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1 Introduction 

Over the last decades, the amount of non-profit organizations (further: NPO) have 

seen a large growth in both Europe and the United States (Defourny & Nyssens, 2008). 

Specifically, in the European Union roughly 10% of businesses are socially oriented (European 

Commission – Enterprise and Industry, 2011). According to the EMES network, social 

enterprises are “not-for-profit private organizations providing goods or services directly 

related to their explicit aim to benefit the community. They rely on collective dynamics 

involving various types of stakeholders in their governing bodies, they place a high value on 

their autonomy and they bear economic risks linked to their activity”(as summarized by 

Defourny & Nyssens, 2008). In this type of organization profits are subordinate to the social 

goal they are pursuing (Thompson et al., 2000). Where the traditional firm sees the social 

purpose as either a mean to profits, or a constraint to achieving them, the NPO sees the social 

as its main goal (Arena, Azzone & Bengo, 2015). An NPO has a very close relationship with it 

stakeholders. Those stakeholders are focused on the achievement of the social goals of the 

organization.  

This focus on results by the stakeholders, makes it important to be able to measure 

performance (Borzaga & Tortia, 2006). In accounting literature, the measurement of 

performance is a popular topic (Bititci et al., 2006). Performance might sometimes seem easy 

to measure, but almost always it appears to be harder than originally thought, due to the 

complexity of performance. This complexity has led to multiple studies looking for the effects 

of imperfect performance measurement systems and their impact on organizations. Multiple 

scholars describe performance measures as ‘noisy representations of underlying goals that 

are affected by uncontrollable events’ (Rojas, 2016, p. 353). Not only are measures imperfect 

at giving a full representation of performance, they can also lead to changes in behavior. 

These changes are caused by people wanting to meet targets. Most people will try to do their 

best at meeting a certain target, thereby neglecting unmeasured aspects of performance 

(Eisenhardt, 1989). Literature on this topic is mainly trying to find ways to design performance 

measurements in such a way that these behavioral effects are minimized, and ultimate goals 

are met. Most studies in performance measurement are focused on private firms instead of 

public or NPOs enterprises. Measuring performance of an NPO can be a harder task than 

measuring performance of a for-profit organization, as different kinds of stakeholders, 

industry, and organizational structure are involved (Arena, Azzone & Bengo, 2015). These 
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differences mean there is a different and extended demand for information in NPOs. These 

differences ask for specific ways of measuring performance (Herman & Renz, 1997).  

Increasing organizational performance and increasing competitive advantage is often 

a major concern for an organization. This leads organizations to look for ways to change 

processes to increase performance and gain competitive advantage. One possible method for 

increasing performance is knowledge management (further: KM). The reason for this focus is 

the increased importance of knowledge management. This trend is mainly due to a possible 

increase in productivity achieved by paying more attention to knowledge management (Teo, 

2005). Although there are multiple definitions available to define knowledge management, 

this paper will use the definition provided by Alavi and Leidner (1999). This definition is as 

follows: “KM is the systemic and organizationally specified process for acquiring, organizing, 

and communicating both tacit and explicit knowledge of employees so that others may make 

use of it to be more effective and productive.” Teo (2005) identifies multiple reasons for the 

importance of KM: KM allows for faster, better and cheaper services, innovations become 

more and more important, so sharing knowledge for these innovations must be more 

smoothly organized. The final reason he gives is the increased complexity of services and 

products, which makes information more and more important. To organizations, the benefits 

of a well-integrated knowledge management system are clear, which can be seen by the large 

investments made in the implementation of knowledge management systems. Despite these 

investments, companies still lose large amounts of money due to poorly implemented KM 

(Babcock, 2004). Organizations invest in measuring performance because those systems are 

important for evaluating whether performance objectives have been achieved (Oyemomi et 

al., 2016). Ahmed, Lim & Zairi (1999) point to the importance of measuring knowledge for 

organizations. Measurement allows for evaluation, control and improvement of performance. 

Research rarely addresses the impact of implementing a knowledge management, or any type 

of organizational change on performance measurement (Wang & Noe, 2010). An example of 

a case study in which the effect of change on performance measurement is show is a paper 

written by Chenhall & Langfield-Smith (1998). They show that multiple accounting techniques 

can help the manager to deal with change, and that the influence of these accounting 

techniques depends on different factors of the organization. Since this research is only limited 

to private firms, further research is needed to find whether performance measurement of KM 

is different in other types of organizations. The goal of this thesis is not to describe what 
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performance measures can be used in an NPO, it is to understand what aspects of 

performance in NPOs are influenced by KM and whether/how this influence is measured.  

To increase understanding of how an organization uses KM and what it does to the 

organization in terms of performance and performance evaluation, this case study will look at 

the implementation of such a system at a Dutch housing corporation. The main question can 

be formulated as follows: what aspects of performance in NPOs are influenced by KM and 

(how) is that influence measured? To gain a deeper understanding of the possible influences 

KM has on NPO performance and performance measurement, this thesis uses a case study in 

which an NPO implements KM. This thesis uses existing literature on performance 

measurement in NPOs and applies it to the implementation of KM. 

Since this study is focused on gaining an in depth understanding of the affects a KM 

has on performance evaluation and performance measurement itself, interviews are held 

among those persons responsible and/or influenced by KM. The interviews will be held 

among employees of a medium-sized housing corporation in the Netherlands during the 

implementation of a new system for sharing knowledge within the organization and its 

tenants.  

The thesis will start with a discussion of existing literature on performance 

measurement in NPOs and of literature on knowledge management. The third chapter will 

describe the methodology used in this thesis and will describe the case study. The fourth 

chapter will discuss the results found during the interviews. The final chapter will consist of a 

conclusion and discussion of the findings.  
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2 Literature 

To be able to find an answer to the research question in this thesis, a further elaboration on 

the affect of KM on performance evaluation for NPOs is needed. As no framework has been 

developed for measuring performance of KM in an NPO, the framework will be based on 

existing frameworks for measuring performance of KM on the one hand and on a framework 

for performance measurement for NPOs on the other hand. The frameworks on KM 

performance measurement describe the aspects of KM performance that are important for 

an organization, and how this can be measured. Combining these aspects of KM with the 

measures of performance that are important for overall performance of an NPO, lead to 

multiple measures. Combining these measures can lead to a description of the performance 

measures used to evaluate the performance of KM in an NPO. This can be graphically shown 

in Figure 1.  

2.1 Knowledge management 

As shown shortly in the introduction of this thesis, knowledge management is a powerful 

device for organizations to increase productivity and gain competitive advantage. This leads 

organizations to be more concerned with proper management of available knowledge (Teo, 

2005). Recently, knowledge is seen more as one of a company’s assets, as for example brand 

identity, reputation, or management systems (Pascarella, 1997).  There are two types of 

knowledge in organizations, tacit and explicit knowledge. Smith (p, 314, 2001) defines tacit 

knowledge as “technical or cognitive and is made up of mental models, values, beliefs, 

perceptions, insights and assumptions”. It is the type of knowledge that is difficult to transfer 

to others, but which is of great value. Explicit knowledge on the other hand can be defined as 

“technical or academic data or information that is described in formal language, like manuals, 

mathematical expressions, copyright and patents” (Smith, p. 315, 2001). This type of 

Performance 
measurement for

knowledge management

Performance 
measurement for non-

profit organizations

measurements

measurements

Performance 
measurement of 

knowledge 
management in 

non-profit 
organizations

Figure 1 Combining existing measures 
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knowledge is easier to transfer to others than tacit knowledge. The definition of KM used in 

this thesis is the one provided by Alavi & Leidner (1999): “Knowledge management is the 

systemic and organizationally specified process for acquiring, organizing, and communicating 

both tacit and explicit knowledge of employees so that others may make use of it to be more 

effective and productive.” Effective KM will thus allow the organization to work more effective 

and increase productivity. The increased importance of KM can be assigned to the increased 

importance of innovations, increased complexity of products and improved efficiency of the 

organization (Teo, 2005). As large amounts of money are lost on bad implementation of KM, 

it is important for an organization to measure the performance of KM.   

2.1.1 Knowledge management in non-profit organizations 

KM can be applied in all possible types of organizations. To take advantage of the use of KM, 

there is no limitation to only large multinationals or only small corporations. This means that 

also NPOs can use KM (Wong & Aspinwall, 2006). However, KM literature is strongly focused 

on for-profit organizations, which leaves NPOs relatively uninvestigated. This leaves a 

knowledge gap on the domain of knowledge management, as the effects of KM can be 

different for NPOs, due to the numerous of differences between for-profit organizations and 

NPOs. Examples of these differences are procedures, managerial structures, taxation and 

legal compliance (Hume, Clarke & Hume, 2012). In particular, the financial aspect of the 

implementation of KM is likely to be different for NPOs as these systems are often priced too 

high for an NPO. This causes KM to be generally not as frequently implemented in NPOs in 

comparison to for-profit organizations. Another reason is the assumption that knowledge is 

hard to handle and may distract the NPO from achieving its mission (Helmig, Jegers& Lapsley, 

2004).  

2.2 Performance measurement and knowledge management 

Multiple studies show the importance of evaluation of the performance of KM for managers 

of an organization (Ahn & Chang, 2004; Schultze & Leidner, 2002; Holden & Shin, 2001). 

Performance measurement of KM is important, as it allows managers to see the problems in 

their knowledge management practices, find out about the parts that hold back further 

development and show how the system can be further improved (Lyu, Zhou & Zhang, 2016). 

Also, for researchers this topic has gained attention over the years (Chen & Chen, 2006). 

Firm’s management is interested in the measurement and evaluation of KM performance 

(Brynjolfsson, Renshaw & Alstyne, 1997). As Chen & Chen (2006) state, this draws attention 
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to the question how the firms that have implemented KM are evaluating this system. What 

kind of measures do they use for this evaluation? 

Quantitative measures of KM and financial 

measures in particular are the main methods for 

evaluation, though the focus is shifting more 

towards non-financial indicators. They also show 

that firms are not only focused on their own KM 

performance but are looking at competitors as well. 

This can be done through benchmarking for 

example. 

2.3 How to evaluate the performance of 

knowledge management? 

Performance measurement is important for firms, 

as it helps them evaluating the performance of their 

systems. It allows them to make decisions about 

what parts are working as intended, what parts 

need improvement and what parts should be ended 

(Andone, 2009). Since the answer to the question 

what performance is, is hard to answer and depends on the specific characteristics of the 

firm, the measurement of this performance will be even harder. Due to the intangible and 

subjective character of KM performance, the evaluation of the system will be a difficult task 

to perform (Kluge, Stein & Licht, 2012). The amount of research performed on the field of 

performance measurement of KM is little (Wang & Noe, 2010). However, three frameworks 

for the measurement of performance have been developed. The next three subparagraphs 

will shortly describe these frameworks.  

2.3.1 Framework by Wong et al. (2015) 

Wong et al. (2015) developed a framework that shows how performance of a KM should be 

measured. They developed this framework to help both managers and researchers with the 

performance measurement of KM. For managers, this framework could help them with the 

evaluation of their KM and it may help them to create better measurements of KM. For 

researchers the framework helps them to enhance their knowledge on KM and can therefore 

lead to new knowledge. This framework combines all three aspects of KM measurement: 

 
Figure 2 Framework for KM performance measurement 
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knowledge resources, KM processes and the factors that influence KM. All of these aspects 

contribute to the KM and are equally important according to the authors. The framework 

then continues to the indicators that should be used to describe KM. It advises to use both 

financial and non-financial indicators, quantitative and qualitative methods and deterministic 

and stochastic variables. This allows for the production of a more thorough result. When in 

the future new and more advanced measurement methods are available, these should be 

used according to these authors, as these measurements will be able to solve current 

difficulties in measurement in the future. The framework further advices to use tools that can 

be used both to measure internal and external performance. The results of this framework 

are specific to the manager, who can assess the performance of the organization based on 

the output.  

2.3.2 Framework by Lyu et al. (2016) 

The above-mentioned framework is not the only framework designed for measuring KM 

performance. Lyu, Zhou and Zhang 

(2016) also designed a framework for 

measuring KM performance. This 

framework is based on the Balanced 

Scorecard (BSC) as developed by 

Kaplan & Norton (1996) and fuzzy 

comprehension methods. The BSC is an 

improved measure of performance, as 

it doesn’t only look at financial 

measures, but it also takes clients, internal business processes and learning and growth into 

account. Lyu et al.(2016) combine these factors of the BSC with the four processes of KM 

identified by Alavi & Leidner (2001). This leads to the relationships as shown in Figure 3. Lyu 

et al. (p, 34, 2016) point to the importance of the financial aspect. According to them this is 

‘the ultimate strategic goals of KM can all be reflected through its financial benefit’. For 

measurement of KM with regard to a firm’s clients, customers must be retained, and new 

customers must be recruited to expand market shares. The internal business process can be 

measured by looking at the per capita management cost and per capita profit. The last 

aspect, learning and growth, can be measured by using four measures: per capita training 

Figure 3 the mapping between the processes of KM and measurements of 
the  BSC 



Evaluating performance of knowledge management in a non-profit organization 

 11 

investment, per capita profit generation, employee turnover rate and new product selling 

rate. Figure 3 thus displays the impact of KM on different performance aspects of the BSC.  

2.3.3 Model by Yiu & Pun (2014) 

Yiu & Pun (2014) have created an Integrated Knowledge Management model. This model is 

mainly focused on measuring performance of KM in industrial enterprises. This model is 

based on self-assessment, which consists of a set of five concepts of KM practices, which are 

adopted from previous research (Pun & Lau, 2003). The first of these five concepts of KM 

practices, senior management leadership, drives KM and performance measurement to result 

in an ongoing increase in performance and stakeholder value. To achieve this increased 

performance, three other concepts play a role, KM processes, people development and 

continuous improvement. For an organization to keep improving the fifth concept is 

important, namely results oriented measures (Pun & Lau, 2003). In the table presented in 

their paper, the relevance to the performance measures is described. The method used to 

gather data to evaluate organizational performance is self-assessment. The most used 

measure of self-assessment are questionnaires, but audit lists with questions are also an 

example of self-assessment measurements. The advantages of using self-assessment are an 

increase in response, productivity and it prevents organizational efforts from fragmenting 

(Chin et al., 2003). Self-assessment helps the organization to find out where it can improve 

and where its already performing well (Neely, 2005). For this model a questionnaire was 

developed to gain insight in each of the five concepts. When all questions have been 

answered, the results indicate whether the organization is still a “starter”, or whether the KM 

system is an “achiever”. The advantage of this model is its big ability for organizations to 

adjust the questions to match their objectives. This is a fundamental difference from other 

types of measures like, that aren’t based on a questionnaire, but on accounting numbers, that 

don’t display underlying processes.  
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Figure 4 Core concepts of self-assessment and performance enablers from Yiu & Pun (2014)  
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2.3.4 Comments on Frameworks 

Similar to the framework discussed by Wong et al. (2015), the framework developed by Lyu et 

al. (2016) is mainly focused on the use of financial measures and financial results to evaluate 

performance of KM. This makes those frameworks probably well applicable to for-profit 

organizations, but this focus makes it harder to apply them to NPOs, which don’t see financial 

performance as their main goal. It is crucial for an organization to use the right measures, 

because this will allow the organization to know how to use its limited resources in such a 

way that performance will be improved (Yiu & Pun, 2014). For this reason, these frameworks 

aren’t directly applicable to NPOs. Gooijers (2000) attempted to develop a knowledge 

management performance framework. This framework has however the same problem as the 

frameworks discussed previously: only small adjustments have been made to for-profit 

frameworks to make them applicable to NPOs. These alterations are however ignoring the 

very specific characteristics of NPOs. Therefor this framework is only of little use in practice.  

2.4 Differences between NPOs and for-profit organizations for performance 

measurement 

As already mentioned in the introduction of this thesis, performance measurement studies 

are mainly focused on for-profit organizations, which are focused on the creation of value, 

which can then be distributed to shareholders (Cordery & Sinclair, 2013). The focus on for-

profit organizations means that NPOs performance measurement issues are less often 

discussed in literature. A possible explanation for this lack of studies may be the diversity in 

goals of those entities. Since the goals of NPOs are different from for-profit organizations, the 

way performance is measured should be different as well. Performance measures that work 

properly when it comes to for-profit organizations, don’t have to work for NPOs (Henderson, 

Chase & Woodson, 2002). Differences in stakeholders, industry, and organizational structure 

make performance measurement more difficult (Arena, Azzone & Bengo, 2015). An example 

of a performance measure for NPOs can be the ratio between costs spend on the ultimate 

goal of the organization and costs of fundraising and management. The more the firm spends 

on the ultimate goal, the better this firm performs (Henderson, Chase & Woodson, 2002). 

However, this example still depends on traditional financial measures to evaluate 

performance. The Financial Accounting Standards Board noticed this problem already in the 

1980s and mentioned the need for development of new measurements (Financial Accounting 

Standards Board, 1980). The development of new measures is not the only challenge faced by 

NPOs, as shown by Cordery & Sinclair (2013). NPOs often face high costs of data collection, 
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which reduces the availability of money for achieving its mission. Another problem with 

performance measurement of NPOS is that the results of operations of an NPO will often be 

visible after several years. That makes it hard to attribute performance to a specific year. To 

avoid these problems, most organizations are using measures that are easier to use, but 

which will decrease the information about true performance. Performance measurement can 

be done in different ways. In for-profit organizations, the most popular method for measuring 

performance is using the Balanced scorecard. The advantage of this system is the ability to 

measure both financial and non-financial performance. The application of the BSC method 

has been applied in multiple papers. The steps needed from an NPO are described by Oliveira 

(2001) who studied the implementation of the BSC in a healthcare organization. The 

organization first needs to formulate a business case, identify its strategy, tactical objectives, 

performance measurements and data sources. Then it needs to create a data warehouse and 

select an information technology. When these steps are taken, the BSC can be made. After 

the creation of the BSC the strategy needs to be managed, and the BSC can be refined and 

reused. Oliveira (2001) found the positive effects of the implementation of a BSC on customer 

satisfaction and an organizations’ financial results.  

Another type of performance measurement is the performance prism, as developed by Neely, 

Adams & Crowe (2001). This framework looks at five aspects: stakeholder satisfaction, 

strategies, processes, capabilities and stakeholder contribution. Stakeholder satisfaction goes 

further than only shareholders, as does the BSC framework. Neely et al. (2001) mention 

employees, suppliers, community or pressure groups. These are important to consider, as 

they can all have an impact on firm performance. The strategy aspect looks at the needs and 

wants of the stakeholders. Only when an organization is aware of the needs of its 

stakeholders it can define a strategy to fulfill these needs. When the strategy is defined, the 

organization needs to look at which business processes it needs to achieve the strategies. The 

combination of technology, people, practices and infrastructure is called the capabilities of 

the organization, which will allow the business processes to be carried out properly. The final 

aspect, the stakeholder contribution, deals with the relationship the stakeholders have with 

the organization. Not only is the organization fulfilling the needs of the stakeholders, the 

stakeholders also have to contribute to the organization for it to function. Neely et al. (2001) 

show some case studies in which the performance prism is applied. The prism is not only 

applied in FPOs, but also in a charity organization, The London Youth. In this case four 
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workshops were needed to implement the prism. One was needed to identify the needs of its 

stakeholders and the needs of the organization from the stakeholders. The second was used 

to identify the measures of stakeholder satisfaction the following workshop was needed for 

the identification of the organizations processes and capabilities. The final workshop was 

used to refine and converge the measures. 

2.4.1 Performance evaluation in NPO’s  

Lee and Nowell (2015) developed a framework for assessing firm performance in NPOs. For 

the development of this framework the scholars used all previous research on this topic they 

could find. This led them to determine six core performance perspectives. These perspectives 

are inputs, organizational capacity, outputs, outcomes, public value accomplishments and 

network/institutional legitimacy. For the input perspective, the use of the inputs, the way 

they have been gathered and the expenditure of the inputs should be measured. 

Organizational capacity is about the way an organization uses it processes to achieve its 

mission in an efficient and effective manner. Measurements of this perspective are employee 

satisfaction, education of employees and the organizations capacity to innovate. The output 

perspective is measured by looking to what extent the targets have been achieved, this can 

for example be measured by the amount of people that have received a service/good. The 

outcome perspective needs to be divided into behavioral and environmental changes and 

customer satisfaction. The outcome perspective looks further than the amount of people who 

received a service/good, it looks at the entire target population to determine the impact the 

organization had on that population. The measurement of customer satisfaction is not only an 

important dimension to measure, as this is the focus of most NPOs, it is also a dimension 

that’s hard to measure. Therefore, most scholars measure customer satisfaction by surveys 

and counting customer complaints, but also the amount of newly recruited customers and 

the ability to keep customers are measurements that can be used. The accomplishment of 

public value is the fifth perspective of performance measurement. It looks at the outcomes 

for the community and the rest of society, so this perspective looks further than the 

outcomes perspective. The final perspective looks at how the organization maintained its 

relations to stakeholders and whether it increased its reputation.  

The creation of a performance measurement system requires generally 4 steps that need to 

be taken (Henderson, Chase & Woodson, 2002). The first step is the identification of the 

purpose of the organization. In this step the organization needs to find out what it wants to 
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do for its community. The next step is the development of qualitative requirements for 

indicators and measurements. This step is important for the connection between the 

indicators or measures and the purpose of the organization. After this the third step can be 

taken, which is the development of indicators and measures. For this step it is important to 

involve enough managers and employees to create support from within the organization. The 

final step is the implementation of the newly designed system into the organization.  

2.5 Performance measurement of knowledge management in non-profit 

organizations 

The gap in existing literature on the relationship between performance measurement of KM 

for NPOs becomes more striking as NPOs are increasing involvement in KM. As literature on 

performance measurement and KM, and KM in NPOs exists, combining the previously 

discussed frameworks, can lead to a new framework for measuring the performance of KM in 

NPOs which acknowledges the characteristics of NPOs. According to the framework by Lee & 

Nowell (2015), there are six aspects of performance that matter for the evaluation of 

performance of an NPO: inputs, organizational capacity, outputs, outcomes, public value 

accomplishments and network/institutional legitimacy. These six aspects show great similarity 

to the performance aspects as described by Neely (2001).  

According to the framework by Wong et al. (2015) there are three aspects of a KM that 

should be considered: knowledge resources, KM processes and factors influencing KM. These 

aspects should be measured with both financial and non-financial indicators, based on 

qualitative and quantitative methods, by using deterministic and stochastic variables. Lyu et 

al. (2016) look at the four processes of KM: knowledge acquisition, knowledge application, 

knowledge creation and knowledge storage, transfer and sharing. The ultimate strategic goal 

of KM is, according to Lyu et al. (2016), the financial aspect. This is very   different from the 

goals of an NPO. The framework as proposed by Lyu et al. (2016) will be inappropriate for 

measuring KM performance in an NPO, as the financial aspect is seen as the driver of KM. 

Their framework will need substantial adjustments to be applicable to an NPO. Another 

downside of their proposed framework is the focus on knowledge processes, instead of 

looking at the knowledge resources and KM factors as proposed by Wong et al. (2015). This 

however doesn’t mean the framework as proposed by Wong et al. (2015) can be directly 

applied to NPOs. The framework they proposed remains at a very abstract level and is 

therefore more of a guideline for measuring performance of KM. Yiu & Pun (2014) on the 
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other hand developed a framework for measuring KM performance in industrial enterprises. 

At first sight this seems inapplicable to NPOs, however, Yiu & Pun (2014) base the framework 

on the importance of proper management of KM for successful KM. This means the focus on 

financials is largely absent in their review, which makes it better applicable to NPOs, as the 

focus on financials for them is mostly absent as well. Nevertheless, the framework by Lyu et 

al. (2016) is useful in practice, which makes it a good base for the development of another 

framework. Therefore, the combination of the framework as proposed by Yiu & Pun (2014) 

and the framework as developed by Lee & Nowell (2015) in combination with the design by 

Lyu et al. (2016) would result in a framework that can be used for evaluating performance 

measurement of KM in NPOs. To be able to develop this framework, an important step is to 

identify what the influence of KM, as identified by Yiu & Pun (2014), is on the aspects of 

performance as described by Lee & Nowell (2015). Therefore, in Figure 5, the influences of 

each concept of KM practices on KM, and the results of KM on performance aspects of an 

NPOs are drawn. The following paragraphs of this thesis will discuss these relationships in 

more detail.  

2.6 The influence of knowledge management practices on knowledge 

management  

2.6.1 Senior management 

Senior management can be seen as the driver of both knowledge management and 

performance measurement. Managers are able to create an environment in which the people 

Figure 5 The relationship between performance measurement for KM in NPOs 
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can achieve the objectives of the organization and thus increasing organizational capacity 

(Carneiro, 2000). If management doesn’t initiate KM, the knowledge of the organization will 

remain statically in the functional areas where the knowledge has always been. This means 

the organization doesn’t achieve the advantages it could from managing available knowledge.   

2.6.2 KM processes 

Management increases the organizational capacity by gathering, changing, distributing and 

storing of knowledge (Yiu & Pun, 2014). The better these processes are functioning in the 

organization, the higher the level of KM, which may lead to higher performance. KM 

processes also help to make business processes function more efficiently, which improves 

and increases the outputs of the organization (Lee & Choi, 2003).  

2.6.3 People development 

Education, training, trust, shared values and empowerment makes people more involved in 

the organization. People are an important factor of KM to get the most out of it. The people 

of the organization need to be encouraged to share their knowledge in the system (Moffett, 

McAdam & Parkinson 2003). The skills of people in the organization, their training and their 

knowledge are important for the development of KM (Becker & Gerhart, 1996). People 

development thus needs to be considered as one of the concepts of KM. 

2.6.4 Continuous improvement 

The management of knowledge in an organization, leads to the continuous improvement of 

the resources of the organization, as knowledge becomes more widely available throughout 

the organization. Knowledge management is both a medium between organizational factors 

and effectiveness and it is a driver of organizational effectiveness (Zheng, Yang & McLean, 

2010). KM benefit from an environment that promotes innovations and creativity, which 

leads to the continuous improvement of both the organization and the KM (Soderquist, 

Chanaron & Motwani, 1997). 

2.6.5 Results orientation 

The focus on results in an organization allows it to be able to pursue the needs of the target 

population. It therefore will have a positive impact on the outcomes of the organization. The 

relationships with its partners both within the firm, the organizational capacity, and the 

outside of the firm, the network, will allow the organization and its KM become more efficient 

and effective. Exceeding the expectations of both the community, the public value 

accomplishment and the people in the organization will be good for the long-term interest of 

the organization (Yiu & Pun, 2014).  
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2.7 The influence of knowledge management on aspects of performance 

Since the relationship between KM and performance measurement is diverse, the impact of 

knowledge management on each aspect of performance should be measured separately to 

be able to develop a full representation of true performance of KM. Figure 6displays the 

different measures that can be used for the evaluation of KM performance in an NPO as 

identified by Lee & Nowell (2015). Each aspect of performance should have its own measures.  

2.7.1 Input  

Input of the organization can be measured by different measures. One of them is the number 

of employees that are required for an activity, because if the number of employees that are 

required for an activity decreases, the inputs of the organization can be used more efficiently, 

so the value of the input will increase. Other input measures are the increase in financial 

means available, the diversity of income streams, and the net surplus of financial reserves. 

KM that is implemented properly will make the people of the organization work more 

efficiently, thus increasing the amount of work that can be done with the same amount of 

input. On the other hand, it also allows for better management of network relations, which 

increases the stream of financial means provided to the organization.    

2.7.2 Organizational capacity 

The impact of knowledge management on the organizational capacity of the firm can be 

measured by looking at employee satisfaction, employee education, the organizations 

capacity to innovate and the staff and executives’ perspectives on operational capabilities. A 

proper managed KM will be likely to involve increases in these measures, as it will cause  

employees to be more educated, the organization to innovate and, due to the increased 

ability to innovate, to increase performance on the area of organizational capabilities.  
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Inputs

Organizational capacity

Public value 
accomplishments

Outcomes

Outputs

Network/ institutional 
legitimacy

Expenditure

Resource acquisition and utilization
Diversity of revenue streams

Increase in revenue

Number of employees required for an activity

Net surplus of financial reserves

End of funding cycle reports

Employee education/counseling

Employee satisfaction

Capacity to innovate

Staff and executive perspective on operational capabilities

Number of people served/ number of service offerings

Behavioral and environmental changes

Customer satisfaction

Changes in target group

Changes in the environment

Satisfaction surveys

Customer complaints

Interorganizational networks and network-level 
effectiveness

Concensus conferences

Citizen’s juries/panels

Opinion polling

Attitudinal surveys

Public value measurement framework (The work Foundation) 

Relations with other funders/volunteers/stakeholders

Institutional legitimacy

Succesfull partnership cases

Stakeholder/board survey on the partnership

Funder/stakeholder survey

Images of the organization in mass media

Confirmation to institutional norms and laws Figure 6 Measurement of performance of KM for NPOs (Lee & Nowell, 2015, p. 302-303) 
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2.7.3 Outputs 
The number of people served, goods provided is also likely to increase due to KM, as the 

organizations inputs are more efficiently used. This allows the organization to provide more 

goods and services to the people it wants to serve. Chen and Huang (2009) find that KM has 

an influence on the innovating performance of an organization. Innovations play an important 

role in improving firm performance (Wang, Z. & Wang, N, 2012).  

2.7.4 Outcomes 
The outcomes of the organization, thus the effect it has on the behavior and environment and 

on customer satisfaction are also likely to be positive, as the means of the organization can be 

used more efficiently due to KM, the outcomes are likely to be positive. Research shows that 

KM is able to influence the green innovativeness of the firm in a positive way. However, not 

all KM practices influence the green innovativeness of the firm equally (Stanovcic, Pekovic & 

Bouziri, 2015). Customer satisfaction is also likely to increase, as the organization is better 

able to use existing knowledge for and from a customer to help that customer in a better 

manner (Gebert, Geib, Kolbe & Brenner, 2003).  

2.7.5 Public value accomplishments 
As the NPO works in a more efficient manner, more resources can be used for the mission of 

the organization. The positive influence KM has on innovations, causes an increased public 

value of the NPO (Hartley, 2012). The effect of KM on public value is thus likely to be positive. 

This can be measured by looking at consensus conferences, citizen’s juries/panels, opinion 

polling, attitudinal surveys and using a public value measurement framework. Consensus 

conferences are used to incorporate the opinions of lay people, they are mainly used in 

Denmark. According to Hills & Sullivan (p. 37, 2006), a consensus conferences works as 

follows: “a panel of around six to ten laypeople questions experts about a controversial 

scientific or technological subject, assesses the experts’ responses, reaches a consensus 

about the subject and reports its conclusions.” 

2.7.6 Network/Institutional legitimacy 
According to the framework, there will also be a positive impact of KM on this aspect. 

Stakeholders will for example value the company more, as it is better able to indicate how it 

performs, due to the increased knowledge the firm gathers on this topic. Legitimacy is also 

very important for an NPO, as an event that leads to a downfall in legitimacy can in severe 

cases lead to the end of an NPO (Lecy, Schmitz & Swedlund, 2012). Legitimacy can be 

different among organizations due to differences in industry, time, location and population 
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(Ruef & Scott, 1998). The final performance aspect of KM can be measured by looking at 

successful partnership cases, stakeholder surveys on the partnership, stakeholder surveys, 

images of the organization in the media and how well the organization complies with the law. 

An organization can measure its legitimacy by checking whether it hasn’t violated any of these 

rules with its operations (Lee & Nowell, 2015).  

2.8 Aspects of performance measurement for KM in an NPO 
According to the above drawn relations between KM concepts, KM and the performance 

aspects of an NPO, it seems reasonable that KM has an influence on each aspect of 

performance of an NPO. To check whether these relationships exist, a case study can bring 

clarity. Therefore, in the next chapter, the design of the case study will be discussed, after 

which a description of the results of the case study will be demonstrated.  

2.9 Conclusion 
The topic of performance measurement of knowledge management in NPOs is not a topic on 

which a lot of literature exists. It is therefore valuable to develop a framework to help future 

research in assessing performance of knowledge management in NPOs. In this chapter a 

framework is developed to accomplish that. The first step to come to a framework is the 

identification of the core concepts of KM. These core concepts are senior management, KM 

processes, people development, continuous improvement and results orientation. To 

continue, these concepts where linked to aspects of performance measurement in NPOs. 

Those aspects are inputs, organizational capacity, outputs, outcomes, public value 

accomplishments and network/institutional legitimacy. The final step is to combine these 

concepts with different measures as discussed by Lee & Nowell (2015). The framework, as 

displayed inFigure 5, shows which measurements might be used for each aspect of KM 

performance.  
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3 Research Methods 
As mentioned in the introduction, the goal of this thesis is to understand how an NPO 

evaluates the performance of its KM system. To be able to increase understanding of 

thisevaluation, the previous chapter discussed performance measurement frameworks for 

both KM and NPOs. The measures of performance in an NPO have already been shown by Lee 

& Nowell (2015). This thesis is not only focused on determining what measures NPOs use for 

performance measurement, it also tries to understand how KM affects performance 

measurement and performance evaluation. Literature suggests an increase in performance 

due to the KM system, which would result in an increase in performance measurement. 

Among others, Yiu & Pun (2014) show that performance measures used in NPOs are, more 

than in for-profit organization, focused on non-financial measures. The way these measures 

should be measured is mainly described in the framework by Yiu & Pun (2014). They advocate 

self-assessment as method of gathering the information for these measures. To be able to 

understand what a KM does to an organizations performance evaluation and measurement, a 

study of the existing, changed and new processes provides the most insight in these 

processes. Thus, the way to gain this understanding is by using qualitative research. The 

purpose of this study is thus not to make any generalizations from the findings of this 

research. The character is more explorative; it may provide new insights in differences 

between NPOs and for-profit organizations when it comes to KM and its evaluation, but these 

insights have to be further investigated to be able to draw conclusions about more than this 

single organization.   

The study is based on non-structured interviews, as well as management papers on the 

implementation of a knowledge management system at a medium sized housing corporation 

in the Netherlands. Housing corporations in the Netherlands are focused on housing those 

who can’t afford rent payments that would be needed to cover expenses of the houses. The 

mission of the housing corporation is helping people by offering them affordable houses. 

Though some housing corporations do report profits, the focus of the organizations is not on 

making profit, but on housing those people. The organization that was selected for this 

research has implemented the KM system several weeks before the interviews were held. 

This means all information on how the system works and how its performance is measured 

are on top of the minds of those involved in the implementation. The KM system 

implemented was mainly focused on two parts of the housing corporation: repair requests, 
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and neighborhood nuisance. Among those interviewed there is a desire for expanding the 

areas of the KM system when the current system operates as desired. For this research the 

data of the interviews held is combined with written notes and a management case study, 

which provided additional information on the implementation and the functioning of the KM 

system.  

The interviews were held in June 2018 and were semi-structured, allowing for a more 

dynamic interview and to gather as much information as possible about the interviewee and 

his or her knowledge about the system, relevant organizational processes, relevant decisions 

and relevant actors. The questions asked to respondents related to the persons own ideas 

about the reason for the implementation of the KM system, the importance of measuring 

results, whether people are evaluated on the basis of the results and whether the person sees 

why the KM system is important for the organization. The interviews were held among people 

that designed the system, its users and responsible management. To be able to analyze the 

interviews in a later stage, the interviews were recorded after which they have been 

transcribed. Remarks about the impact of the KM were then subdivided in each ‘aspect of 

performance’ as Lee & Nowell (2015) have identified. Subsequently, the interviews were 

scanned for remarks about the concepts of KM, and relevant remarks were marked as well.  

To avoid attributing to much weight to single remarks, and thus drawing biased conclusions, 

interview data was analyzed intertextually. To do this, data from management documents or 

other interviews was used to review the remark. This didn’t mean the remarks had to be 

made exactly the same, when the second interviewee mentioned the aspects, but didn’t 

elaborate on it as much as the first, the remark was evaluated as useful. Furthermore, due to 

experience as former employee, remarks made by interviewees could be judged in a more 

thorough manner. The role as former employee was minimized as much as possible, as it is 

the purpose of this study to see in what way the system influences current employees. The 

former employment led to a more open dialogue, as interviewees didn’t have to explain each 

and every procedure in detail as most of them were clear beforehand. This also created an 

opportunity to keep the interviews focused on useful information.  

The interviews combined with the case study written by the responsible manager give a 

complete rendering of the system, it’s goals, its effect on the organization and its 

measurement.   
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4 Results 
In this chapter the results of the case study will be presented. As the main goal of this thesis is 

to investigate the relationship between KM practice and performance in a specific NPO it 

makes sense to discuss whether indications could be found in the data for the relationships 

drawn and explained in paragraph 2.8. This chapter will be structured as follows. First, each 

aspect of performance of NPOs will be discussed in a separate paragraph and illustrated with 

a quote taken from the interviews held. The aspects discussed are: inputs, organizational 

capacity, outputs, outcomes, public value accomplishments and network/institutional 

legitimacy. After these aspects have been discussed, some other findings will be discussed. 

4.1 Inputs 
As discussed in paragraph 2.7.1, the performance on inputs can be divided into two parts: 

resource acquisition and utilization and expenditures.  

4.1.1 Resource acquisition and utilization 
To be able to achieve its mission, an organization needs resources. These resources can be 

very diverse, they can be financial resources, but also people or materials are organizational 

resources. The first aspect of inputs measures how well the organization is able to gather 

these resources, and how it uses them for achieving its mission. As discussed in paragraph 

2.7.1, based on literature, a positive relationship between KM and inputs of an NPO would be 

expected. In the case of a housing corporation, the most likely resource to be gathered are 

financial resources from renting more houses. The KM system that was reviewed in this case, 

did not have an influence on recruiting new tenants and thus acquiring more resources. The 

system was built solely with a focus on providing better information to current tenants, 

without a focus on future customers. However, as multiple interviewees described, there is 

the possibility of expanding the KM system, to also cover areas in which new tenants could be 

involved. The advantage of expanding the current system would be a gain in customer 

satisfaction of more than current tenants, as future tenants will also be able to take 

advantage of the new system. 

4.1.2 Expenditures 
A KM system can also have an influence on the spending of the NPO. The desirable effect of 

this part of performance would be an increase in output, while maintaining or decreasing 

expenditures (Chen & Huang, 2009). This would allow the organization to use its resources 

more efficient, and thus allowing the organization to get closer to achieving its mission. In this 
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case study, efficiency is not the main goal for implementing the KM system, but the people in 

the organization were aware of the possibilities of working more efficient. Over time, one of 

the functions in the organization could become redundant, which would result in a cut in 

labor costs, meaning a more efficient use of resources.  

“the new system is efficient, in the end it means a saving on labor costs, as we might need 

less people for the same job. I think that at least some labor hours will be saved, as that 

part of the job is now integrated into the system”  

4.2 Organizational capacity 
The organizational capacity of an organization describes how it has organized its processes 

and structures and whether these processes and structures are organized in such a manner 

that the achievement of its mission will become a step closer (Lee & Nowell, 2015). For this 

aspect of performance measurement, literature indicates three areas of performance that 

should be considered: its ability to grow, learn and innovate, and on the improvement of 

internal processes (Lee & Nowell, 2015). When looking at the organizational capacity, there is 

a need to look at both at its management and its operational processes to evaluate whether it 

works in an effective manner (Sowa, et al., 2004). As mentioned in paragraph 2.7.4, 

innovations lead to an increase in performance of the organization in the area of 

organizational performance. Though the interviews don’t point to the development of new 

innovations, the KM system itself may be considered the innovation that improved 

organizational capacity, as the newly implemented system improves the internal process of 

creating a repair request. The system also makes the search for information easier and faster, 

which both increase organizational capacity.  

“I think it’s also an improvement for my colleagues, as colleagues experience high levels of 

work pressure because of the difficult search for information within the organization. I 

think they still have to look at multiple places because not all modules of the system have 

yet been implemented, but the new system means quite an improvement on this area” 

4.3 Outputs 
The output part of performance of an NPO deals with what the achievements of the 

organization by looking at the organizations mission achievements and the goods/services 

delivered (Bagnoli & Megali, 2011). The output of a housing corporation is the number of 

houses it has been able to rent. Because the KM system is basically focused on current 

tenants, it won’t have an effect on this type of output. This doesn’t mean there is no effect on 
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other types of output of the organization. Due to easier accessible information and a more 

efficient way of planning, the number of tenants served on the phone increases, just like the 

amount of people served who have to have things fixed in their house. This is due to a better 

description of the problem, which leads to a better-informed mechanic, which allows him to 

do his job more efficient. It also helps the organization to gain insight in what its customers 

might need. If there is an increase in people asking a specific question, the organization can 

anticipate to this question by carrying out preventive maintenance.  

“The system indicates about what topic tenants asked most questions. This could help us 

decide what our tenants need most from us. If a lot of tenant call for problems with taps, 

this could help us decide to renew all our taps” 

4.4 Outcomes 
4.4.1 Behavioral and environmental changes 

The outcomes of the organization are concerned with whether there are benefits of the 

operations of the organization to the intended population (Bagnoli & Megali, 2011). In the 

current case study, the implementation of KM was focused on improving customer 

satisfaction by helping the tenant in a more efficient manner. Therefore, no results of the 

system on behavior or the environment could be measured. Some interviewees pointed to 

the possibility of letting the tenant file their repair request digitally when the system would be 

extended in the future. This would result in a change in behavior of tenants, as they would be 

able to file their request digitally instead of having to call the organization.  

4.4.2 Client/customer satisfaction 
Customer satisfaction is for most NPOs another important part of outcome performance. 

Customer satisfaction is usually harder to measure than the amount of goods produced, or 

the amount of services provided (Poister, Aristgueta & Hall, 2015). To obtain customer 

satisfaction organizations can use multiple sources. They can use customer councils, look at 

complaints, surveys. In this case study the organization looks at customer complaints and 

makes use of an agency that calls customers to ask about their experience with their contact 

with the housing corporation. Most interviewees pointed to the likely increase in customer 

satisfaction from implementing the system. This was, according to most of them, the main 

goal of implementing the system. Striking about this aspect of performance is that the 

performance on this aspect couldn’t be measured according to some of them, because of the 

lack of a proper “before-measurement”. So, the increase in performance on this aspect 
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couldn’t be measured. However, all interviewees were convinced about the increased 

customer satisfaction.  

“The system helps us providing the correct information to our customer when we pick up 

the phone. So, our customer gets the best and most recent information available” 

“Before we developed the system we’ve thought about how to show the gains of the newly 

developed system. But in order to do this we needed a proper before-measurement, which 

we just couldn’t get. […] That’s a pity, because we can’t see the increase in performance 

we’ve made” 

4.5 Public value accomplishments 
Multiple authors describe the main difference between public and private firms as the public 

value goal of the organization. But since the public value is often a hard to achieve goal, 

measuring progression can be difficult (Meynhardt, T, et al., 2017; Spano, 2014). If the 

performance of the organization related to the public value achievement is hard to measure, 

the influence of KM on the achievement of the public value will be even harder. As the 

collected data shows, interviewees are unaware of the impact of KM on the progress of 

achievement of the public value of the organization. One interviewee pointed to the effect of 

working more efficiently, which would result in a cost saving. According to the interviewee, 

this cost saving wouldn’t result in lower rents, as the rents do not depend on cost savings in 

the organization.   

“You could say that working more efficiently, combined with making less mistakes means 

our craftsmen don’t need to pay unnecessary visits to our tenants, would result in cost 

saving”   

4.6 Network/Institutional legitimacy 
NPOs are, more than for profit organizations, influenced by external factors (MacIndoe & 

Barman, 2012). This aspect of performance is thus more important to an NPO, which could 

cause the NPO to measure performance on this aspect more thorough.  

4.6.1 Interorganizational networks and network-level effectiveness 
The relationships an NPO has to other organizations are becoming more and more important, 

as networks can reduce costs for single organizations due to advantages of scale. Cooperation 

with other (social) enterprises can also help achieving the social goal of the organization 

quicker than it would be achieved if the organization would not cooperate with others 

(Moore, 2003). The implementation of KM at another housing corporation helped develop 
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the KM system in the current case study. The other housing corporation allowed the people 

in this case to see how the system works and what it does. This indicates the absence of a 

fear of sharing information in the non-profit sector. The implementation of the system may 

lead to more exchange of information with other organizations, though none of the 

interviewees mentioned this sharing of information in the interviews.  

“It helps us getting more insight in what kind of repairs are carried out by our own 

craftsmen and what repairs are carried out by other firms. I think this is a nice system to 

monitor our performance and it can also help us with sending and receiving invoices to our 

partners” 

4.6.2 Relations with other funders/volunteers/stakeholders 
To an NPO the relations to funders, volunteers and stakeholders are of great importance. This 

is due to the advantages an NPO can get from these relationships. To measure how the NPO 

performs on this area, surveys among stakeholders can be held (Lee & Nowell, 2015). In the 

case study, it won’t be stakeholder surveys that will decide what the impact of the KM system 

is on performance, but the stakeholders will be asked how they experience the new way of 

working, and whether they see this as an improvement.  

4.6.3 Institutional legitimacy 
Performance on the aspect of institutional legitimacy checks whether the organization 

operates in line with the law and its own mission and statute and other rules it has 

formulated (Lecy, Schmitz, Swedlund, 2012). Checking whether the organization conformed 

these rules is the main type of measurement for an organization. The case shows no changes 

in this part of performance. None of the interviewees mentioned any change in institutional 

legitimacy. This makes sense, as it is usually a change in the institutional environment of the 

organization that drives a change on this aspect of performance, instead of the other way 

around (Dowling & Pfeffer, 1975). 

4.7 Performance measurement 
In the above-mentioned part of this chapter, the found relationships between KM and 

performance in the case study have been discussed. In this part of this chapter, the 

evaluation of this performance will be discussed. 

4.7.1 Existing measurement systems 
The collected data shows the way the organization used to measure the performance on the 

above-mentioned aspects of performance. The main aspect of performance that was used, 

was customer satisfaction and it still is. The way the organization measures the performance 
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on the field of customer satisfaction is by looking at customer complaints, and by letting 

independent organization get in touch with those tenants that have been in contact with the 

organization. That organization asks the tenant a couple of questions about the quality of 

service. As mentioned by several interviewees, the organization doesn’t have a goal when it 

comes to customer satisfaction, though the main goal of implementing was increasing 

customer satisfaction.  

4.7.2 New measurement systems 
The implementation of the KM system in this case would lead to an increase in customer 

satisfaction. For the development of the system, the initiators of the system of KM looked at 

the methods for measuring the increase of firm performance. However, this increase 

wouldn’t be measurable, as there wasn’t a proper before-measurement. So, the increase in 

performance wouldn’t be measurable. The development of new measurement systems also 

wasn’t part of the development of the KM system, which leaves the organization at the same 

measurement level as before. This is in line with literature on implementation of performance 

measurement in government organizations, as described by, among others, De Lancer Julnes 

and Holzer (2001), who state that cultural forces are responsible for the implementation of a 

performance measurement system. They describe two stages for the development of 

performance measurement in organization: developing measures and using the developed 

measures. Rational or technocratic factors can lead to the development of the measures but 

those aren’t enough for the implementation of these measures. To implement the developed 

measures, political and cultural factors start to play a role. The political and cultural factors in 

the organization are the organizations internal stakeholders. For the implementation of 

performance measures, it is necessary that these internal stakeholders participate (De Lancer 

Julnes & Holzer, 2001). Multiple interviewees pointed to the problems of measuring 

performance, instead of looking at the possible methods of performance measurement. In 

this case study, the organizational culture was not focused on measuring performance, which 

resulted in no change of performance measurement due to the implementation of KM. As De 

Lancer Julnes & Holzer (2001) describe, an increase in performance measurement can be 

achieved by adoption of measures, even when these won’t be used at first and focusing on 

the need to measure performance. This however doesn’t mean the organization doesn’t 

evaluate the performance of the KM system. As mentioned by multiple interviewees, the way 
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the KM works is evaluated by talking to contractors, employees that executing the products 

of the system and by looking at customer complaints.  

4.8 Concepts of Knowledge management 
According to the interviewees, the way the KM system was implemented in the organization 

was in line with literature on the concepts of KM. (Senior) management was the driving force 

of implementing the system, as literature suggested (Yiu & Pun, 2014). Central in the KM 

system is the desire to keep increasing customer satisfaction, as this was the main goal for 

implementing the system. The only concept of KM that was not as expected based on 

literature was the development of people. Due to the implementation, people don’t have to 

think as much for giving an answer to a tenant as before. Furthermore, the new system 

requires less training for new employees, as the knowledge can now be found in the system, 

so it doesn’t have to be learned to new employees. This shows that people development in 

this case is different from the effect which would be expected based on literature. On the 

other hand, the people in the organization that have to deliver the information needed in the 

system will be more empowered, as they are aware of the need of delivering the information 

in timely and correct.  

4.9 Conclusion 
At the end of this chapter multiple things about performance measurement of knowledge 

management in non-profit organizations have become clear. The case study shows that the 

implementation of KM doesn’t lead to more performance measurement in this organization. 

However, the organization does evaluate the way the system works. This is not done by 

looking at measures, but more by asking those that work with the system and those that have 

to execute the outcomes of the system, such as contractors or other employees. Even when 

old measures weren’t able to get a grip on real organizational performance, the organization 

didn’t see this as an opportunity to develop new measures or improve old measures. Both 

management and staff are convinced of the improvements of the system and thus don’t see 

the need for increasing performance measurement. Furthermore, the results of this case 

study indicate that there is a relationship between KM and performance aspects of the NPO. 

For all aspects deemed important for the performance of NPOs proof could be found. The 

performance aspect that would be most influenced by the KM system is customer 

satisfaction, as part of outcome performance. This is in line with the main goal of 

implementation of the measurement system.  
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5 Conclusion and Discussion 
5.1 Discussion 

The aim of this thesis was to decide what aspects of performance in NPOs are influenced by 

KM and whether/how that influence is  measured. To be able to decide what the influence of 

KM was, this thesis started with a literature review on the aspects of performance of an NPO 

and what the possible effects of KM on the measurement of these aspects were. The 

literature review also described how each aspect of performance can be measured. To decide 

what aspects of performance are influenced by  KM, and to understand whether or how the 

performance aspects are measured by the NPO, a case was selected.  

5.1.1 Theoretical contributions 
Academics have shown the importance of managing the knowledge an organization has for 

improving organizational performance and create competitive advantage. As described in the 

introduction of this thesis, knowledge management for NPOs is a topic that lacks empirical 

evidence when it comes to knowledge management. This thesis contributes to multiple 

bodies of literature. It contributes to the literature on KM as it clarifies how the concepts of 

KM played a role in implementing a KM. It further describes how KM was implemented in an 

NPO, which isn’t investigated much till now. Though the study contributes most to the 

performance measurement literature, as it combines both KM and the characteristic of being 

a non-profit organization in the measurement of performance. In doing this, the different 

aspects of performance of an NPO have been discussed, which were later combined with the 

influence of KM on these aspects. As described in Chapter 4, each aspect of performance as 

identified by Lee & Nowell (2015) is in this case affected by the implementation of KM. This is 

in line with previous research, that reviewed the relationship between KM and a separate 

part of performance. For example, the positive relationship between KM and outputs of the 

organization is regarded to be positive by Chen and Huang (2009). This case study thus 

showed that each aspect of performance is affected by KM.  

However, this main finding is based on the perception of those involved in the development 

of KM. Those involved didn’t see the need to measure, nor possibilities to measure this 

performance. This is in line with a study performed by De Lancer Julnes & Holzer (2001), who 

state that the implementation of performance measurement depends on cultural forces in 

the organization. The organizational culture isn’t focused on measuring performance as 

members of the organization perceived it impossible measure performance before 
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implementing KM. To be able to say more about the effect of not measuring KM 

performance, another study should be done when KM has been implemented longer.  

5.1.2 Practical implications 
NPOs have received significant attention in recent years by academics and politicians, as 

NPOs are perceived to be a solution to alleviate current social and environmental problems. 

However, there is a lack of empirical evidence of how these organizations operate and 

perform. The importance of increasing knowledge about NPOs is by far theoretical. In recent 

years, NPOs are being viewed as one of the solutions to social and environmental problems. 

Gaining insight in the way an NPO is organized and how it operates is valuable to politicians to 

help these organizations with improving performance. However, the findings of this thesis go 

further than helping politicians. It helps raising awareness of management of NPOs of the way 

it functions. The main practical implication of this study is that it raises awareness of the 

absence of evaluation of knowledge management of an NPO. This awareness might lead to an 

increased effort of organizations to measure the impact of certain systems on performance.  

5.2 Conclusion 
The subject of this thesis is the affect KM has on performance evaluation in a NPO. As there is 

little research done in this domain, this thesis combined insights of performance 

measurement in NPOs with insights on KM in NPOs. This led to a case study in which the 

influence of KM on the organization, its performance and its evaluation mechanisms was 

studied. The organization selected for this study is a medium-sized housing corporation in the 

Netherlands. The case study showed that the organization perceived a positive influence of 

KM on each aspect of performance as identified by Lee & Nowell (2015). These aspects are: 

inputs, organizational capacity, outputs, outcomes, public value accomplishments and 

network/institutional legitimacy. However, the organization didn’t see the need of measuring 

this performance. So, this is contrary to what would be expected from performance 

measurement of NPOs because, as literature suggests, NPOs are aware of the need of 

disclosing information on performance, and will thus involve in measuring performance. This 

doesn’t mean the performance of KM isn’t evaluated, the organization just didn’t see the 

need of measuring performance. At the time of the study, KM was only just implemented. 

Therefore it is unclear whether this absence of measuring is a problem for the organization.  
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5.2.1 Limitations 
At the start of the interviews, there was an expectation of increased measures of 

performance due to the implementation of KM. However, after the first interview it became 

clear there was an absence of this expected increase. It appeared that the organization had a 

strong belief in the possibilities of the new system and in its well-functioning.  

The case study has several limitations. The first limitation has to do with the type and design 

of the study. As this thesis is designed as an explorative study and it only investigated the 

influence of KM on performance measurement in a single organization, it is only to a limited 

extend possible to generalize the findings. Furthermore, the housing corporation was in an 

extraordinary situation, as demand for houses was higher than supply. This reduces the need 

of the organization to invest in resource acquisition, as it can only increase resources by 

building or buying new houses. As housing corporations are highly regulated, it is difficult for 

a housing corporation to increase supply. This renders the study unable to say anything about 

the resource acquisition part of input as part of performance.  

Another limitation to this study is the limited number of interviewees of six. This limited 

number is due to the size of the organization and the limited number of people involved in 

the design of the system. Despite the limited number of interviewees, the interviews held 

were rich in information, as all relevant people were interviewed, and their inputs were 

valuable, as the system was recently introduced. The final limitation of this thesis is that the 

organization has just implemented KM. The organization hasn’t implemented KM on all 

domains of operations, and thus might decide to start measuring performance in a different 

manner when other elements are also implemented.  

5.2.2 Opportunities for further research 
Further research could expand the literature on performance measurement of KM in NPOs by 

looking at different types of NPO. As discussed at the previous paragraph, this study only 

investigated the case of a housing corporation, while there are different types of NPOs. These 

differences might influence the way performance measurement is carried out and may thus 

influence the outcome of the study. Further research could also look at NPOs that are 

different in size, as size might influence performance measurement as well.  

Another opportunity for further research might be investigating what the impact of other 

systems is on performance measurement in NPOs. As described in the previous paragraph, 

the organization hasn’t implemented all aspects of KM. Studying the organization when all 
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aspects of KM have been implemented could lead to new findings on performance 

measurement in NPOs.  
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