therefore, the following relationships are 
expected to hold true:  

 H10: IT capability is positively associated with the knowledge quality. 
 H11: IT capability is positively associated with the system quality. 
 H12: IT capability is positively associated with the service quality.  
 

2.3. Knowledge management system success 

Knowledge management systems (KMS) are systems designed to manage organizational 
knowledge (Alavi & Leidner, 2001). Many researchers (e.g., Clay et al., 2005; Jennex & 
Olfman, 2005; Wu & Wang, 2006) have used DeLone and McLean‟s (D&M) IS Success 
Model (2003) as underlying framework for the KMS success model. D&M‟s model holds 
that the six variables-information quality, system quality, service quality, perceived 
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usefulness, user satisfaction and net benefits- jointly constitute an integrated view of IS 
success. In the KMS context, knowledge quality substitutes for information quality and 
refers to the quality of the knowledge/information delivered by the KMS. 

 System quality is the performance of a KMS in terms of the consistency of the 
user interface, ease of use, response rates in interactive systems, and the accuracy of the 
codified business processes. A KMS with high system quality may help diminish users‟ 
negative mood such as impatience or pettishness while using the system. Service quality 
means how well subject matter experts and KMS managers support the KMS (Jennex & 
Olfman, 2005). Many researchers found that top management support is a very critical 
factor in ensuring IS success implementation (Masrek et al., 2007). For instance, Bajwa 
et al. (1998) found that high levels of top management support indirectly influence the 
success of executive information systems by creating a supportive context for the IS 
organization. 

 Some scholars suggested that perceived KMS benefit can substitute for 
perceived usefulness in the KMS context. The new dimension not only captures IS 
effectiveness but also retains the concept of the degree to which a person believes that 
use of the system enhances his/her job performance (Wu & Wang, 2006). User 
satisfaction is an affective state representing an emotional reaction to the KMS use 
experience, and net benefits encompass consequent enhancement of individual 
effectiveness and overall organizational effectiveness. Finally, Jennex and Olfman (2005) 
indicated that perceived KMS benefit is good for predicting continued KMS use when 
use of the KMS is voluntary.  

 Continued use has been an important variable measuring IS success in the 
literature of Expectation Confirmation Theory (ECT). Bhattacherjee (2001) suggested 
that the eventual success of IS depends on its continued use rather than first-time use. In 
most of the organizational KMS projects, employees initially use the KMS non-
voluntarily because the management enforces the policy. After a period of use, however, 
employees‟ perceived benefits of KMS use may become a motivation for voluntary 
continued-use. Hence, this study follows Wu and Wang (2006) and defines the net 
benefits as employees‟ continued use of KMS for performing their jobs.  

 The relationships between the aforementioned six variables have been 
extensively validated by prior research. This study will empirically investigate whether 
such relationships hold true when the influences of preconditions are taken into 
consideration. 

 H13: Knowledge quality is positively associated with perceived KMS benefit.  
 H14: Knowledge quality is positively associated with user satisfaction.  
 H15: System quality is positively associated with perceived KMS benefit.  
 H16: System quality is positively associated with user satisfaction.  
 H17: Service quality is positively associated with perceived KMS benefit.  
 H18: Service quality is positively associated with user satisfaction. 
 H19: Perceived KMS benefit is positively associated with user satisfaction. 
 H20: Perceived KMS benefit is positively associated with net benefit. 
 H21: User satisfaction is positively associated with net benefit. 
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3 Data Collection 

3.1 Procedure 

A pretest of the questionnaire was conducted using 5 experts in the IS area to assess 
wording clarity, question item sequence adequacy, and task relevance. Moreover, a pilot 
study involving 35 part-time master students in various fields was conducted. 
Respondents were asked to provide comments on the questionnaire content and structure. 

 The two-phase data used to test the proposed model was collected from the 
companies in Taiwan. In August 2006, the first phase survey questionnaires were mailed 
to middle managers in 400 business organizations of three industry types: manufacturing, 
service, and financial business (banking, finance, insurance). The reason that 
questionnaires were mailed to middle managers is that they interacted intensively with IT 
experts, top managers, and frontline employees. Thus, they were able to provide 
commentary of their organization‟s social capital, IT capability, KMS quality (knowledge, 
system, service), and the consequences of KMS use.  

 A small gift and a cover letter explaining the purpose of the survey were mailed 
along with each questionnaire. These questionnaires asked questions for the measurement 
of social capital, IT capability, and the stage of the KMS implementation in each 
organization (none, pre-implementation, post-implementation). All respondents were 
guaranteed confidentiality of individual responses. 301 responses were received and the 
215 responses from firms that were in the pre-implementation stage were kept for the 
follow-up survey. 

 In April 2007, the second phase survey questionnaires were mailed to the 215 
middle managers. This survey aimed to find out the current stage of the KMS 
implementation in each organization and investigate the KMS quality, users‟ perceived 
KMS benefits, satisfaction and the net benefits. 208 responses were collected and used 
for the data analysis. Among the responses, 51% were in service industry, 34% were in 
financing industry, and 15% were in manufacturing industry.  

 

3.2 Construct measurement 

All items were developed based on items from existing instruments or the definitions 
provided in the literatures of IS, strategic management, and knowledge management. 
Items were measured based on a seven-point Likert scale ranging from (1) “strongly 
disagree” or “extremely poor” to (7) “strongly agree” or “extremely good”.  

 Social capital was measured using questions that captured the levels of mutual 
trust, social interaction ties among knowledge workers, and how well the organizational 
objectives were understood by employees. Measurement items were adapted from Gold 
et al. (2001), Lee and Choi (2003). Information technology capability was measured 
using four items that were self-developed based on the definition provided in the 
literature (Bharadwaj, 2000). These items assessed the proficiency level of IT experts 
who involved in the KMS implementation, and IT-related training program for users and 
line-managers to advance their IT skills. 

 Knowledge quality was operationalized as the relevance, timeliness, and 
completeness of information/knowledge provided by the KMS. Convenience of access, 
ease of use, response time and the correctness of codified business procedure have been 
shown to be important dimensions of system quality (McKinney et al., 2002; Jennex & 
Olfman, 2005). Service quality was measured using four items derived from Jennex and 
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Olfman (2005). Perceived KMS benefit was measured using items adapted from Jennex 
and Olfman (2005) and Wu and Wang (2006), while satisfaction was measured by items 
adapted from prior work by Bhattacherjee and Premkumar (2004), Lee and Choi (2003) 
and Wu and Wang (2006). Finally, the items for measuring net benefits were derived 
from Lee and Choi (2003) and Wu and Wang (2006). 

 

4 Data Analysis 

4.1. Construct reliability and validity 

Construct reliability and validity for the ten measurement scales were evaluated via 
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) approach using LISREL program. Items that 
demonstrate poor reliabilities were dropped and the model was then reestimated. For the 
current CFA model, χ2/df was 1.72 (χ2=939.24; df=543), NFI was 0.85, NNFI was 0.91, 
CFI was 0.93, GFI was 0.80, and SRMSR was 0.04, suggesting adequate model fit. 

 Construct reliability was examined using the Cronbach‟s alpha values.  As 
shown in Table 1, all of these values were greater than 0.76, well above the commonly 
acceptance levels of 0.70 (Gefen et al., 2000). Convergent validity was evaluated for the 
measurement scales using the three criteria suggested by Fornell and Larcker (1981): (1) 
all indicator loadings (λ) should be significant and exceed 0.7, (2) construct reliabilities 
should exceed 0.8, and (3) average variance extracted (AVE) by each construct should 
exceed the variance due to measurement error for that construct (i.e., each AVE should 
exceed 0.50). Only eight of the thirty-eight λ and three of the ten construct reliability 
values were slightly below the recommended threshold. AVEs ranged from 0.55 to 0.96.  

 Finally, discriminant validity of the resulting scales was assessed using the 
guideline suggested by Fornell and Larcker (1981): the AVE for each construct should 
exceed the squared correlation between that and any other construct. The AVEs and the 
squared correlations among constructs listed in Table 1 signify acceptable discriminant 
validity of the measurement scales. 

 

Table 1: Discriminant Validity for the Constructs 

Construct CR 
AVE and squared correlations 

TR SV SI IT KQ SQ SEQ PB SAT NB 

TR .76 .68           

SV .77 .42(**)  .55         

SI .80 .42(**)  .44(**)  .68        

IT .76 .41(**)  .52(**)  .43(**)  .70        

KQ .87 .44(**)  .47(**)  .57(**)  .42(**)  .80       

SQ .82 .36(**)  .50(**)  .34(**)  .56(**)  .50(**)  .73      

SEQ .88 .38(**)  .55(**)  .45(**)  .40(**)  .65(**)  .57(**)  .83     

PB .88 .48(**)  .42(**)  .40(**)  .42(**)  .53(**)  .41(**)  .47(**)  .81   

SAT .95 .36(**)  .41(**)  .35(**)  .50(**)  .55(**)  .54(**)  .60(**)  .57(**)  .96  
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NB .89 .41(**)  .37(**) .46(**) .38(**) .51(**) .38(**) .50(**) .56(**) .59(**) .90 

1. Correlations were all significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

2. Diagonal elements represent the AVE, the Average Variance Extracted (=Li2/(Li2 + 

Var(Ei))), while off diagonal elements represent the squared correlation among 
constructs. For discriminant validity, AVE should be larger than squared correlations. 

3. Legend: TR-trust, SV-shared vision, SI-social interaction ties, IT-IT capability, KQ-
knowledge quality, SQ-system quality, SEQ-service quality, PB-perceived KMS benefits, 
SAT-satisfaction, NB-net benefit. 

 

4.2. Structural model testing 

The structural equation modeling (SEM) approach is applied using LISREL 8.50 to 
examine the overall fit of the model, the explanatory power of research model, and the 
relative strengths of the individual causal path. For models with good fit, χ2 to degrees of 
freedom ratio should be less than 5; NFI, NNFI, CFI, GFI and AGFI should exceed 0.9; 
SRMSR should be less than 0.1. These indices in this study all met the criteria except the 
AGFI which had a value slightly below the recommended threshold (GFI= 0.95; NFI= 
0.97; NNFI= 0.92; CFI= 0.98, SRMSR= 0.031; χ2 = 56.55; degrees of freedom ratio= 13; 
AGFI= 0.83). The overall results suggested that the research model provided a 
reasonably good fit to the data. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 The strength of each hypothesized relationship in the research model and 
variance explained (R2 value) by these paths were summarized in Figure 2. Trust had 
positive and significant effect on the KMS quality except the service quality. Shared 
vision had significant effect on three types of KMS quality. Social interaction ties 
significantly influenced the KMS quality except system quality, whereas IT capability 
significantly influenced system quality only. These four independent variables jointly 
explained 65%, 63%, and 62% of knowledge quality variance, system quality variance 
and service quality variance, respectively. Knowledge quality significantly influenced 
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perceived KMS benefits yet had a non-significant relationship with satisfaction. System 
quality and service quality both had significant and positive influences on satisfaction. 
However, service quality had a negative relationship with perceived KMS benefits. These 
three types of KMS quality jointly explained 45% and 72% of perceived benefits 
variance and satisfaction variance, respectively. Finally, perceived KMS benefits and 
satisfaction both had significant and positive effects on net benefits and jointly explained 
66% of its variance. In sum, the hypotheses H3, H8, H10, H12, H14 and H17 were not 
supported by the result of data analysis whereas the rest of hypotheses were supported. 

 

5. Discussion and Limitations 

5.1. Discussion 

Several findings of this study are worth noting. First of all, trust is shown to be 
significantly associated with knowledge quality and system quality. Yet, against the prior 
expectation, its association with service quality is non-significant. The model of 
responsibility assignment (Brickman et al., 1982) holds that managers are blamed when 
they are perceived to have been negligent in carrying out duties or obligations of their 
organizational or occupational role. Hence, one possible explanation of this finding is that 
in the project of KMS implementation, IT staff, line managers and subject matter experts 
are prone to provide necessary supports to avoid being blamed for hindering the project, 
even if there is a lack of trust. Future investigations on the comparative strength of these 
social capital attributes in affecting the quality of other information systems will be 
useful for generalizing this finding in various IS contexts. 

 Secondly, shared vision is shown to be positively and significantly associated 
with the three types of KMS quality. This finding is consistent with the concept of social 
capital theory which holds that when organization members share common interests, they 
are more likely to cooperate with other knowledge workers to accomplish the collective 
goal. Moreover, the influence of shared vision on the service quality is relatively larger 
than its influence on knowledge quality and service quality. This indicates that explicitly 
stated organizational goals, rules and common interests are very useful for encouraging 
business managers and subject matter experts to provide supports for the project.  

 Thirdly, social interaction ties appear to exert stronger influence on knowledge 
quality and service quality than trust does. Many scholars suggested that trust is 
developed through repeated interactions with time or through social network that people 
established (Ring & Van de Ven, 1992). Further study is thus suggested to investigate 
whether social interaction ties among knowledge workers help extend the scope and level 
of mutual trust among organization members in the KMS context.  

 Fourthly, IT capability is significantly associated with system quality rather than 
knowledge quality and service quality, and it exerts the strongest influence on system 
quality among the four independent variables. Some plausible reasons are that although 
IT staffs‟ technical skill and business users‟ IT related training are useful for developing a 
KMS with appropriate application portfolios, these well-qualified IT staffs may still lack 
the ability in judging the accuracy of the information they collect from business users; 
although an experienced system analyst may be able to help line managers and subject 
matter experts provide adequate support, they have no control on how and to what extent 
this (providing adequate support) will be done. Some challenges for executives will be to 
set up regulation rules as well as rewarding mechanism to encourage line managers to 
provide support. A research avenue extended from the current result will be to investigate 



   

 

   

   

 

   

   

 

   

   46 Chen  I.Y.L.    
 

    

 

 

   

   

 

   

   

 

   

       
 

whether reorganization helps to improve the communications between IT staff and 
business users.  

 Fifthly, no significant association between knowledge quality and satisfaction is 
observed, whereas knowledge quality has a very strong effect on the perception of KMS 
benefits. This is not consistent with some empirical findings of KMS studies. This leads 
to a review of the four parts of the sample data: knowledge quality, satisfaction, 
perceived KMS benefits and the sample demographics. Eleven responses from five 
companies gave high scores (above 4) for items measuring knowledge quality, but gave 
low scores (2~3) for items measuring satisfaction. These companies had implemented 
their knowledge management systems less than one month prior to the second survey. 
This provides a possible explanation that users who do not have pleasant experience in 
using the newly-implemented KMS can still benefit by the timely updated and integrated 
knowledge which they might not be able to acquire before.  

 Sixthly, consistent with prior studies, system quality is shown to be positively 
and significantly associated with perceived KMS benefits and satisfaction. However, the 
significant yet negative relationship between service quality and perceived KMS benefits 
does not prove previous conjecture. Although the relationships between service quality 
and intention to use/use/perceived usefulness have been shown to be positive and 
significant in the literatures of eGovernment system success (Wang & Liao, 2007) and 
CRM system success (Roh et al., 2005), these studies focus on „system support‟ rather 
than „management support‟ in measuring the service quality. Kettinger and Lee (2005) 
suggest that IS customer service expectations are characterized by a range of levels 
including desired service, adequate service and perceived service quality levels. The level 
of expectation or desired support for KMS use, and the perception of adequate service 
may change with time as users gain experience of KMS use. Most sample subjects in this 
study have used the KMS over one month. Over management support may become 
management intervention when individuals have become experienced KMS users.  
Further empirical studies are suggested to prove the generalizability of this finding. 

 Finally, the significant and positive relationship between perceived benefits and 
satisfaction supports the research hypothesis and other empirical findings by 
Bhattacherjee (2001) and Wu and Wang (2006). Moreover, perceived KMS benefits and 
satisfaction both have significant effects on net benefits. These results lend support for 
previous findings of KMS studies (e.g., Jennex & Olfman, 2005; Wu & Wang, 2006) 
which suggest that perceived KMS benefits and satisfaction are good predictors of net 
benefits. 

 

5.2. Limitations of the study 

Although this research reveals some preconditions of the KMS success, it suffers from 
several limitations. First, this study focused on social capital and IT capability to examine 
the antecedents of KMS success. Some variables addressed in prior KM research such as 
culture, commitments, or motivations are not discussed in this study. Moreover, although 
this study adopted the longitudinal research methodology, the timeline of the survey is 
relatively short in terms of the long-term development of organizational social capital and 
IT capability. Bhattacherjee and Premkumar (2004) suggested that IS success relies on 
initial use and continued use. In the two stages of IT usage, users‟ cognitive beliefs and 
attitude may change with time as users gain first-hand experience with IT usage 
behaviour. Since the development of social capital and IT capability is an ongoing 
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phenomenon within organizations, a future longitudinal study with a longer post-
implementation period may help to reveal more findings. 

 

6. Conclusions 

Developing a Web-based knowledge environment to enhance customer satisfaction or 
sustain competitive advantage has become an emergent trend in Internet economy era. 
Digital firms, no matter conglomerates that have a large global base of employees and 
clients, or small companies that have globally dispersed employees and business partners, 
face a number of problems in managing knowledge. Building and maintaining successful 
knowledge management systems to cope with these problems thus have become a critical 
part of the KM strategy. This study brings a contribution to KMS literature by 
empirically validating some social capital attributes and IT capability as the preconditions 
of KMS success. The current findings will be useful for managers to effectively identify 
and adopt the key strategies for improving particular type of KMS quality to achieve 
organizational goals. 
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