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ABSTRACT 
Organizations are now oriented towards intangible assets, which are difficult to manage; where one of the most 

important is the knowledge asset. The development of Knowledge Management with a process approach, aimed 

at the fulfillment of the strategic objectives of the organization is a very effective and current way of proceeding. 

Determining the knowledge that is lacking and capable of giving value to the processes and organization is 

developed through a Knowledge Management Audit and constitutes a tool for continuous improvement. 

Consequently, the objective of the research is: to propose a methodology to develop the Knowledge Management 

Audit. 

 

INTRODUCTION  
Evolving is a natural process that both people and organizations have to carry out, it is the responsibility of each 

party to choose where to lead this process of change. Pérez Soltero et al. (2013) argues that organizations are 

currently oriented towards the direction of change towards intangible assets, assets that by their nature are difficult 

to manage; where one of the most important is the knowledge asset. Learning is the way to organizations; and to 

learn, the key lies in Knowledge Management (KM). The organization that does not manage knowledge, 

effectively and proactively, cannot expect to be able to compete successfully (D. Medina Nogueira et al., 2013). 

Therefore, the Knowledge Management Audit (KMA) is an approach for the discovery and documentation of 

sources and use of knowledge in organizations (García Parrondo, 2015). 

 

On the other hand, the approach to processes is considered at present as one of the fundamental lines to follow 

when efficiently managing value activities in the company. The importance of management by process lies in the 

fact that organizations are as efficient as their processes. Most organizations that are aware of this react to the 

inefficiency of departmental organizations  (Pérez Canto et al., 2001). 

 

The effectiveness of any organization depends on its business processes, these have to be aligned with the strategy, 

mission and objectives of the institution. Hence, the process approach is today such a powerful tool for its ability 

to contribute in a sustained way to the results, to the satisfaction of its clients, the elevation of quality and the 

contribution of value (Nogueira Rivera et al., 2004; Zaratiegui, 1999). As a result, the development of Knowledge 

Management (KM) with a process approach aimed at fulfilling the organization's strategic objectives is a highly 

effective and current way of proceeding. Determining the knowledge that has and is lacking, the sources and the 

knowledge flows capable of giving value to the processes and the organization constitute a tool for continuous 

improvement. 

 

The literature recognizes numerous methodologies for the KMA. A study carried out on 28 methodologies 

concludes: it is not shown the how to do since the majority are assets of consulting institutions or companies that 
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charge for the audit service; at least not explicitly, how the KM processes are evaluated. So the objective of the 

present investigation is: to propose a methodology for the development of the KMA. 

 

MATERIALS AND METHODS 
Literature review 

Knowledge is information acquired by experience of a fact or situation, is associated with people, what they know 

and what they need to know; (D. Medina Nogueira, 2016)  and, KM is the process that promotes the generation, 

collaboration and use of knowledge for learning and innovation, generates new value and raises the level of 

competitiveness, in order to achieve organizational objectives with efficiency and effectiveness, as a result of the 

management of intangible assets based on key factors of the KM: people, processes and technology. In the 

literature there are different terms to identify the processes that make up the KM. The KM processes adopted in 

this research are those defined by D. Medina Nogueira (2016): acquiring, organizing, disseminating, using and 

measuring. 

 

Since the emergence of knowledge management approaches, it was necessary to design processes for the 

identification and auditing of knowledge capable of assessing existing wisdom in a deep and systematic way. The 

Knowledge Audit process allows "to know what is known and to know what is not known". It identifies key users, 

uses and attributes of knowledge assets and its analysis center is aimed at identifying what knowledge is needed, 

what knowledge is available and what it means, who needs it and how it is applicable (García Parrondo, 2015). 

Authors like Hylton (2003) and Chong et al. (2005) make distinctions between KA and KMA. These distinctions 

are not always considered and addressed as a single approach. Choy et al. (2004) suggest that KM is a systematic 

review and assessment of organizational knowledge assets and is recommended as an initial step before beginning 

a KM program. 

 

From a study carried out by Y. E. Medina Nogueira (2017) which addresses the definitions given by 13 authors 

about KA and KMA we conclude that: KA is a tool that identifies and describes organizational knowledge, its 

use, gaps and duplicities within the organization. It is fundamental for the implementation and development of a 

KM strategy. While the KMA also includes: the KM processes; the structure and flow of knowledge (Paramasivan, 

2003); the organization's strategy, leadership, cooperation, culture and teamwork; the technological infrastructure 

of knowledge transfer processes; and the SWOT analysis  Dattero et al. (2007). 

 

In the literature there are a large number of methodologies related to KMA. The following are 28 methodologies, 

two of them contextualized to the Cuban environment: Stable Rodríguez (2012) y Salas García et al. (2014). The 

methodologies are: 

1. Debenham et al. (1994) 15. Biloslavo et al. (2007) 

2. Buchanan et al. (1998) 16. Dattero et al. (2007) 

3. Orna (1999) 17. Levy et al. (2009) 

4. Liebowitz et al. (2000) 18. Dow et al. (2008) 

5. Lauer et al. (2001) 19. Hourcade Bellocq et al. (2008) 

6. (Henczel, 2000, 2001) 20. Handzic et al. (2008) 

7. Reinhardt (2003) 21. Wang et al. (2009) 

8. Hylton (2003) 22. Sharma et al. (2010) 

9. Choy et al. (2004) 23. Arís et al. (2010) 

10. Burnet et al. (2004) 24. López Nicolás et al. (2010) 

11.  Schwikkard et al. (2004) 25. Russ et al. (2010) 

12. Iazzolino et al. (2005) 26. Stable Rodríguez (2012) 

13. Cheung et al. (2007) 27. Jafari et al. (2013) 

14. Pérez Soltero (2007) 28. Salas García et al. (2014) 

 

Shahmoradi et al. (2015) in its study of more than 20 KMA methodologies, defines 25 key or variable elements 

that are present in the methodologies. The presence of these variables is analyzed in a binary matrix in 28 KMA 

methodologies. The variables are: (V1) Mission, vision and objectives; (V2) Critical success factors; (V3) SWOT 

analysis; (V4) Key processes; (V5) Support tools; (V6) KMA equipment; (V7) Determination of the KMA 
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methodology; (V8) Focus on KM processes; (V9) Information technology; (V10) Culture; (V11) Knowledge 

inventory; (V12) Knowledge flow; (V13) Knowledge resources; (V14) Knowledge map; (V15) Gap analysis; 

(V16) Analysis of social networks; (V17) Analysis of knowledge networks; (V18) Problems and proposed 

solutions; (V19) Report of results of KMA; (V20) Further information on the outcome of the KMA; (V21) Present 

and prioritize solutions; (V22) Offer suggestions; (V23) KM strategies; (V24) Action plan to implement the KM; 

(V25) Continuous audit (auditing). 

 

The information is processed using the SPSS statistical package (version 22.0). An analysis of hierarchical clusters 

is done, for it is necessary to verify the following elements: absence of correlation between the variables, small 

number of variables and homogeneous scale. As a result, as a result of the bivariate correlations between the 25 

variables, two high ratios were observed for a 99% confidence level between variables 20 and 24 (with a value of 

0.782) and variables 18 and 21 (with a value of 0.737). It was decided to eliminate variables 20 and 21, since they 

are contained in variables 19 and 18, respectively. In the remaining 23 variables all values give below 0.7 and, 

consequently, it is concluded that there are no significant linear correlations between the variables, so that there 

is no redundancy of criteria in the study. 

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
The grouping process of clusters is summarized below, both for the methodologies (according to the authors) and 

for the variables. The cut is made at the point of inflection: for methodologies, from twelve (12); and for the 

variables, from nine (9). (Table 1). 

 

Table 1. Conglomerates resulting from the analysis of KMA methodologies. 

Groups 
No. of 

authors 
Featured authors 

% of 

variables 

Variables most discussed and% of authors who 

treat it 

1 5 

Orna (1999) 

(Henczel, 2000, 2001) 

Wang et al. (2009) 

52,17 % 

56,52 % 

73,91 % 

(V1) Mission, vision and objectives, (V19) KMA 

results report: 100%. (V4) Key Processes, (V6) 

KMA Team, (V10) Culture, (V11) Knowledge 

Inventory, (V18) Problems and proposed 

solutions, (V25) Reaudit: 80%. (V12) Knowledge 

flow, (V15) Gap analysis: 60% 

2 6 

Burnet et al. (2004) 

Cheung et al. (2007) 

Hourcade Bellocq et al. 

(2008) 

56.52 % 

52,17 % 

60,87 % 

(V4) Key process, (V13) Knowledge resources: 

100%. (V9) Information technology, (V10) 

Culture, (V11) Knowledge inventory, (V12) 

Knowledge flow, (V14) Knowledge map, (V23) 

KM strategies: 83.33%. (V15) Gap Analysis: 

66.67% 

3 6 

Iazzolino et al. (2005) 

Arís et al. (2010) 

López Nicolás et al. 

(2010) 

17,39 % 

(V1) Mission, vision and objectives: 50%. 

4 11 
Reinhardt (2003) 

Russ et al. (2010) 
43,48 % 

(V11) Knowledge inventory, (V12) Knowledge 

flow: 100%. (V14) Knowledge map: 73% 

 

It is appreciated that all the variables are present in some of the methodologies studied. More frequently (above 

50%) there are five variables: knowledge inventory (79%); key processes (68%); knowledge flow (68%); mission, 

vision and objectives (64%); and, knowledge map (57%). On the other hand, when analyzing the variables 

contemplated in the methodologies, the following stand out: Hourcade Bellocq et al. (2008), with 14 variables, 

for 60.87%; and Wang et al. (2009) with 17 variables, for 73.91%. These authors are included in groups 1 and 2, 

respectively, of the clusters study carried out on the methodologies. The focus on KM processes is addressed only 

by 39% of the methodologies studied. In the present investigation, and derived from the study of the referential 

theoretical framework, it is verified that the KMA has its base in the processes of the KM. In fact, this approach 

is present in the methodologies of the two most representative authors. As a result of the analysis of the works 

studied, a methodology for the realization of the KMA is proposed. The proposal is based on the processes of the 
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KM and on the approach of: continuous improvement, teamwork; as well as in the quest to influence the culture 

of the organization. The proposed methodology is shown in Figure 1. 

 

 

Figure 1.  Proposed methodology for developing a KMA. 

 

As a result, its general objective is to contribute to the efficiency and effectiveness of the organization's objectives, 

based on knowledge management and continuous improvement, so as to ensure the establishment of good 

practices, as well as the acquisition and conservation of the knowledge through the processes of the chain of value 

of the KM (to acquire, to organize, to divulge, to use and to measure). So the audit should respond in its stages to 

the following questions: How is it assessed if the necessary knowledge is acquired in the process? How is it 

determined if such knowledge is organized? How is it determined if knowledge is disseminated? How is it assessed 

if knowledge is used? How is KM measured? The specific objectives or expected results of the implementation 

of the proposal result in: creating processes that respond to the strategies and priorities of the company; getting 

members of the organization to focus on the right processes; create a culture that makes knowledge management 

an important part of the values and principles of all members of the organization. The following are the premises 

for the implementation of this procedure: the commitment of the management and its intention to incorporate it 

as part of the organizational culture and of the continuous improvement system; existence of strategic planning; 

and recognition of the need for the process approach. The steps and steps of the proposed methodology are 

summarized in Table 1. It also shows the relationship of the stages to the variables defined by Shahmoradi et al. 

(2015) and the possible tools to be applied in each case.  

 

CONCLUSION 
1. The KA is the determination of existing and missing knowledge (Choy et al., 2004); and the KMA also 

includes: the development of KM processes, the effectiveness of its value chain, its control and 

continuous improvement. A study of 28 KMA methodologies developed in the last two decades and the 

presence of 23 variables in them. The variables with the highest frequency of occurrence are: knowledge 

inventory; key processes; knowledge flow; mission, vision and objectives; map of knowledge, gap 

analysis; culture; and, knowledge resources. 

2. The authors with the most variables are Wang et al. (2009) and Hourcade Bellocq et al. (2008). In both 

cases, the most frequent variables and the focus on KM processes are taken into account. 
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3. The proposed methodology for the KMA is based on KM, continuous improvement and "good practices" 

to ensure the conservation and acquisition of knowledge through the processes of the KM value chain 

and contribute to the effectiveness of the fulfillment of the objectives of the organization. 

 

Table 2. Stages and steps of the proposed methodology. 

Relationship with key variables and tools that can be applied. 

Stages Steps Variables  Tools and techniques 

I. Preparation of the audit- 1. Designate Lead Auditor 

2. Define the objectives, scope and criteria 

to be audited. 

3. Form the audit team. 

4. Characterize the strategic aspects of the 

organization. 

5. Plan the project. 

6. Develop a process of dissemination and 

training. 

Mission, vision and objectives; critical 

factors of success; support tools; KMA 

team. 

Brainstorming, teamwork, Gantt diagram.  

II. Determination of the 

processes of the organization 

and selection of the processes 

to audit 

7. Identify and classify processes. 

8. Develop the process map. 

9. Establish criteria for the selection of 

processes to be improved. 

10. Determine the relevant processes. 

11. Select the processes to be audited. 

Key processes; support tools; approach 

to KM processes. 

Storm of ideas, process map, Kendall method, 

matrix strategic objectives / repercussion in the 

client. 

III. Representation of 

processes to be audited. 

12. Define the process, its objectives and its 

responsible. 

13. Represent the process (flow chart and plug). 

14. Represent and analyze the information flow 

of the process. 

Key processes; support tools; approach 

to KM processes. 

Flow chart (IDEF0 and As-Is), process tab. 

IV. Knowledge inventory. 15. Identify the knowledge necessary for the 

development of the process. 

16. Identify existing knowledge. 

17. Provide recommendations. 

Key processes; support tools; approach 

to KM processes; information 

technology; culture; inventory of 

knowledge; knowledge flow; 

knowledge resources; map of 

knowledge; gap analysis; analysis of 

knowledge networks; offer suggestions. 

Observation, review of documents, interview, 

surveys, checklist, market study, benchmarking, 

teamwork. Analyze social networks and 

knowledge networks to determine the knowledge 

that is transferred from one person to another and 

identify who the workers are looking for to know 

the process. 

Clustering; matrices; pyramids; Cartesian and 

polar coordinate systems; spider web graphics; 

three-dimensional environments. Mental maps; 

conceptual; metaphorical. Flowcharts; fishbone; of 

Venn. Hierarchical trees; of decision. 

V. Reporting. 18. Get the problems in the KM. 

19. SWOT analysis of the audited process. 

20. Propose improvement actions. 

21. Prepare the report. 

SWOT Analysis; support tools; 

problems and proposed solutions; 

reporting of KMA results; offer 

suggestions; strategies. 

SWOT analysis. 

VI. Continuous monitoring 

and re-audit. 

22. Continuous monitoring and 

improvement. 

Plan of action to implement the KM; 

continuous audit. 

Observation, review of documents, interview, 

surveys, checklist, market study. 
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