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Abstract 
Knowledge evaluation and management is one of the key tasks in any organisation aiming to improve the efficiency of its activities, create an 
environment in which employees are unconditionally willing and are able to share their knowledge and generate new knowledge, thus creating a higher 

added value and a modern, synergy processes-based and sustainable organisation. Employee knowledge – a component of organisational knowledge 

synergy – is multifaceted and consists of different content factors with quantitative and qualitative expressions. A comprehensive evaluation of this 
object requires multi-criteria evaluation methods to transform data, build a hierarchy of indicators and get an aggregated estimate. The article analyses 

the employee knowledge evaluation process and characteristics of multi-criteria evaluation methods, explaining why they are used in employee 

knowledge evaluation. 
KEY WORDS: knowledge, employee knowledge, evaluation, multi-criteria evaluation methods. 

Introduction  

With advancing information technology and 

knowledge as a key economic resource, humanity has 

entered into a complex and diverse world of knowledge 

society. When dealing with today’s problems and socio-

cultural situations, the emphasis is put on the concept of a 

harmonious man. Management theories actualise a 

systematic approach and focus on professionalism, where 

knowledge is an integral part (Katinienė, Skačkauskienė 

2014). Environmental uncertainty and technological 

developments make every organisation to focus on the 

management of employee’s basic and exclusive 

competence, create an environment favourable to sharing 

knowledge and promote new knowledge creation 

processes. 

By sharing their knowledge employees create 

preconditions for synergy, the components of which are 

explicit and tacit employee knowledge and relations 

among employees (Skačkauskienė et al. 2017). Evaluation 

of knowledge synergy and its components is an essential 

prerequisite in organisational knowledge management. 

The object of this research is one of the knowledge synergy 

components – employee knowledge. According to Giroux, 

Taylor (2002), Peters, Maruster, Jorna (2010, 2011), 

employee knowledge evaluation allows us to measure the 

input of knowledge in added value creation as well as the 

scope of and need for knowledge in an organisation. 

Employee knowledge is not evaluated by universally 

recognised methods. Some researchers (Dave, Dave, 

Shishodia 2012, Moradmand, Datta, Oakley 2013) 

evaluate employee knowledge by competence analysis, 

others (Fink 2005, Park, Lee, Kwon 2010) by expert 

evaluation. 

Evaluation of employee knowledge as a component of 

organisational knowledge synergy should take into 

account many complex factors and consolidate them. 

Multiple methods have been proposed to combine partial 

indicators of a complex phenomenon into a single 

aggregated indicator. Many different multi-criteria 

methods have been created to evaluate complex processes: 

from a simple sum of positions (ranks) to methods based 

on complex mathematical calculations. These methods 

evaluate alternatives according to their characteristics and 

common goals. Many socio-economic phenomena and 

complex processes are evaluated by multi-criteria 

evaluation methods. They are increasingly popular among 

foreign researchers (Li et al. 2011, Liu et al. 2013, Oztaysi 

2014, Rajesh, Ravi 2015, Şengül, Eren, Eslamian Shiraz, 

Gezder, Şengül 2015, Lupo 2015, Bouyssou, Marchant 

2015, Mir et al. 2016) as well as Lithuanian researchers 

(Zavadskas, Turskis 2010, Beležentis, Beležentis 2011, 

Slavinskaitė 2012, Poškas et al. 2012, Zavadskas, Turskis, 

Kildienė 2014, Simanavičienė, Cibulskaitė 2015). In the 

article about the application of multi-criteria methods, 

Mardani et al. (2015) mentions 393 articles published 

between 2000 and 2014 in 19 fields. Limited research of 

knowledge evaluation is revealed by the fact that only five 

(or 1.27%) articles apply multi-criteria methods to analyse 

knowledge management problems. No cases have been 

found where knowledge synergy and employee knowledge 

as its component are evaluated using multi-criteria 

evaluation methods. Thus, the aim of this research is to 

analyse multi-criteria evaluation methods, identify 

employee knowledge evaluation methods and, if possible, 

propose a set of relevant methods. To achieve this aim the 

following objectives have been set: analysing the 

evaluation process, providing an employee knowledge 

evaluation technique for a complex employee knowledge 

evaluation, examining the methodological potential of 

multi-criteria methods and justifying the use of these 

methods in employee knowledge evaluation. The article 
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applies comparative and critical analysis, synthesis and 

modelling. 

Modelling an employee knowledge evaluation 

model  

Alkin (2004) claims that evaluation should be 

understood as a process of determining the value of a 

certain object. To ensure a smooth evaluation of all or 

certain organisational activities, this process is structured. 

For example, Patton, Sawicki, Clark (2012) suggest that 

evaluation should be conducted consistently and provide a 

six-step evaluation cycle (Fig. 1).  

 

Fig. 1 Classical evaluation cycle (Patton, Sawicki, Clark, 

2012) 

Fig. 2 Multi-criteria evaluation scheme (Guitouni, Martel 1998) 

The classical evaluation cycle provided by Patton, 

Sawicki, Clark (2012) is suitable for the evaluation of 

different objects. However, Beležentis and Beležentis 

(2011) identify original steps in multi-criteria evaluation 

methods applied to complex tasks: (1) developing a system 

of goals and related indicators, determining their weight; 

(2) developing a response matrix and normalising it using 

multi-criteria decision-making methods; (3) interpreting 

the findings and making decisions. The application of 

multi-criteria evaluation methods has been systematised 

by Guitouni, Martel (1998): using the available data for 

simulating the situation, processing data and getting the 

evaluation result (Fig. 2). 

Andriušaitienė et al. (2008) proposes to start multi-

criteria evaluations with the identification of the research 

object and end them with decision-making to improve the 

phenomenon at issue (Fig. 3). Slavinskaitė (2012) agrees 

with this order, but merges the first stage and the second 

stage into one. Sarraf, Mohaghar, Bazargani (2012) use 

four steps in multi-criteria evaluation: (1) formulating the 

object and problems; (2) identifying alternatives and 

evaluation criteria; (3) applying the model and (4) 

choosing the best solution.  

Formulating a 

problem 

Establishing 

evaluation 

criteria 

Identifying 

alternatives 

Evaluating 

alternatives 

Choosing the 

preferred 

alternative 

Implementing 

the chosen 

alternative 

Constructing a model 

Information 

Initial data 
Simulation of the 

situation 
Data processing 

Conclusions, 

recommendations 

Evaluation Result 

Using the model 

Fig. 3 Stages of multi-criteria evaluation according to Andriušaitienė (made by the authors) 
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Podzvesko (2008) claims that irrespective of the task 

subject to multi-criteria methods, the researcher examines 

the following key stages of a complex task (not necessarily 

all of them): 

 developing a system of partial indicators with 

complex quantities; 

 preparing evaluations of statistical data of the 

indicators applied or expert evaluations; 

 transforming and normalising data; 

 determining the significance of indicators – 

calculating their weight; 

 analysing the characteristics and limitations of 

different multi-criteria methods, choosing specific 

relevant multi-criteria evaluation methods, 

analysing the compatibility of individual results; 

 establishing a hierarchy of complex quantities and 

carrying out qualitative evaluation of the 

hierarchical structure; 

 conducting a complex evaluation of indicators of 

the main hierarchical level; 

 measuring the effect of data uncertainty on multi-

criteria methods, establishing intervals for 

changing model parameters.  

Comprehensive evaluation of complex objects consists 

of certain stages of evaluation. As a rule, it starts with the 

formulation of the research problem, the development of a 

system of partial indicators and a hierarchical structuring 

of components and ends with the determination of the 

aggregated estimate of the phenomenon at issue and the 

verification of the stability of the models applied. To 

summarise stages of multi-criteria evaluation 

distinguished by many researchers, the authors of this 

article used a linear algorithm and developed an employee 

knowledge evaluation technique (Fig. 4). The article 

further analyses stages 1 and 2 in more detail. 

Fig. 4 Employee knowledge evaluation algorithm (made by the authors) 

The system of employee knowledge evaluation 

indicators consists of two subsystems. Employee 

knowledge is divided into two blocks: explicit knowledge 

and tacit knowledge (Skačkauskienė et al. 2017), and these 

consist of relevant factors (Fig. 5). 

 

Fig. 5 System of employee knowledge evaluation indicators (made by the authors) 

Factors of the explicit knowledge block have both quantitative and qualitative expressions. Their content is specified 

in Table 1. 

 

System of employee knowledge evaluation indicators 

Block of tacit knowledge factors Block of explicit knowledge factors 
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Stage 3 

Stage 2 

 

Stage 1 

Stage 4 

 
Data analysis and decision-making 

Application of a multi-criteria evaluation method 

 

Choosing a multi-criteria evaluation method 

Identification of employee knowledge evaluation indicators 

Qualitative indicators Quantitative indicators 

Determination of indicator values  

Determination of 

indicator weights 

Normalisation of 

data 

Combination of 

indicators into a 

aggregated indicator 
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Table 1. Quantitative and qualitative factors of the explicit knowledge block (made by the authors) 

Factors Components of the factor Unit of 

Measurement 
Type Name 

Q
u

an
ti

ta
ti

v
e 

Improvement of 

qualification  

Number of courses: 

Per year. 

Computer literacy certificate (ECDL) 

Language certificates 

 

hour 

unit 

unit 

Professional 

experience  

Work experience:  

(1) all work experience 

(2) work experience by profession 

 

year 

year 

Employee’s salary  Post 

Hourly wages (before tax) 

or 

Monthly salary (before tax) 

unit 

currency 

 

currency 

Q
u

al
it

at
iv

e 

Education  Level of education: 

primary 

 

1 point 

progymnasium (basic) 2 points 

gymnasium (secondary) 3 points 

professional education or secondary special 4 points 

higher education or higher non-university education (professional BA) 5 points 

higher university education (BA) 6 points 

higher university education (MA) 7 points 

doctoral degree 8 points 

Use of technology 

at work  

Neither technology nor computer is used 0 points 

Only computer is used at work 3 points 

Operating machinery that requires technological knowledge 7 points 

Work includes using a computer and developing technology 10 points 

Level of duties  Level 1: manager, deputy, head of unit 3 points 

Level 2: foreman, brigade leader 5 points 

Level 3: administration, employee, civil servant 8 points 

Level 4: auxiliary worker, janitor, cleaner, security guard 10 points 

 
Factors of the tacit knowledge block are of a qualitative 

nature. They should be evaluated using components 

describing their content (Table 2). Components of 

qualitative employee knowledge factors are measured in 

points. The number of components that describe factors 

varies, therefore evaluation points also vary. For example, 

if the employee does not deal with any strategic objectives 

and does not have any influence on the realisation of 

organisational goals, he/she gets 0 points, but if the 

employee participates in various working groups, 

performs various complex tasks and finds partners, i.e. 

influences the realisation of organisational goals, he/she 

gets 10 points. 

Table 2. Tacit knowledge factors (made by the authors) 

Factors Components of the factor Points 

Type Name 

Q
u

al
it

at
iv

e 

Complexity of 

work  

Easy physical work 3 

Physical work that sometimes causes stress 5 

Work related with constant mental activity 8 

Work causing much metal and nervous tension, related to constant concern 

for all activities in the organisation 

10 

Employee’s 

influence on 

the realisation 

of 

organisational 

goals  

No influence 0 

Weak influence 3 

Average influence 5 

Strong influence 8 

Very strong influence 10 

Work culture  Does not listen to other opinions, often engages in conflicts 0 

Has his/her own opinion, but engages in conflicts 3 

Acknowledges opinions of their own and others 5 

Willingly shares data, information, knowledge and experience 8 

Creates a positive micro-climate in the organisation 10 

Responsibility  Does not make any decisions 0 

Makes decisions when problems are identified 3 
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Makes individual decisions when problems are not identified, but the result 

is under control 

5 

Makes individual decisions when problems are not identified; decisions 

determine the performance of the whole division 

8 

Leads a collective management body when dealing with issues related to 

key strategic issues 

10 

Motivation to 

work  

No motivation to work 0 

Average motivation to work 5 

Strong motivation to work 10 

Autonomy at 

work  

Routine work defined by rules 3 

Tasks are defined, but require external information 7 

Individual tasks for creativity, innovation, intuition, higher education, 

internal and external communication 

10 

 

Standard employee survey data are sufficient for 

determining values of all qualitative factors. Weights of 

factors are determined by expert survey. Data of 

qualitative factors are usually stored in the organisation’s 

information system. The key factors affecting employee 

knowledge and expressed in quantitative and qualitative 

terms are combined into one indicator (Di). It helps to 

calculate the sum of components of explicit (mi) and tacit 

(nj) employee knowledge factors and the sum of factors of 

explicit (Ii) and tacit (Nj) employee knowledge 

(formulas 1, 2 and 3). 

𝐼𝑖 = ∑ 𝛾𝑖
6
𝑖=1 𝑚𝑖 (1) 

𝑁𝑖 = ∑ 𝛿𝑖
6
𝑖=1 𝑛𝑖 (2) 

𝐷𝑖 = 𝐼𝑖 +𝑁𝑖 (3) 

where Ii is a sum of explicit employee knowledge 

factors; 𝛾𝑖 is weights of components of explicit employee 

knowledge factors; 𝑚𝑖 is estimates of components of 

explicit employee knowledge factors; Nj is a sum of tacit 

employee knowledge factors; 𝛿𝑖 is weights of components 

of tacit employee knowledge factors; 𝑛𝑖 is estimates of 

components of tacit employee knowledge factors; i is a 

number of the indicator; Di is employee knowledge index.  

Another step after developing a system of knowledge 

evaluation indicators and identifying key factors that affect 

the formation of employee knowledge is choosing a proper 

multi-criteria evaluation method.  

Characteristics of multi-criteria evaluation 

methods 

Scientific literature offers many multi-criteria 

evaluation methods for complex tasks: from a simple sum 

of positions (ranks) to methods based on complex 

mathematical calculations (Ginevičius, Krivka 2009). 

They all evaluate alternatives according to their 

characteristics and common goals and help to make the 

best decisions (Table 3).  

Table 3. Classification of multi-criteria methods (made by the authors according to Ustinovichius et al. 2007, Brauers et 

al. 2008, Keršulienė et al. 2010)  

Method 

group 

Name of 

the method 

Description Author, year Application 

Rank 

correlations 

Rank 

correlation 

Based on rank generalisation. Calculates a 

coefficient to verify the compatibility of 

expert results (Kendall). 

Spearman 1904; 

Kendall 1970 

Dealing with 

issues of 

contingency 

Comparison 

of ranks 

ELECTRE Eliminates alternatives with less 

favourable characteristics. Alternatives are 

prioritised in accordance with concordance 

and discordance indicators. 

Roy 1968; 

Ulubeyli 2009 

Selecting 

indicators 

PROME-

THEE  

Uses indicators characterising the objects 

being compared, statistical data (or expert 

evaluation) matrix and weights of 

indicators. Indicators are evaluated by 

experts. Requires participation of the 

decision-maker. Possible partial, full, 

continuous and interval classification. 

Brans 1982; 

Behzadian et al. 

2009; Podvezko 

2009, 2012 

Comparing 

alternatives 

Qualitative 

evaluations 

replaced by 

quantitative 

evaluations 

AHP Hierarchical data breakdown based on a 

pairwise comparison matrix. Experts 

compare all indicators.  

Saaty 1980 Qualitative 

methods are 

transformed into 

quantitative 

methods, thus 

solving a wide 

range of tasks 

Methods 

based on the 

theory of 

The theory of fuzzy numbers is focused on 

the rationalisation of uncertainty. Experts 

evaluate indicators in external and internal 

Liang 1999; Chou 

2008; Stein et al. 

2013 

Tasks with the 

indefinite 
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fuzzy 

numbers 

interval points. Qualitative criteria are 

converted into fuzzy numbers, i.e. 

calculations use triangular fuzzy numbers, 

trapezoidal fuzzy numbers and Gaussian 

membership functions. 

number of 

possibilities 

Methods 

based on the 

measuremen

t of distances 

from the 

reference 

point 

TOPSIS Technique for order performance by 

similarity to ideal solution. Uses vector 

data normalisation. The final step 

determines the relative distance between 

each alternative to the “ideally best 

(worst)” alternative. Experts evaluate 

criteria weights. Maximising (minimising) 

indicator values do not need minimisation 

(maximisation). 

Hwang, Yoon 

1981; Lin 2008; 

Antuchevičienė et 

al. 2010 

Finding how to 

distance 

alternatives 

from the ideal 

solution 

COPRAS Multi-criteria complex proportional 

assessment. Alternatives are compared in a 

relative way (positive and negative 

characteristics). 

  

Zavadskas, 1996, 

2008; Kaklauskas 

1996  

Comparing 

alternatives 

VIKOR  Linear normalisation and measurement of 

distances from the hypothetical best 

alternative. No expert evaluation. 

Opricovic, Tzeng 

2002, 2004 

Comparing 

alternatives 

MOORA The ratio system helps to normalise data 

and harmonise different indicator 

measurement systems, therefore requires 

an external normalisation mechanism. 

The reference point theory uses ratios 

calculated by the ratio system method The 

principle of the method of calculation: the 

sum of criteria evaluations of maximising 

normalised alternatives minus the sum of 

minimising normalised criteria values. 

Indicators are divided into groups with the 

same weights. No expert evaluation is 

required. 

Brauers, 

Zavadskas 2006 

Comparing 

alternatives 

MULTIM-

OORA 

Brauers, 

Zavadskas 2010 

Comparing 

alternatives 

Additive 

methods 

SAW The sum of products of indicator values 

and weights. The weights of indicators are 

determined by experts and these values are 

normalised. Alternatives are subject to 

ranking. 

MacCrimmon 

1968; Hwang, 

Yoon 1981 

Comparing 

alternatives and 

ranking 

indicators  

ARAS Additive ratio assessment, i.e. alternatives 

are assessed by a ratio of additive 

indicators. Expert evaluation is required. 

Zavadskas, 

Turskis 2010  

Comparing 

alternatives 

 

Every multi-criteria evaluation method has its own 

peculiarities, strengths and limitations. When choosing a 

specific method, it is important to take into account 

requirements for the transformation of indicator values, 

normalisation and the reorganisation of negative values, 

the weighting effect on evaluation, the nature of evaluation 

criteria (maximising and minimising), etc. (Podvezko 

2008). 

Each of these methods has a characteristic evaluation 

process. When comparing SAW and COPRAS, Podvezko 

(2011) found that COPRAS gave a more accurate 

assessment of the calculation results. COPRAS and 

TOPSIS may be used to evaluate the same probability 

(Antuchevicienė, Zakarevičius, Zavadskas 2010). 

Simulation of the stability of multi-criteria methods, 

performed by Vinogradova (2015), found that the more 

simulations there were, the more accurate evaluation of the 

stability of the multi-criteria method at issue was. After 

one million simulations, the percentage of stability is as 

follows: PROMETHEE – [65.8–65.9%], TOPSIS – 

[58.46–58.54%], SAW, COPRAS – [53.43–53.45%], 

MOORA – [44–58%]. A method that is in a larger 

percentage range is more stable. 

The ARAS method helps to measure the effectiveness 

of alternatives compared to the optimal alternative, 

parameters of which are determined by the evaluator. It 

shows the best alternative for the interested group. Due to 

outranking with a complex logic, PROMETHEE and 

ELECTRE are rarely used. These methods use values of 

specially selected functions (priorities, concordance and 

discordance) rather than the usual normalised criteria 

values. A decision-maker must participate in setting 

function parameters (Podvezko 2012). 

The practice of many researchers (Ginevičius et al. 

2006, Podvezko 2008, Ginevičius, Krivka 2008, 

Simanavičienė 2011, Vinogradova 2015) shows that the 
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subjectivity of the multi-criteria evaluation method applied 

has a lower impact, if the phenomenon is evaluated by 

several methods. The final result is an arithmetic mean of 

the results obtained by the multi-criteria evaluation 

methods.  

Data of multi-criteria methods are stochastic. Their 

uncertainty affects the results of the methods applied. Any 

mathematical method may be used in practice, if it meets 

the stability requirement (Žukauskienė 2011). A 

mathematical method is considered stable when minor 

fluctuations of parameters correspond to minor 

developments of the results. Employee knowledge should 

be evaluated by a method which gives stable results, has 

low time costs and is simple and easy to apply in the 

organisation (Table 4). 

  

Table 4. Criteria of evaluation methods (made by the authors) 

Criteria 

 

 

 

Methods 

Stability of 

results (Stable 

(2)/ Average 

(1)/ Unstable 

(0)) 

Times costs 

(Low 

(2)/Medium 

(1)/High(0)) 

Easy to apply 

(Easy 

(2)/Moderate(1)

/Complex(0)) 

Expert survey 

(Not required 

(1)/ Required 

(0)) 

Total 

evaluation 

AHP 1 1 2 0 4 

ARAS 1 1 1 0 3 

COPRAS 1 1 1 0 3 

ELECTRE 2 0 0 0 2 

PROMETHEE 2 0 0 0 2 

MOORA 1 1 1 1 4 

SAW 1 2 2 0 5 

TOPSIS 2 1 1 0 4 

VIKOR 1 1 1 1 4 

Preferred 

evaluation 

2 2 2 1 7 

 

It should be noted that all methods can evaluate 

alternatives expressed in quantitative and qualitative 

indicators, whereas criteria may be of different 

measurements. It is beneficial to evaluate employee 

knowledge by the SAW method. It has low time costs, it is 

easy to use and it gives moderately stable results. SAW 

requires expert evaluation to weigh indicators of the 

employee knowledge block of factors. It allows the 

organisation to prioritise certain factors of employee 

knowledge. AHP, TOPSIS, MOORA and VIKOR meet 

the stability requirement and their joint application could 

minimise the subjectivity of results. AHP allows experts to 

evaluate structured employee knowledge and the priority 

of indicators. Moreover, if the significance of the factors 

is regarded taking into account the specifics of the 

organisation’s activities, i.e. if the organisation needs 

employees with higher education, experts will be able to 

give more weight to this factor than to other factors. The 

TOPSIS method stands out with stable results, but its 

methodology is rather difficult to apply in an organisation. 

The methodology of MOORA and VIKOR does not 

include expert evaluation, therefore there is no subjectivity 

caused by different competence, value systems and 

experiences of experts. 

Conclusions 

An employee evaluation algorithm has been created to 

evaluate employee knowledge. It consists of four stages: 

stage 1 – the identification of employee knowledge 

evaluation indicators; stage 2 – choosing a multi-criteria 

evaluation method; stage 3 – multi-criteria evaluation; 

stage 4 – data analysis and decision-making. A system of 

employee knowledge indicators has two subsystems: 

explicit knowledge and tacit knowledge. It is proposed to 

describe factors using indicators with quantitative and 

qualitative expressions. Standard employee survey data 

are sufficient for identifying components of qualitative 

factors. Weights of factors are determined by expert survey 

and components of quantitative factors by data stored in 

the organisation’s information system. 

The analysis of multi-criteria evaluation methods has 

showed that a lot of methods can be used for complex 

tasks. To summarise the results of the analysis, it may be 

claimed that ELECTRE and PROMETHEE are not widely 

used due to their complex logic, even though 

PROMETHEE has many modifications. AHP compares 

criteria in pairs, while VIKOR and MOORA do not need 

expert evaluation, which allows them to avoid any 

subjectivity. SAW gives stable results and is one of the 

easiest to use, therefore widely used. 

For complex tasks with many parameters it is wise to 

use methods which meet the stability requirement, i.e. 

when minor fluctuations of parameters corresponds to 

minor developments of the results. Employee knowledge 

should be evaluated by a method which gives stable 

results, has low time costs and is simple and easy to apply 

in the organisation. The SAW method meets the 

requirements the best. AHP is also suitable for employee 

knowledge evaluation. It allows experts to evaluate 

structured employee knowledge and the priority of 

indicators. TOPSIS is characterised by stable results, but 

its methodology is rather difficult to apply in an 

organisation and therefore is not recommended. The 

methodology of MOORA and VIKOR does not include 

expert evaluation, therefore there is no subjectivity caused 

by different competence, value systems and experiences of 

experts. SAW, AHP, MOORA and VIKOR allow for a 

complex employee knowledge evaluation and evaluation 

results contribute to the improvement of human resources 
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management. If possible, SAW, AHP, MOORA and 

VIKOR should be used as a set, thus avoiding any 

subjectivity. Moreover, results of such evaluation would 

give additional useful information about organisation’s 

strengths and weaknesses. 

References 

Alkin, M. C. (ed.). (2004). Evaluation Roots – Tracing Theorists' 

Views and Influences. Sage Publications.  

Andriušaitienė, D.; Ginevičienė, V., B.; Šileika, A. (2008). 

Daugiakriterinis profesinio mokymo kokybės valdymo 

vertinimo modelis. Verslas: Teorija ir praktika Business: 

Theory and Practice, 9(2), 88–96. 

Antucheviciene, J.; Zavadskas, E. K.; Zakarevicius, A. (2010). 

Multiple criteria construction management decisions 

considering relations between criteria. Technological and 

Economic Development of Economy, 16(1), 109–125. 

Behzadian, M.; Kazemzadeh, R. B.; Albadvi, A.; Aghdasi, M. 

(2010). PROMETHEE: A comprehensive literature review 

on methodologies and applications. European Journal of 

Operational Research, 200(1), 198–215.  

Beležentis, A., Beležentis, T. (2011). Kaimo darnaus vystymo 

strateginis valdymas: Daugiakriterinio vertinimo metodai ir 

integruotas Lietuvos ūkininkų ūkių veiklos efektyvumo 

vertinimas. Management theory and studies for rural 

business and infrastructure development, 1 (25). [revised 

2017 02 10],  http://vadyba.asu.lt/25/25.pdf 

Bouyssou, D., Marchant, T. (2015). On the relations between 

ELECTRE TRI-B and ELECTRE TRI-C and on a new 

variant of ELECTRE TRI-B. European Journal of 

Operational Research, 242(1), 201–211. [revised 

2017 01 23], https://biblio.ugent.be/publication/5814749 

Brans, J. P. (1982). L’ingenierie de la decision; Elaboration 

d’instruments d’aide a la decision. La methode 

PROMETHEE, in Nadeau, R. and Landau, M. (Eds.). L’aide 

a la decision: Nature, Instruments et Perspectives d’Avenir. 

Quebec, Canada. Presses de l’Universite Laval, 183–213. 

Brauers, W. K. M., Zavadskas, E. K. (2006). The MOORA 

method and its application to privatization in a transition 

economy. Control and Cybernetics, 35 (2), 445.  

Brauers, W. K. M., Zavadskas, E. K. (2010). Project management 

by MULTIMOORA as an instrument for transition 

economies. Technological and Economic Development of 

Economy, 16 (1), 5-24. 

Brauers, W. K. M.; Zavadskas, E. K.; Peldschus, F.; Turskis, Z. 

(2008). Multi-objective decision-making for road design. 

Transport 23(3), 183–193. [revised 

2017 01 15], http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.846/16

48-4142.2008.23.183-193. 

Chou, S.–Y., Chang, Y.–H., Shen, C.–Y. (2008). A fuzzy simple 

additive weighting system under group decision-making for 

facility location selection with objective/subjective 

attributes. European Journal of Operational Research, 

189(1), 132–145. 

Dave, M., Dave, M., Shishodia Y. S. (2012). Knowledge 

Management and Organizational Competencies: A Harmonic 

Collaboration. International Journal of Advanced Research 

in Computer Science and Software Engineering, 2(1), 45–50.  

Fink, K. (2005). Knowledge Measurement and Interviewer Bias. 

Proceedings of I-KNOW ’05, 79–86. 

Ginevičius, R., Krivka, A. (2009). Konkurencinės aplinkos 

oligopolinėje rinkoje daugiakriterinis vertinimas. Verslas: 

teorija ir praktika / Business: Theory and Practice, 10 (4), 

247–258.  

Giroux, H., Taylor, J. R. (2002). The Justification of Knowledge: 

Tracking the Translations of Quality. Management Learning, 

33(4), 497–517. 

Guitouni, A; Martel, J. M. (1998). Tentative guidelines to help 

choosing an appropriate MCDA method. European Journal 

of Operational Research, 109, 501–521. [revised 

2017 02 18], http://www.sciencedirect.com/. 

Hwang, C. L., Yoon, K. (1981). Multiple Attribute Decision 

Making Methods and Applications. – Berlin: Springer – 

Verlag.  

Katinienė, A.; Skačkauskienė, I. (2014). Socialinio kapitalo 

vadybiniai aspektai. Mokslas – Lietuvos ateitis, 6(1), 25–32. 

Kendall, M. G. (1970). Rank Correlation Methods. 4th ed. – 

London: Griffin.  

Keršulienė, V., Zavadskas, E., K., Turskis, Z. (2010). Selection 

of rational dispute resolution method by applying new step‐
wise weight assessment ratio analysis (Swara). Journal of 

Business Economics and Management, 11(2), 243–258. 

Li, H., Adeli, H., Sun, J., Han, J.-G. (2011). Hybridizing 

principles of TOPSIS with case-based reasoning for business 

failure prediction. Computers & Operations Research, 38, 

409–419. 

Liang, G.–S. (1999). Fuzzy MCDM based on ideal and anti-ideal 

concepts. European Journal of Operational Research, 

112(1), 682–691. 

Lin, Y. H., Lee, P. C., Chang, T. P., Ting, H. I. (2008). Multi-

attribute group decision making model under the condition of 

uncertain information. Automation in Construction, 17(6), 

792–797. 

Liu, H.-C., Mao, L.-X., Zhang, Z.-Y., Li, P. 2013. Induced 

aggregation operators in the VIKOR method and its 

application in material selection. Applied Mathematical 

Modelling, 37, 6325–6338. 

Lupo, T. (2015). Fuzzy ServPerf model combined with 

ELECTRE III to comparatively evaluate service quality of 

international airports in Sicily. Journal of Air Transport 

Management, 42, 249–259. 

MacCrimmon, K. R. (1968). Decision making among multiple 

attribute alternatives: A survey and consolidated approach. 

RAND Memorandum, RM-4823-ARPA. – The RAND 

Corporation, Santa Monica, Calif.  

Mardani, A., Jusoh, A., MD Nor, K., Khalifah, Z., Zakwan, N., 

Valipour, A. (2015). Multiple criteria decision-making 

techniques and their applications–a review of the literature 

from 2000 to 2014. Economic Research-Ekonomska 

Istraživanja, 28(1), 516-571. 

Mir, M. A., Ghazvinei, P. T., Sulaiman, N. M. N., Basri, N. E. 

A., Saheri, S., Mahmood, N. Z., ... & Aghamohammadi, N. 

(2016). Application of TOPSIS and VIKOR improved 

versions in a multi criteria decision analysis to develop an 

optimized municipal solid waste management model. 

Journal of environmental management, 166, 109–115. 

Moradmand, N., Datta, A., Oakley, G. (2014). An Interactive 

Multimedia Development Life Cycle Model Based on a 

Cognitive Theory of Multimedia Learning. In J. Viteli & M. 

Leikomaa (Eds.), Proceedings of EdMedia: World 

Conference on Educational Media and Technology, 2014(1), 

746–761. Association for the Advancement of Computing in 

Education (AACE). 

Opricovic, S., Tzeng, G. H. (2002). Multicriteria planning of 

post-earthquake sustainable reconstruction. Computer-Aided 

Civil and Infrastructure Engineering, 17 (3), 211–220. 

Opricovic, S., Tzeng, G.-H. (2004). Compromise solution by 

MCDM methods: A comparative analysis of VIKOR and 

TOPSIS. European Journal of Operational Research, 156 

(2), 445–455. 

Oztaysi, B. (2014). A decision model for information technology 

selection using AHP integrated TOPSIS-Grey: The case of 

content management systems. Knowledge-Based Systems, 

70, 44–54. 

Park, M., Lee H.-S., Kwon, S. (2010). Construction knowledge 

evaluation using expert index. Journal of Civil Engineering 

and Management, 16(3), 401–411. 



Social sciences, Possibilities at evaluate employee knowledge as a component of knowledge synergy at organisation 

 

43 
 

Patton, C. V., Sawicki, D. S., Clark, J. J. (2012). Basic Methods 

of Policy Analysis and Planning, 454. New York: Routledge. 

3rd Edition.  

Peters, K., Maruster, L., Jorna, R. J. (2010). Knowledge claim 

evaluation: a fundamental issue for knowledge management. 

Journal of Knowledge Management, 14 (2), 243–257. 

Peters, K., Maruster, L., Jorna, R. J. (2011). The evaluation of 

knowledge claims in an innovation project: A case study. 

Management Learning, 42(5), 537–563. 

Podvezko, V. (2008). Sudėtingų dydžių kompleksinis vertinimas. 

Verslas: teorija ir praktika, 9(3), 160–168. 

Podvezko, V. (2011). The Comparative Analysis of MCDA 

Methods SAW and COPRAS. Inzinerine Ekonomika-

Engineering Economics, 22(2), 134–146. 

Podvezko, V. (2012). Dominuojančiųjų alternatyvų 

daugiakriteriniai metodai. Lietuvos matematikos rinkinys. 

Lietuvos matematikų draugijos darbai, 53, 96–101. 

Poškas, G., Poškas, P., Sirvydis, A., Šimonis, A. (2012). 

Daugiakriterinės analizės metodo taikymas parenkant 

Ignalinos AE V1 pastato įrengimų išmontavimo būdą 2. 

Daugiakriterinės analizės metodika ir jos taikymo rezultatai. 

Energetika, 58(2), 86–96. 

Rajesh, R., Ravi, V. (2015). Supplier selection in resilient supply 

chains: A grey relational analysis approach. Journal of 

Cleaner Production, 86, 343–359. 

Roy, B. (1968). Classement et choix en présence de points de vue 

multiples. Revue française d'automatique, d'informatique et 

de recherche opérationnelle. Recherche opérationnelle, 2(1), 

57–75. 

Saaty, T. L. (1980). The Analytic Hierarchy Process. New York: 

M.Graw-Hill. T.  

Sarraf, A. Z., Mohaghar, A., Bazargani, H. (2013). Developing 

TOPSIS method using statistical normalization for selecting 

Knowledge management strategies. Journal of Industrial 

Engineering and Management, 6(4), 860. 

Şengül, Ü., Eren, M., Eslamian Shiraz, S., Gezder, V., Şengül, A. 

B. (2015). Fuzzy TOPSIS method for ranking renewable 

energy supply systems in Turkey. Renewable Energy, 75, 

617–625. 

Simanavičienė, R., Cibulskaitė, J. (2015). Sprendimo, gauto 

topsis metodu, patikimumo statistinė analizė. Lietuvos 

statistikos darbai, 54(1), 110–118. 

Skačkauskienė, I.; Kazlauskienė, E.; Katinienė, A. (2017). 

Modelling Knowledge Synergy Evaluation. Montenegrian 

Journal of Economic, 13(1), 35–49. 

Slavinskaitė, N. (2012). Kompleksinis pieno pramonės įmonių 

pagrindinės veiklos efektyvumo vertinimas. Buhalterinės 

apskaitos teorija ir praktika, 12, 82–94. 

Spearman, C. (1904). The proof and measurement of association 

between two things. The American journal of 

psychology, 15(1), 72-101. 

Stein, M., Beer, M. Kreinovich, V. (2013). Bayesian approach 

for inconsistent information. Information Sciences, 245, 96–

111.  

Ulubeyli, S., Kazaz, A. (2009). A multiple criteria decision‐
making approach to the selection of concrete pumps. Journal 

of Civil Engineering and Management, 15(4), 369–376. 

Ustinovichius, L.; Zavadskas, E. K.; Podvezko, V. (2007). 

Application of a quantitative multiple criteria decision 

making (MCDM-1) approach to the analysis of investment in 

construction. Control and Cybernetics 36(1), 251–268. 

Vinogradova, I. (2015). Nuotolinių kursų parinkimo 

optimizavimas. Daktaro disertacija.  

Zavadskas, E. K., Kaklauskas, A. (1996). Multicriteria 

Evaluation of Building (Pastatų sistemotechninis 

įvertinimas). Vilnius: Technika. 

Zavadskas, E. K., Turskis, Z. (2010). A new additive ratio 

assessment (aras) method in multicriteria decision-making. 

Technological and economic development OF ECO NOM Y 

Baltic Journal on Sustainability, 16(2), 159–172. 

Žukauskienė, V. (2011). Neapibrėžtų aibių teorijos elementų 

taikymai daugiakriteriuose uždaviniuose, 14-osios Lietuvos 

jaunųjų mokslininkų konferencijos „Mokslas – Lietuvos 

ateitis“ 2011 metų teminės konferencijos straipsnių rinkinys. 

[revised 2017 01 20], 

http://dspace.vgtu.lt/bitstream/1/727/1/Zukauskiene.pdf. 

                  

 

 

 

                RECEIVED:  16 January 2017                                   ACCEPTED: 10 May 2017 

 

Prof Dr. Ilona Skačkauskienė. Head at Vilnius Gediminas Technical University, Faculty of Business Management, Department 

of Social Economics and Management. She has published over 40 publications in her scientific period and read reports in Lithuanian 

and international conferences. Her research interests: management theory, social and economic development, knowledge synergy, 

taxation, tax system evaluation. E-mail: ilona.skackauskiene@vgtu.lt 

Aušra Katinienė. Lecturer at Vilnius Gediminas Technical University, Faculty of Business Management, Department of Social 

Economics and Management. Her research interests: management, knowledge. E-mail: ausra.katiniene@vgtu.lt 

 

http://dspace.vgtu.lt/bitstream/1/727/1/Zukauskiene.pdf

