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Abstract of Dissertation

Assessing Knowledge M anagement Initiatives' Success

asa Function of Organizational Culture

Knowledge Management (KM) initiatives are expanding across dl types of organizations
worldwide. The competitive benefits of KM efforts have been demonstrated and documented in
industry, government and in the academic world for the past Sx years. However, recent globa
andyses of such initiatives highlight the fact that not al of them are necessarily successful. One
of the main success barriers relates to organizationd culture. After having primarily focused
efforts on information technology (IT), practitioners are now redlizing the importance of the
“soft” agpect of KM initiatives. A knowledge-friendly organizationa culture must be present or
nurtured in order to succeed in KM.

The purpose of this research isto explore relationships between the successful implementation of
knowledge management initiatives and specific organizationd cultura orientations and

attributes. Organizationd culture is assessed through organizationd trust and organizationa
solidarity varigbles. Depending on a company’ s degree of integration of these two cultura
factors, we demondrated that specific KM initiatives (codification or persondization) are more
or lesslikely to succeed.

The research findings were accomplished through a validated questionnaire that surveyed 58
organizationsinvolved in KM. Organizations that participated were predominantly large
organizaionsin the consulting and IT - telecommunication fiedd aswell as agenciesin the
Federd Government. Respondents were mainly service-oriented offering both standardized and

customized products/services and were predominantly located in the Washington, DC area.



The contribution of this study may help companies and their units seeking to launch aKM
initiative to choose which KM initiative to employ in order to maximize their chance of success.
Though limited in terms of sample sze, this sudy has the potentia to assst other researchersin
refining and modifying such gpproaches to maximize knowledge and ingght in thisfidd thet is

dill deficient in theory, tools, models and frameworks.
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“ The age of Knowledge Management ‘early adopters isover’”
(APQC 2000)

l. | ntroduction

.. Knowledge Management satus

The debate among Knowledge Management (KM) practitioners and academics about
whether knowledge management is afad or not gppears to be over. We no longer talk about
KM being an “oxymoron”. Knowledge management has proven bengfits and has been
adopted by eighty percent of the world' s biggest companies (KPMG Consulting 2000). A
study conducted by Internationa Data Corp. indicated the KM industry is crossing from the
early adopter phase to the early mgjority phase (Dyer 2000). We can now talk about KM as

being maingream.



Knowledge management is not new, it has been studied by philosophers and practiced for
centuries athough the terminology was not widely used until the middle of the nineties. Rod
Newing retraced the origins and evolution of knowledge management starting with the
cuneiform language in about 3,000 B.C. and going through the main discoveries that made
the management of knowledge possible (papyrus, parchment, the invention of the printing
press, ...) (Newing 1999). If welook more closdly a what made the KM movement boom
more recently, we can cite the work and publications of a number of modern management
writers. The "Know how company” book by Karl Erik Sveiby in the late 1980s followed by

the “Brainpower” article by Tom Stewart in Fortune magazine in1991 can be considered as

the first KM sparks. Karl Wiig's three-volume work published in 1993-94 (Wiig 1993) as
well as “the Knowledge-Creating Compary” by Nonakaand Takeuchi (Nonaka and
Takeuchi 1995) were other important contributions to the KM field. In 1998 Davenport and
Prusak (Davenport and Prusak 1998), with their “Working Knowledge’ book, presented
successful KM case studies and provided practica advice about implementing KM systems.
Since then, an important number of journass, articles, reviews, conference proceedings and
books have been published and this number has doubled every year (Despres and Chauvel
1999).

But why are we suddenly so interested in managing knowledge?

[.2.  Why Knowledge M anagement?
A dgnificant transformation has occurred in our economy. As depicted in Figure -1, the
United States moved from an indusirial economy to an information-based economy

beginning in approximately 1991.



In the information economy, innovation, service, quality, speed and knowledge sharing, are
the defining factors (Hope and Fraser 1997). Ideas and knowledge become the principle raw

materids.

Capital investments (US$ billions)

15A
14
13 Manufacturing, mining, oil, construction, ...
P

12
11
10 | S

\\J

Computers & communications equipment

1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992

Figurel-1 Capital investmentsin the US

In an information economy environment, intellectua capital becomes a critical metric for
determining the economic vaue of a company. In most companies today, intellectua capita

forms the gregter part of their market value (Figure I-2).

Financial Financial 10 - 50%
Capital M anagement
Shareholder
value
I ntellectual Knowledge 50 - 90%
Capital management

Figurel-2 The new management priorities (Hope and Fraser 1997)



For companies like Coca-Colaintellectud capita is reported to comprise an incredible 96%
of market capitdization. ABB (Asea Brown Boveri) and GE (Generd Electric) have over
80% of their vduein intdlectud capitd, reflecting, more than anything ese, the strength of
thelr manageria capabilities (Hope and Fraser 1997; Hope and Hope 1997).

But what is knowledge management?

[.3.  Knowledge Management definitions

There are probably as many definitions of knowledge management as there are people

defining it. We sdlected three of them:

" Knowledge management is the systematic, explicit, and deliberate building,
renewal and application of knowledge to maximize an enterprise's knowledge
related effectiveness and returns fromits knowledge assets’ (Wiig 1997)

"Knowledge management is the process of capturing a company's collective
expertise wherever it resides 34 in databases, on paper, or in people's heads 34 and

distributing it to wherever it can help produce the biggest payoff* (Hibbard 1997)

"KM is getting the right knowledge to the right people at the right time so they can
make the best decision” (Pettrash 1996).

Knowledge is gained not only from employees skills but aso from al the organization’s
environmenta eements and the understanding of their relationship, what Arc Partners

(Siemers and Arc Partners 2000) describes as the “knowledge landscape” (Figure |- 3).



Competitors

FigureI-3: Knowledge landscape -
(Siemersand Arc Partners 2000)

Once identified, knowledge must be managed, that is, captured, stored, transferred and used.
These different phases (Figure 1-4) are part of the knowledge flows (Newman and Conrad
1999) aswdll asthe top-level conceptud framework for KM defined by Murray (Murray et
a. 2000) shownin Figure|-5.

Real
World

Creation $ @ $ ® @ JA/

Knowledge Utilization

. Knowledge Transfer
Utilization

Knowledge Transformation

Knowledge Representation

= Knowledge Assurance

Figur e I-4 Basic Elements of Knowledge Flows Figurel-5 Top-Level Conceptual
(Newman and Conrad 1999) Framework for KM (Murray et al. 2000)



Knowledge creation:

Organizations are repositories of data and information. These data and information are
traditiondly quantitative in nature and clugtered in different formats and in different
locations (databases, Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP), data warehouses, etc.).
Methods of information acquisition from external sources include: benchmarking best
practices from other organizations, attending conferences; hiring consultants, monitoring
economics, socid, and technologica trends; collecting data from customers,
competitors, and resources; hiring new staff; collaborating with other organizations,
building aliances, forming joint ventures, and establishing knowledge links with
business partners (Morse 2000). Internally, knowledge is captured from employees
minds, group projects, experience and practices. Knowledge management systems can
aso hdp to automatically find and gather information from the Internet and eectronic
resources.

Another way to take advantage of an organization's plethora of information in order to
creste knowledge is to use knowledge discovery and data mining tools that can be
applied to databases, data marts and data warehouses (consolidated data) in order to

discover trends, patterns concerning customer’s profiles and behaviors.

Knowledge can be explicit (expressed, codified, formaized) or tacit (not essly
expressed, codified and formaized). The problem isthat Knowledge must be
formdized, or made explicit in order to be “dectronicdly” available (Beckman 1997).
Interviews, observation, after action reviews and knowledge dicitation can be used in

order to convert tacit knowledge into explicit knowledge (Cross and Baird 2000). Nonaka



definesthis sep as “ Externdization” where the use of metgphor facilitates this
converson (Nonaka and Takeuchi 1995). Moreover, there are two types of organizatiord
information: structur ed information (data) such as bank transactions, accounts, and
unstructur ed information (documents), such as memoranda, emalls, presentations,
graphs, and multimedia. To date dmogt dl of the information management spending
adlocated is to manage structured information. Unfortunately corporate knowledge is
mainly ungtructured (Figure I-6). The god of KM isto fill these two gaps, converting

tacit to explicit knowledge and to attach more importance and resources to unstructured

information.
100 T 10-20%
Per centage 85-95% |:| Unstructured Information
|:| Structured Information
5-|15%
T
C
Volume of Information
Organizational Spending
Information

Figurel-6 Information Management Spending vs. Information Type (Corporate Executive Board 2000)

Knowledge retention: “Knowledge retention includes dl activities that preserve
knowledge artifacts and dlow them to remain in the system once they have been
introduced. Knowledge retention aso includes those activities that maintain the

vigbility of artifacts within the sysem” (Newman and Conrad 1999).



In this phase, knowledge can be retained in an information/knowledge management
system. The structure of the system may include databases, data warehouses, document
management systems, as well as discussion groups, groupware, ad other way's of
managing unstructured information. Discusson groups, groupware and others are
beginning to generate a larger part of the structure. According to Murray, “because
explicit knowledge is encoded linguiticaly, the congtruction of rich domain ontologies
isrequired in order to define the appropriate context” (Murray et a. 2000). Therefore,
knowledge can aso be retained in the following formats; rules, cases, modds, languages
and grammars and will have to be managed and maintained in a competible way.
Knowledge is context and time dependent. What is knowledge today may not be
knowledge tomorrow. Thus, knowledge must be maintained through congtant testing and

vaidation to preserve the integrity and relevance of the knowledge.

Knowledge transfer: “Truly improving business performance, however, demands more
than smply putting more knowledge into databases; it requires leveraging the many

ways that knowledge migrates into the organization and strengthens business
performance’ (Cross and Baird 2000). So once captured and stored, knowledge must be
shared and made available to anyone who needsit. Communications architectures must
bein place (e.g., Intranets) to alow users across al branches to have access to any piece
of the organizationa knowledge. Knowledge can be pulled or pushed to the user who is
involved with the context of this new knowledge atifact. During the transferring

process, Knowledge must be presented in the appropriate format, making it

understandable and directly interpretable and actionable by users. Interactive charts,



On-Line Anaytical Processing (OLAP), balanced scorecards, multimedia, knowledge
maps, “drill down” and “dice and dicg’ techniques are typical visudization methods for
knowledge transfer. They dlow users to view and massage information in achosen
context and to select the level of details and format that best make sense for the decision

maker’s judgment.

Knowledge utilization: Knowledge utilization refers to the gpplication of the
knowledge transferred. Decision making at the organizationd leve, innovation, and
customer relationship management are examples of direct knowledge utilization. The
utilization of knowledge may generate new knowledge or update current knowedge that

will have to be stored.

K nowledge assur ance: “Knowledge assurance is the foundation upon which everything
elserests’(Murray et a. 2000). Too often this aspect is given little attention or ignored
atogether. Knowledge assurance is associated with Confidentidity, Non-Repudiation,
Identification and Authentication, Availability and the Integrity of the knowledge.
Because Knowledge is becoming the competitive advantage of companies, organizations
need to make sure that the knowledge they use is authentic, trustworthy, and secure.
Because of the vaue and sengtivity of knowledge, it needs to be protected against
unauthorized outsde access.  “Information security must be organic to the architecture,
not an add-on, such asfirewdls. Information security is critical to the success of sharing

knowledge’ (Stankosky 2000).

The redization of these techniques and procedures is not sufficient to ensure a successful

knowledge management initiative; key dements of the four pillars of the conceptua KM



framework (Figure 1-7), developed by Stankosky (Stankosky 2000), such as the presence of a
facilitating knowledge management culture, leadership, learning and organizationd
sructure, will aso have to be present in order to increase the benefits and reduce the risks of

falure

I.4.  Theconceptual knowledge management framework

Early in 1999, Dr. Michae A. Stankosky, Associate Professor of Engineering Managemernt
at the George Washington University, postulated a conceptud framework of “four pillars of
KM” (Figure I-7): Technology, Organization, Leadership and Learning.” Since then this

framework has been validated by Calabrese (Calabrese 2000).

Environmental Influences

Social Economic

Political Governmental

KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT
The Architecture of Enterprise Engineering

LEADERSHIP TORGANIZATION TECHNOLOGY LEARNING
Business Culture BPR E-mail Intuition
Strategic Planning - Processes OLAP Innovation vs.

- Vision and Goals - Procedures Data Warehousing Invention
Climate Metrics Search Engines Learning
Growth MBO Decision Support Community
Segmentation TQM/L Process Modeling Virtual Teams
Communications Workflow Management Tools Shared Results

Communications Communications Exchange Forums

Communications

LEADERSHIP ORGANIZATION TECHNOLOGY FLEARNING

MULTIPLE DISCIPLINES

Systems Engineering Organization Development Systems Management Organization Behavior

Figurel-7 Thefour pillarsof Knowledge Management (Baldanza and Stankosky 1999)
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Stankosky and Baldanza (Badanza and Stankosky 1999) described the purpose of each
pillar:

L eader ship—L eadership develops a business strategy to survive and position itsdlf to
success. Success of a process and/or system must be developed with the business
srategy in mind. Leadership establishes and implements the strategy and nourishes the
culture and climate which the strategy necessitates. Leadership interacts with the

environment to position itself for success.

Organization—The organizationa structure must support the strategy. The right
business processes and performance management system must be strong enough to deal

with turbulence yet flexible enough to adapt to change.

Technology—Technology is an enabler--an essential asset for decision support, data
warehousing, process modeling, management tools, and overal communications.
Technology must support the business strategy, add value, and be measured.

Learning—Positive impact is achieved from lessons learned if they are actualized into
improved effectiveness and/or efficiency. It must build from managing information, to
building enterprise-wide knowledge, to managing that knowledge, to organizational
learning and change. The aim of process/system development is to improve status quo,
however, ingtituting knowledge management may become the only sustainable source of

competitive advantage.

Each pillar and its component are interconnected and build upon each other as shownin
Figurel-8. A baance of these dements must remain flexible in order to fit the business
strategy and to adapt to a turbulent and ever-changing environment (Baldanza and

Stankosky 1999).
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Leadership
Organization Learning
Technology

Figurel-8 Four pillarsinterrelationship (Baldanza and Stankosky 1999)

In order to implement aKM initiative, the layers of top-level conceptual framework for KM

developed by Murray (Figure I-5) will have to be combined with the four KM pillars
(Figure 1-7) to produce a“KM taxonomy cube’ (Figure I-9). Each dice and dice of thisKM

cubeis currently afocus of research conducted by PhD candidates of the George

Learning_;

Technology

Organization
Leadershi

Washington Universty.

Figurel-9 KM Framework including the Four Pillars(Murray et al. 2000)
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Murray went even further and identified the core components of each leve of hisKM
conceptud framework (Figure I-10). We can observe the interdisciplinary nature of the
research topics covered, ranging from computer science to linguistics, psychology, eectrica

engineering and management sciences.

Knowledge Culture & Metrics &
Utilization Behavior Valuation Implementation Assessment
Knowledge Social Sharing & Exchange External
Transfer Structures Dissemination Protocols Interfaces
Knowledge
Transformation Discovery Innovation Reasoning Inference Control
Knowledge Mental Conceptual
Representation Models Ontology Semiotics Structures Artifacts
Knowledge Non- Identification &
Assurance | Confidentiality | Repudiation | Authentication | Availability | Integrity

Figurel-10: Levesof the KM Conceptual Framework (Murray et al. 2000)

|.5. Busnessdriversfor the adoption of KM

Inherent in the concept of knowledge management is the management of afirm's knowledge
assets - the core competencies, processes and human potentia that together create vaue for
acompany. Competitive advantage is achieved when these assets are applied in support of

business objectives (Duffy 2000).

According to Carla O’ Ddll of the American Productivity and Qudity Center, there are Sx

primary ways that knowledge adds va ue (Skyrme and Amidon 2000):
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1. Knowledge management as a business strategy- in products and processes.

2. Innovation and knowledge creation- new products, rapid commercialization, and
renewing unigue knowledge and expertise.

3. Transfer of knowledge and best practices- improving customer service, reduced
cycletime or repair times.

4. Customer focused knowledge- building customer intimacy and working with them to
make them successful.

5. Intdlectud asset management- redizing the vdue in intellectud assets.

6. Persond responsbility for knowledge-encouraging individud learning and
development.

Though there may be overlap between these six categories, clearly the key areas that
knowledge crestes value are: business strategy management, customer relationship
management, and intellectua asset management. According to International Data
Corporation’s 2000 market survey of user organizations and individuas familiar with
knowledge management, the three most common moativations for implementing KM
projects are to grow revenues and profits; retain key talents and expertise; and improve
customer service’ (Dyer 2000). Bixler dso did some extensive and validated research
identifying the vaue of Knowledge Management to an enterprise in terms of its ability to
solve enterprise-wide problems, determining the resources and conditions necessary for
initiating a Knowledge Management System (KMS), and determining the expected benefits

of aKMS (Bixler 2000).
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“Takealook at your culture before launching a knowledge initiative”’
(Davenport and Prusak 1998)

“What's happened hereis 90% culture change. You need to change
the way you relate one another. If you don’t do

that, you won’t succeed”
CEO of Buckman Labs

II. Statement of the problem

Knowledge management initiatives are expanding across al types of organizations and
companies worldwide. However, recent globa andyses of such initiatives highlight the fact
that not dl of them are necessarily successful. A recent issue of the Knowledge
Management Magazine was dedicated to KM horror stories (Barth 2000). Many
publications are related to best practices but very few mention failures and their causes. As
Barth mentionsin his article “we learn more from our mistakes than from our successes’
and “couldn’t a collection of worst practices be as hepful as best practices?’. All studies
looking for causes of KM initiative failure (KPMG Consulting 2000) (Barth 2000) cometo
the same conclusion: Organizational cultureisthemain barrier to successor an
important precondition (Tuggle and Shaw 2000).

After having primarily focused efforts on information technology (IT), practitioners are now
redlizing the importance of the “soft” aspect of KM initiatives. As Davenport says”Don't
expect software to solve your knowledge problem, if you are spending more than athird of
your time, effort and money on technology, you' re neglecting the other factors that will help

them to comelJthe content, the organizationa culture, the motivationd approaches, and so

15



forth” (Davenport and Prusak 1998). In 1999, the Gardner group came up with these two

drategic planning assumptions concerning implementing a KM culture:

= “Through 2003, enterprises lacking astrong KM cultural foundation, including
operaionalizing KM, incentives and reward for demondirating enterprise dynamics,
and the time and space for collaboration, will fall to achieve their KM business

objectives (0.7 probability)” (Harris 1999).

=  “Through 2001, more than 75 percent of KM programs will focus on knowledge
sharing to improve access to and relevance of information, and to build a culture of

sharing and collaboration (0.7 probability)” (Harris 1999).

Thereisagenerd agreement that a knowledge-friendly organizationd culture must be
present or nurtured in order to succeed with aKM initiative. However, few publications
define the components of a such KM friendly culture. Once these critical cultura
components are defined, we can measure them within organizationa cultures and draw
conclusons from the findings.

Does having an unfriendly organizationd culture mean that a company should not consider
launching aKM initiative? Or, are there some approaches that might succeed and dso help

to change the culture? If yes, what are those approaches?

The centrd finding of aKM culture study conducted by McDermott, in collaboration with

large US companies, was that “however strong your commitment and approach to

16



knowledge management, your culture is stronger. Companies successful in promoting a
strong knowledge- sharing culture do not try to change their culture to fit their knowledge
management agpproach. They build their knowledge management approach to fit their
culture. Asaresult, there is not one right way to get people to share, but many different
ways depending on the vaues and style of the organization” (McDermott and O’ Dell 2000;

McDermott 2000). Thisisthe centra focus of our research.

The purpose of this research isto explore relationships between the successful
implementation of knowledge management initiatives and pecific organizationd culturd
orientations and attributes. Organizationd culture can be assessed through different lenses
(cf. literature review on organizationd culture p. 31) but we strongly believe that the two
main characterigtics of a successful knowledge- sharing culture are directly linked to
organizational trust and organizational solidarity. These two variables were chosen after
an extengve literature review of articles related to KM and organizationa culture aswell as

areview of successful and unsuccessful KM case studies.

Knowledge management initiatives can be classfied into two main types: codification and
persondization (Hansen, Nohria, and Tierney 1999)(cf. literature review on KM practices
p.21). Codification can be considered as a people-to-document KM drategy that mainly
emphasizes the reuse of codified knowledge stored in databases. Per sonalization is more of
a person-to-person srategy that emphasizes development networks for linking people so

that tacit knowledge can be shared.
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We bdieve that depending on acompany’sleve of trust and onitsleve of solidarity
between employees, the implementation of a specific KM initiative (codification or

per sonalization) will be more or lesslikely to succeed.

We propose to develop a survey tool to assess:

1. Theculture of an organization based onitsleve of trust and solidarity (usng
vaidated tools developed by Goffee and Jones (Goffee and Jones 1998) for the
solidarity aspect, and based on a validated tool developed by De Furia for the
trust facet (De Furia 1997).

2. Thetype of KM practice implemented by the organization (codification or
persondization oriented).

3. The perceived success of such KM initiative. The factorsthat will be used in
order to assess success will be mainly based on the ones defined by Davenport
(Davenport, De Long, and C. 1998).

By surveying organizationsinvolved in KM initiatives, we can map each KM case sudy
and its associated KM initiative type onto an organizationd culture matrix that we
anticipate will help reved corrdation patterns. The mapping will result in three-

dimensiond topographies or sets of “organizationd spaces’ (Figurell-1).

18



High

Failure mf

Low

Success

P
—  High

Low . rﬂy

Figurell-1 Organizational culture/ KM initiative success

KM case studies launched at the organizationd level aswell asthose launched a unit

levels (divison, department, branch) will be assessed independently.

The contribution of thisstudy may help companiesor their units seeking to launch

a KM initiative to choose what KM initiativeto employ in order to maximize their

chance of success.

If welook at where this research fitsinto the KM framework previoudy described (p.10) we
can see that two pillars are directly involved in this research (leadership and technology) and
athird oneindirectly (learning) (Figure 11-2). Learning will be more an effect of the

combination of the two other pillars.
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Figurell-2 KM pillarsinvolved in thisresearch

If we look at the levels and components of the KM conceptual framework, our research is

mainly addressing the “knowledge utilization” and the “knowledge transfer” layers through

the “Culture & Behavior”, “ Socid Structure’, and *“ Sharing and Dissemination”

components. The “Innovation” component of the knowledge transformation layer will dso

be a Sde effect of the interconnection between the previous components cited (Figure 11-3).

Knowledge Culture & Metrics &
Utilization Behavior Valuation Implementation Assessment
Knowledge Social Sharing & Exchange External
Transfer Structures Dissemination Protocols Interfaces

Knowledge

Transformation Discovery Innovation Reasoning Inference Control
Knowledge Mental Conceptual

Representation Models Ontology Semiotics Structures Artifacts
Knowledge Non- Identification &
Assurance Confidentiality | Repudiation | Authentication | Availability | Integrity

Figurell-3 Components of the KM Conceptual Framework involved in thisresearch
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[11. Literaturereview

The literature review was conducted in two main areas. knowledge management and

organizationd culture.

[11.1 Knowledge Management Initiatives

After aliterature review of the knowledge management field in generd we focused our
research on publications trying to categorize knowledge management initiatives/practices. A
large number of classficationsare I T oriented, but we were primarily looking a how people
share knowledge. We found a certain agreement on atypology defining two main

approaches. codification versus per sonalization.

[11.1.1. Thecodification approach

This*codification approach” isintended to collect, codify and disseminate information. It
relies heavily on IT. One of the benefits of the codification gpproach is the reuse of
knowledge.

“The am of codification isto put organizational knowledge into aform that makes it
accessible to thosewho need it. It literally turns knowledge into a code (though not
necessarily a computer code) to make it as organized, explicit, portable, and easy to
understand as possible” (Davenport and Prusak 1998).

It has been named and described differently by authors. In 1999, Hansen, Nohria, and
Tierney published an article in the Harvard Business Review titled “What' s your strategy

for managing knowledge?’ (Hansen, Nohria, and Tierney 1999). In this article they describe
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how different companies are focusing on different practices/trategies in order to manage
their knowledge. Thefirg initiativeis called “ codification”, where the Sirategy centers on

the computer. “Knowledge is codified and stored in databases, where it can be accessed and
used easily by anyone in the company. Knowledge is codified usng a peopl e-to-documents
approach: it is extracted from the person who developed it, made independent of that
person, and reused for various purposes’ (Hansen, Nohria, and Tierney 1999). Large
consulting companies such as Anderson Consulting and Erngt & Y oung have adopted this

drategy. The table below summarizes the characteristics of such an approach

Codification

Competitive strategy Provide high-quality, reliable, and fast information-systems
implementation by reusing codified knowledge.

Economic model Reuse Economics:

Invest once in a knowledge asset; reuse it many times.

Use large teams with a high ratio of associates and partners
Focus on generating large overall revenues.

KM strategy People-to-documents:
Develop an electronic document system that codifies, stores,
disseminates, and allows reuse of knowledge.

I nfor mation technology Invest heavily in IT; the goal isto connect people with
reusable codified knowledge.

Human Resour ces Hire new college graduates who are well suited to the reuse
of knowledge and the implementation of solutions.

Train people in groups and through computer-based distance
learning.

Reward people for using and contributing to document
databases.

Tablelll-1: Consulting firms managing their knowledge using a “ codification” approach
(Hansen, Nohria, and Tierney 1999)

Stephen Denning (CKO of the World Bank) defined, in awhite paper, what knowledge

management is and how it is applied at the World Bank (Denning 1998). Denning describes
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two different ways of sharing knowledge: the collecting dimension and the connecting
dimension. The collecting dimension is described as “capturing and disseminating of know-
how through information and communication technologies amed at codifying, storing and
retrieving content, which in principle is continuoudy updated through computer networks’
(Denning 1998).

Know-Net, a Leading Edge Total Knowledge Management Solution developed by a
European Consortium (Know-Net 2000), incorporates such an gpproach. They call it the
“product view” and the “process view”. The product view approach is described as having a
focus on products and artifacts containing and representing knowledge. Thisimplies
managing documents, their crestion, storage, and reuse in computer-based corporate
memories. The competitive strategy being to exploit organized, sandardized and reusable
knowledge.

Natargjan and Shekhar in their book “Knowledge management: Enabling Business growth”
(Natargjan and Shekhar 2000) present two models, “ Transformation model” and the
“independent modd”, that clearly comply with the previous descriptions. The
transformation model dedswith explicit knowledge relying mainly on document capture,
Structured databases, knowledge extraction tools, text mining and search and retrieval
applications.

A Lotus white paper, describing KM and collaborative technologies, categorizes KM
applications as Digtributives or Collaboratives. “Distributive applications maintain a
repository of explicitly encoded knowledge created and managed for subsequent distribution

to knowledge consumers within or outside the organization” (Zack and Michael 1998).
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Figurelll-1 Distributive applications(Zack and Michael 1998).

Findly, Corey Wick did some extensve research in trying to define the different KM
perspectives that he organized as a* continuum metaphor”, where each perspective
encompasses the previous one and extends its scope (Wick 2000). His four common
perspectives on knowledge management are: document- centered, technological, socio-
organizationa and the knowledge organization Wick’s document centered on technological
perspectives which match the “ codification” gpproach. “ The document-centered approach
place primary emphasis on extracting knowledge from individuas, andyzing it,

synthesizing it and developing it into documents which make it easier for othersto
understand and apply” (Wick 2000). “The technological approach employs multitudes of
technol ogies which facilitate the dissemination and gpplication of knowledge: intranets,
portals, data mining, high- powered search engines, corporate memories, web conferencing,
and collaborative technologies like Lotus Notes” (Wick 2000). This last approach adds the
document- centered gpproach and involves much more technology, especidly “inteligent”
systems. It dso permits knowledge capture, as soon asit is created through collaborative
and conferencing tools. Table I11-2 summarizes both the document centered and

technologica KM approaches.
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Document centered KM Technological KM

Emphasis on documents (codified * Emphasison technology

knowledge) = Connects peopleto technological systems
Connects people to documents and applications

Formal development and review process ~ Noformal development cycle (captures
Value from leveraging existing knowledge asit is created/used through
knowledge electronic media)

Specialized KM applications (portals,
advanced sear ch engines, data-mining,
expert systems, decision support software)
Emphasis on documents (codified knowledge)
Connects peopl e to documents

Formal development and review process

Value from leveraging existing knowledge

Tablelll-2 Document and technological KM (Wick 2000)

Aswe can observe, al these descriptions and definitions are very closely rdated in
depicting codification processes and tools. For the remainder of this document we will adopt

the codification naming in order to refer to the type of gpproaches previoudy described.

[11.1.2. The personalization approach

The persondization approach focuses on developing networks for linking people so that
tacit knowledge can be shared. It invests moderatdy in IT. All the previoudy cited authors,
who defined the codification gpproach, aso came up with their own definition for this
approach. Hansen, Nohria, and Tierney named it “personaization”. It focuses on dialogue
between individuds, not knowledge in a database. “Knowledge that has not been codified -

and probably couldn’t be - istransferred in brainstorming sessons and one-on-one
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conversations’ (Hansen, Nohria, and Tierney 1999). An investment is made on building
networks of people, where knowledge is shared not only face-to-face but aso over the
telephone, by email, and via videoconference. Consulting companies such McKinsey &
Company and Bain & Company focus on this strategy mainly due to the fact that they work
on customized and innovative projects. Table I11-3 summarizes the characteristics of such an

approach.

Per sonalization

Competitive strategy Provide creative, analytically rigorous advice on high-level strategic
problems by channeling individual expertise.

Economic model Expert Economics:

Charge high fees for highly customized solutions to unique
problems.

Use small teamswith alow ratio of associatesto partners.
Focus on maintaining high profit margins

KM strategy Per son-to-per son:
Develop networks for linking people so that tacit knowledge can be
shared.

I nformation technology Invest moderately in I T; the goal isto facilitate conversations and
the exchange of tacit knowledge.

Human Resour ces Hire M.B.A.swho like problem solving and can tolerate ambiguity.
Train peopl e through one-on-one mentoring.
Reward peoplefor directly sharing knowledge with others.

Tablelll-3 Consulting firms managing their knowledge using a
“personalization” approach (Hansen, Nohria, and Tierney 1999).
Stephen Denning defines it as the connecting dimension. “It involves linking people who
need to know with those who do know, and so developing new capabilities for nurturing
knowledge and acting knowledgeably. For example, help desks and advisory services (small
teams of expertsto whom one can cal to obtain specific know-how or hdp in solving a

problem) can be very effective in the short term in connecting people and getting quick
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answers to questions, thus accderating cycle time, and adding vaue for clients’ (Denning
1998).

Know-Net defines this as the process-centered approach which focuses on knowledge
management as asocid communication process (Know-Net 2000). It facilitates
conversations to exchange knowledge and can be improved by various aspects and tools of
collaboration and cooperation support.

Natargjan and Shekhar use the independent model designation describe the tools that
attempt to find solutions for sharing of tacit knowledge (Natargjan and Shekhar 2000). They
lis anumber of technologies that could be used to facilitate the sharing of knowledge.
Among them are technologies such as Web-basad training with learning management
systems used for skill enhancement programs. Y ellow paging, Web crawlers, broadcast
applications, Communities of practice (using expert locators, collaboration, virtua work
space gpplications) and Best practice sharing (using knowledge repositories and discussion
group based gpplications) are also examples of knowledge sharing.

Zack and Serino talk about the collabor ative approach that focuses primarily on supporting
interaction and collaboration among people holding tacit knowledge. They highlight that
“in contrast to distributive applications, the repository associated with collaborative
goplicationsis a by-product of the interaction, rather than the primary focus of the
gpplication. This repository of messages is dynamic and its content emergent. The ability to
capture and structure emergent communication within arepogitory provides amore
valuable, enduring, and leveragesable knowledge by- product than the persona notes or
memories of atraditiona conversation or meeting. Collaboration technologies, therefore,

can support awell-gructured repository of explicit knowledge while enabling the
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management of tacit knowledge. The knowledge repository represents a vauable meansto
manage the explication, sharing, combination, application, and renewa of organizationd

knowledge® (Zack and Michael 1998).

o g

Figurelll-2: Collaborative applications(Zack and Michael 1998)

Findly, Corey Wick in his*continuum metaphor” defines this stage as Socio-
organizational knowledge management. “The highest priority in Socio-organizationd
knowledge management is growing and nurturing a knowledge- sharing culture and
encouraging and fostering rel ationships between knowledge workers’ (Wick 2000). Such an
gpproach emphasizes the innovation and the generation of new knowledge. Table 111-4 ligs
the additiona key elements of the Socio-organizationd KM.

Once again we can observe that dl of these descriptions and definitions are very Smilar and
depict the same type of processes and tools. Personalization approaches facilitate the
personto-person knowledge transfer. For the rest of this document we will adopt the

personalization designation in order to refer to the type of gpproaches previoudy described.
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Technological KM

Socic-organizational KM

Emphasis on technology

Connects people to technological systems
and applications

No formal development cycle (captures
knowledge asit is created/used through
electronic media)

Specialized KM applications (portals,
advanced sear ch engines, data-mining,
expert systems, decision support software)
Emphasis on documents (codified
knowledge)

Connects people to documents

Formal development and review process

Value from leveraging existing knowledge

Emphasison interactions between people
Connects people with other knowledgeable
people

L everagetacit knowledge

Foster innovation and knowledge creation
Enableand reward knowledge-sharing
cultureand behavior

Integrated with other organizational
strategiesand practices

Implements communities (of inter est, of
practice, others)

Emphasis on technology

Connects peopl e to technological systems and
applications

No formal development cycle (captures
knowledge asit is created/used through
€electronic media)

Specialized KM applications (portals, advanced
search engines, data-mining, expert systems,
decision support software)

Emphasis on documents (codified knowledge)
Connects peopl e to documents

Formal development and review process

Vaue from leveraging existing knowledge

Tablelll-4 Technological and Socio-organizational KM (Wick 2000)

I111.1.3. Codification versus Personalization

What isthe best strategy for managing knowledge? Hansen, Nohriaand Tierney noted in
ther article that effective firms excd by emphasizing on one of the strategies and using
another in a supporting role (Hansen, Nohria, and Tierney 1999). They refer to a 20-80 plit

between codification and personalization. They postiulate that companies trying to excel at
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both strategies risk failing a both. The 20-80 split raised much discussion in the HBR forum
referring to this article (HBR Forum 1999). Denning mentioned that organizations that focus
entirely on a persondization approach, with little or no attempt at collecting, can be very
inefficent (Denning 1998).
In order to select an adoption strategy Tiwana (Tiwana 2000) designed a checklist based on
Hansen's (et a.) recommendations. Hansen (et a.) recommends examining the company’s
competitive strategy (What value do customers expect from the company? How does the
knowledge that resdes in the company add vaue to cusomers gods?). Once the
competitive strategy is clear three additiona questions might be investigated:

Does your company offer standardized or customized products?

Does your company have a mature or innovative product?

Do people rely on explicit or tacit knowledge to solve problems?
Companies having standardized products and/or mature products might want to focus on a
codification gpproach, and companies having customized and/or innovative products might
want to focus on persondization approaches. People relying on explicit knowledge will aso
be more disposed to adopt a personalization approach.
While we persondly agree with these parameter choices we strongly believe that an
organizationd culture factor must also be considered in order to make a decision about
embarking on aKM project with greater confidence for success.
Another aspect to consider isthat some organizationa units (dightly independent) might
have a different KM strategy than the overdl organization. Our research will take such

cases into consideration.
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[11.2 Organizationa Culture

I11.2.1. Background

Res=arch in organizationd culture is not new. The well-known Hawthorne studies
conducted at Western Electric Company (Chicago, IL) in the early 1930's were pioneer
experimentsin the fidd. Elton Mayo (faculty member in the Harvard Business School)
conducted this research with the help of an anthropologist (W. Lloyd Warner) (Trice and
Beyer 1993). Their focus was on the observation of workgroup cultures. These early
observations spawned some interest from sociol ogists and anthropol ogists in the decades
that followed but the potentid payoff of such observations were not obvious. In the early
eighties, two best-sdling books revitdized the fidd and made visible to managers the
importance of organizationa culture and itsimpact on productivity and adaptability. These
two books were In search of Excellence (Peters and Waterman 1982) and the Theory Z
(Ouchi 1981). Since then, asubstantia body of research has been published concerning
organizationa culture and leadership. For the research described in this document, we

looked, in particular, at the tools designed to assess organizationd culture.

I111.2.2. Definitions

The term “Organizationd culture’ has been defined in the literature by numerous authors
(Ott 1989; Morris 1992; Mallak and Kurstedt 1994; Rogers and Ferketish 1993; Westbrook

1993; Ouchi 1981).We sdlected two of them:
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“Routinized ways of doing things that people accept and live by. Organizations have
norms and values that influence how members conduct themsdalves. These norms
may prevent members from goplying a maximum effort or may encourage them to
do so” (Blake and Mouton 1969, 1985).

“A pattern of shared basic assumptions that the group learned as it solved its
problems of externd adaptation and interna integration, that had worked well
enough to be considered vaid, and therefore, to be taught to new members asthe
correct way to perceive, think and fed in relaion to those problems’ (Schein 1992,
1999).

Organizationd culture can be defined as the character or the persondity of an organization.
Schein describes it as “the ways things are done in an organization”. Based on Schein's

research, organizationa culture can be andyzed at three levels (Figure [11-3).

Artifacts Visible organizationa structures
and processes (hard to decipher)

Espoused Values Strategies, goals, philosophies
(espoused justifications)

Basic underlying Unconscious, taken-for-granted beliefs,
assumptions perceptions, thoughts and fedings
(ultimate source of values and action)

Figurelll-3 Levelsof organizational culture (Schein 1992, 1999)

Thefird leve isthelevd of artifacts. “Artifacts include al the phenomena that one sees,
hears and fedls when one encounters a new group with an unfamiliar culture” (Schein 1992).
Artifacts can be as varied as the way employees dress, office layout, common language,

jargon, technology used and rituas and ceremonies. Artifacts are easy to detect and
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recognize but their interpretation remains difficult, subjective and ambiguous. In order to
understand the meaning of these artifacts you need to dig deeper and reach the second level
of culture named espoused values. Espoused va ues are nondiscussable assumptions
supported by articulated sets of beliefs, norms and operationd rules of behavior shared by
the employees of a company. These are guidelines for behaviors and actions reflecting the
company’ s vaues, principles, ethics and visors (Schein 1999). Examples of espoused
vaues could be “Bédieve in teamwork” or “Have fun; work smart”. Espoused vaues do not
adways dictate identica behaviors and working styles so in order to understand the full
culture picture, a close examination of the degpest cultura layer named “basic
assumptions” isrequired. Basic assumptions are assumptions that over the years became
taken for granted and shared by the whole group. They are not debated and might be very
difficult to change. They often take their source to the history of a company where founders
and leaders used them to succeed. Examples could be “When the team wins, everyone
wins’ or “good ideas trump seniority”.

As previoudy described, most of the important culture components are invisble and tacit. If
you ask an employee to describe hisher company’ s culture, he/she might not be able to
describe it. “People are unaware of their culture until it is chalenged, until they experience
anew culture, or until it is made overt and explicit through (framework or model)”
(Cameron and Quinn 1999). So, how can we capture a company’ s culture?

In order to answer this question we first carried out a literature review of the tools developed

in order to assess organizational culture.
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[11.2.3. Why isculture soimportant?

Schneider summarized his perception of the answer to thisimportant question (Schneider
1994).

It provides congstency for an organization and its people
It provides order and structure for activity within an organizaion
It establishes an interna way of life for people
0 It provides boundaries and ground rules
0 It establishes communications patterns
0 It establishes membership criteria
It determines the condiitions for interna effectiveness
0 It setsthe conditions for reward and punishment
0 It setsup expectations and priorities
0 It determinesthe nature and use of power
It strongly influences how an organization is structured
It setsthe patterns for interna relationships among people
It defines effective and ineffective performance.
It fixes an organization’ s gpproach to management
It limits Srategy
It is fundamentd to an organization’s productivity
It pardldsindividud character

[11.2.4. Assessing Organizational Culture

There is agreement among researchers concerning organization culture components and
their definition. Unfortunately, this agreement is not so strong when we look a how to

measure culture.
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Rousseau mentioned, “ Quantitative assessment of cultureis controverdga” (Rousseau 1990),
and that only certain dimengions of culture may be gppropriately studied usng quantitetive
methods. Reigle and Westbrook recently noted that “ currently there are inadequate meansto
measure organizationd culture” (Reigle and Westbrook 2000). Based on the andlysis of the
most recognized existing tools used to measure organizationd culture they extracted the five
mogt criticad dimensons: 1.Language - jargon, metaphors, myths, stories, heroes, legends, 2.
Tangible artifacts and symbals, 3. Patterns of behavior, rites and rituas, behaviora norms 4.
Espoused values and 5. Beliefs and underlying assumptions. Based on these dimengions

they created a new assessment tool that demondtrated a high level of vdidity and rdiability,
naming it Organizationa Culture Assessment (OCA). Schein also asserted that “ there are
survey ingruments and questionnaires that claim to measure culture, but in terms of the
culture model that | present, they only unearth some of the artifacts, some espoused values,
and maybe one or two underlying assumptions. They do not reach the tacit shared
assumptions that may be of importance in your organization” (Schein 1999). He supports his
assumption first by the assertion that culture is heavily dependent on the company’s history
and that severd hundred questions will be needed in order to assess dl the critica
dimensions. Secondly he says that “asking individuals about a shared phenomenon is
inefficient, and possibly invaid” . Schein suggests posing questions to groups to seeif there
is a consensus among the members of the group. This argument is based on the fact that “the
things employees complain about may not be changesble because they are embedded in the
culture. In other words, what is often labeled the “desired culture” is a set of espoused

vauesthat may smply not be tenable in the existing culture’.
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Apparently, the degp assessment of an organizationd culture is unlikely to only using a
questionnaire. Learning about the history of a company, visting the place, talking to
employees and observing behaviorsis preferred. Our research doesn't aspire to reach this
level of understanding, identifying each organizationa culture with its unique dimensions.

Our god isto obtain agloba perception of the culture of an organization in order to profile

it and to aggregeate it with other organizations having smilar traits. Sufficient tools have

been developed in order to categorize organizationa cultures to the necessary degree for this

research.

[11.24.1. TheManagerial Grid

Blake and Mouton were among the first to develop a cultura assessment called “the
managerid grid (Blake and Mouton 1969, 1985). Their gpproach is leadership driven where
the purpose of the grid is to identify mgjor theories about how to exercise leadership in the
pursuit of production with and through others. The grid has two dimensions: concern for

production and concern for people (Figurelll-4).
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ships leads to a comfortable people; interdependence through a " common
friendly organization atmosphere stake" in organizqtion purpose leads to
Q and work tempo. relationships
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‘E possible through balancing the necessity to
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Low >
1 5 9
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Concern for Production

Figurelll-4: TheManagerial Grid (Blake and Mouton 1969, 1985).

Concern for production includes results, bottom line, performance, profits or mission. It
covers both quality and quantity and can be applied in service companies as well as product
companies.

Concern for people can take different forms. Getting results based on trust and respect,
obedience, sympathy or understanding and support aswel as working conditions, sdary
structure, job security, etc are concerns for people. The degree of concern includes both

character and intensty (Blake and Mouton 1969, 1985).

The term “concern for” doesn’t relate to the amount of production achieved or the behavior

toward people but rather to the degree of interest attached to them by the managers.
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The manner in which these two concerns are expressed by aleader defines how authority is
used. According to Blake and Mouton, five leadership styles arise from this grid.
(9,1) A manager acting on these assumptions concentrates on maximizing
production by exercising power and authority, and achieving control over people
by dictating what they should do and how they should do it.
(1,9) Primary attention is placed on good fedings among colleagues and
subordinates even at the expense of achieving results.
(1,2) The 1,1 oriented manager does only the minimum required to remain within
the organization.
(5,5) Thisisthe“middle of the road” theory or the “ go-aong-to-get-dong”
assumptions, which are revealed in conformity to the status quo.
(9,9) It isagod centered, team gpproach that seeks to gain optimum results
through participetion, involvement, commitment, and conflict solving of

everyone who can contribute.

Thefirg four syleslisted are not the most effective and only the (9,9) stylewill result in
improved performance, lower employee turnover and absenteeism and greater employee
satisfaction. This assumption, that there is only one best way to lead, is not shared by
everyone. Other theories, for example “ Situationd, or Contingency Theories’, start out with
the assumption that appropriate behavior depends on the circumstances at a given time
(Mondy and Premeaux 1993). Five mgor theoriesfit in this category, the Path-goal theory
(House 1971), the Leader ship Continuum by (Tannenbaum and Schmidt 1973), the
Contingency leader ship theory (Fiedler 1967), the Normative theory (Vroom and Y etton

1974) and the Stuational |eadership theory (Hersey and Blanchard 1974). Schein aso

38



supports the idea that there is no best or right culture except in relaion to what the
organizaion istrying to do and what the environment in which it is operating dlows

(Schein 1999). Schneider dso mentioned that “core culture conveys no meaning of better or
higher or superior. One core culture is not better than another. Each has its own mix of
strengths and weaknesses. Each hasits own role to play in the structure and conduct of

organizationd life’ (Schneider 1994).

[11.2.4.2. The Organizational Culture Profile

O'Rellly, Chatman, and Cadwell did some extensve research on organizationd
commitment and on person-organization fit (O'Rellly, Chatman, and Caldwell 1991;
Cddwel, Chatman, and O'Reilly 1990; Cadwell and O'Reilly 1990; O'Reilly and Chatman
1986; Chatman 1989). In one of their publication (O'Rellly, Chatman, and Cadwell 1991)
they designed atool to quantitatively assess organizationd culture. Thetool, named the
Organizational Culture Profile (OCP), was used to examine person-culture fit and its
implications for work attitudes and behavior. OCP is based on 54 itemd/attributes that are
used to characterize both individuas and organizations. These 54 items were culled out of a
st of 110 items that were developed on the basis of an extensive review of practitioner-
oriented writings on organizational values and culture. The item selection was made by
knowledgesble reviewers who based their choice on the following criteria: (1) gener ality -
an item should be relevant to any type of organization, regardiess of industry, size, and
composition, (2) discriminability - no item should resde in the same category for dl
organizations, (3) readability - the items should be easly understandable to facilitate their

having commonly shared meanings and (4) nonredundancy - the items should have distinct
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enough meanings that they could not subgtitute for one another consgtently (O'Rellly,

Chatman, and Caldwell 1991). The 54 remaining itemsareliged in Tablel11-5.

Respondents received the following definitions and indructions: “Important values may be
expressed in the form of norms or shared expectations about what’ s important, how to

behave or what attitudes are appropriate. Please sort the 54 valuesinto arow of nine
categories, placing a one end of the row those cards that you consider to be the most
characterigtic aspects of the culture of your organization, and at the other end those cards

that you believe to be the least characteridtics ...”.

O'Rellly, Chatman, and Caldwell conducted a number of testsin order to assessthe

reiability and validity of the OCP. Since then, a number of studies have been conducted

using thistool in order to verify it to ahigh levd of vaidity and rdiability. Among them, is

the research conducted by George Harper on Assessing Information Technology Success as
a Function of Organizational Culture (Harper and Utley 1999; Harper 2000). Harper used
the OCP toal in order to quantify organizationd culture and mapped the results to the Blake
and Mouton Managerial Grid previoudy described.

This combination of tools as wdl as the Information Technology Profile (ITP) ingrument,
dlowed him to demondirate that an organization possessing a

9-9 culturd orientation had greater overdl success a implementing information systems.

“Such an organization aso more successfully addressed issues associated with information
technology’ s influence on the structure of the organization as well asissues concerning the

way users are involved throughout such initiatives’ (Harper 2000).
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Flexibility Taking initiative
Adaptability Being reflective

Stability Achievement orientation
Predictability Being demanding

Being innovative

Taking individual responsihility

Being quick to take advantage of
opportunities

Having high expectations for
performance

A willingness to experiment

Opportunitiesfor professional growth

Risk taking High pay for good performance
Being careful Opportunitiesfor professional growth
Autonomy Security of employment

Being rule oriented

Offers praise for good performance

Paying attention to detail

Low level of conflict

Being precise

Confronting conflict directly

Being team oriented

Developing friends at work

Sharing information fredly

Fitting in

Emphasizing asingle culture
throughout the organization

Working in collaboration with others

Being people oriented

Enthusiasm for thejob

Fairness Working long hours

Respect for the individual’ sright Not being constrained by many rules
Tolerance An emphasis on quality

Informality Being distinctive-different from others
Being easy going Having a good reputation

Being calm Being socially responsible

Being supportive

Being results oriented

Being aggressive

Having a clear guiding philosophy

Decisiveness

Being competitive

Action orientation

Being highly organized

Tablelll-5: Organizational CultureProfileltem Set (O'Rellly, Chatman, and Caldwell 1991)

[11.2.4.3. Organizational Content and Process

Schneider in hisbook The Reengineering Alternative: A plan for making your current
culture work built a questionnaire of 20 questions (Schneider 1994). Based on the answer to
these questions he categorized a company’s culture in amatrix of four quadrants (Figure

111-5).
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Actuality

Collaboration Control

Personal Impersonal

Cultivation Competence

Possibility

Figurelll-5: Four culture model (Schneider 1994)

The verticd axis consders an organization's attention focus, or its “content”. The horizontal
axis condgders how an organization makes decisons, forms judgments, or its “process’ .
The content axis is bounded by actuality and possibility; the process axis is bounded by
impersonal and personal. As Schneider mentions, qualities and characteristics associated
with these axes are only cultura and organizationa preferences and tendencies and that
companies having a preference to focus on one does not preciude involvement in the other

(Schneider 1994). Figurelll-6 and Fgure I11-7 summarize characteristics of each axis.

The content of an actuality culture

The content of apossibility culture

Concrete, tangible reality

Facts

What has occurred in the past and is
occurring in the present

Actual experience/actual occurrence
What can be seen, heard touched,
weighed, or measured
Practicality/utility

Insights

Imagined alternatives

What might occur in the future
|deas/beliefs
Aspirations/inspirations

Novelty

Innovations/creative options
Theoretical concepts or frameworks
Underlying meaning or relationships.

Figurelll-6: What the organization pays attention to
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The process of an impersonal culture The process of apersonal culture
Detached Peopledriven

System, policy, and procedure oriented Organic/evolutionary/dynamic
Scientific Participative

Objective Subjective

Principle and law oriented Informal

Formal Open-ended

Emotionless Important to people oriented
Prescriptive Emotional

Figurelll-7:Howthe or ganization decides

Geoffrey Moore reused and dightly modified Schneider’smodd (Moore 2000). Like
Schneider he describes in detail the characteristics of each of the four cultures, liststhe
different ways they prioritize the essence of business success and provides some examples
of large companies that will fit in each quadrant (Figure [11-8).

Based on his new-economy, surviving mode variables (value disciplines, sagesin the
technology adoption cycle, competitive advantage and shareholder value) M oore shows how

each of the four cultures can bring competitive advantage and shareholder vaue.

Allegiance to the individual

A
Cultivation Competence
(The pursuit of self-actualization) (The drive for achievement)

Start-ups Microsoft

“Trust the dream!” “Show them you can!”

Subjective > Objective
insights data
Collaboration Control
(The need for affiliation) (Desire of power & security)
HP IBM
“Trust the team!” “Stick with the plan!”

\4

Allegiance to the group

Figurelll-8: Four culture model (Moor e 2000)
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[11.2.4.4. The Organizational Culture Assessment Instrument

Cameron and Quinn, in their book Diagnosing and Changing Organizational Culture,
designed a vaidated instrument for diagnosing organizationa culture and management
competency as well as atheoretica framework for understanding organizationd culture
(Cameron and Quinn 1999). The purpose of the Organizationd Culture Assessment
Instrument (OCAL) isto assess Sx key dimensions of organizationd culture (Dominant
Characteristics, Organizationa Leadership, Management of Employees, Organizationd
Glue, Strategic Emphases and Criteria of Success). Each of these six dimensions has four
dternatives and the respondent must alocate 100 points among these four aternatives
depending on the extent to which each dternative is Smilar to their organization. The st of
questions can be completed twice if the purpose of the assessment isto help make a culture
change. In this case the respondent first assesses the current culture status and then responds
a second time according to what it should be in five years. After cdculating the score
average of each of the dternatives, four average vaues are obtained. Each of these scores
relates to atype of organizationd culture. Four organizationa cultures have been defined

by Cameron and Quinn. The cultures are mapped on two dimensions on what Cameron and
Quinn call the competing vaues framework (Figure 111-9). “One dimenson differentiates
effectiveness criteria that emphasize flexibility, discretion and dynamism from criteria that
emphasize gahility, order and control. The second dimension differentiates effectiveness
criteriathat emphasize an internd orientation, integration, and unity from criteria that

emphasize an externd orientation, differentiation and rivary” (Cameron and Quinn 1999).



Flexibility and Discretion

A
Clan Adhocracy
Internal External focus
focus and < > _ and_ _
integration differentiation
Hierarchy Market
v

Stability and Control

Figurelll-9: The Competing Values Framework (Cameron and Quinn 1999)

In mapping the average scores on the competing va ues framework, organization profiles

can be revealed.
The Clan culture: an organization that focuses on internal maintenance with
flexibility, concern for people, and sengtivity to customers.
The adhocracy culture: An organization that focuses on externd positioning with a
high degree of flexibility and individudity.
The hierarchy culture: An organization that focuses on internd maintenance with a
need for stability and control.

The Market culture: An organization that focuses on externad positioning with a
need for stability and control.

Fgurel11-10 illugtrates some examples of culture profiles for four organizations.
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Clan Adhocracy Clan Adhocracy

e .

Hierarchy Market Hierarchy Market
Hi-Tech Manufacturer Fast Growing Bancorp
cl Adhocracy Clan Adhocracy
Hierarchy Market Hierarchy Market
Government Agency Data Systems Firm

Figurelll-10 Examples of Culture Profilesfor Six Organizations(Cameron and Quinn 1999)

Cameron and Quinn explain these culture profiles: “The hi-tech manufacturer is dominated
by the adhocracy quadrant. Its surviva depends on the rapid and constant innovation of new
products and services for a hyperturbulent environment. The fast growing Bancorp is
unusud in that its culture emphasizes the right Sde of the profile¥ adhocracy and market.
The U.S. federd government agency fits the stereotype of an efficient, stable controlled
system dominated by the hierarchy quadrant. The data systems firm is one of the few
organizations that has a close to zero score in the adhocracy culture. Paretheticaly, this firm

was purchased by another larger firm to help stimulate the parent company in its
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development of new products and creation of innovations. Predictably, agreat dedl of

conflict, discomfort, and disllusonment occurred” (Cameron and Quinn 1999).

[11.2.4.5. Sociability, Solidarity, and the double S Cube

The last modd presented here is the one devel oped by Goffee and Jones (Goffee and Jones
1996, 1998). The Goffee and Jones framework like most of the previous models classify
organizationd culturesin amatrix of four quadrants. The axis employs two very old and
well-established sociologica concepts Solidarity and Sociability. Solidarity is defined as:

“a measur e of a community’s ability to pursue shared objectives quickly and
effectively, regardless of personal ties’ (Goffee and Jones 1996).

“Solidaristic relationships are based on common tasks, mutual interests, and clearly

under stood shar ed goalsthat benefitsall theinvolved parties, whether they personally

like each other or not” (Goffee and Jones 1998).

Sociability is defined as:

“themeasur e of emotional, noninstrumental relations (thosein which peopledo not see

others as a means of satisfying their own ends) among individuals who regard one

another asfriends’ (Goffee and Jones 1996).

“Sociability ismuch asit sounds: a measur e of friendliness among members of a

community. Sociability often comesnaturally. ... In short, sociability flourishesamong

people who share similar ideas, values, personal histories, attitudes and inter ests’

(Goffee and Jones 1998).

Goffee and Jones plotted the two dimensions againgt each other and came up with four
culture types that they named: Networked, Fragmented, Mercenary and Commund (Figure

11-11).
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High Networked Communal

Sociability

Fragmented Mercenary

Low

Low High

Solidarity
Figurelll-11: Organizational culture matrix

In order to measure the leve of each variable, a questionnaire of twenty-three questions was
created. Twelve questions were used to measure solidarity and eleven were used to measure
sociahility. The range for both runs from low to high. Goffee and Jones added a third
dimengon to thistwo dimensona framework (Figure [11-12). The third dimension dedls
with the fact that the culture can be postive or negative. Each of the four can dso migrate
toward avery negative, dysfunctiona expression. Additiond tools were developed in order
to measure if the culture was positive or negative. Negative aspects of sociability for

ingtance could be that no one wants to rebuke a friend or that friendship might alow people
to pull and end run around the hierarchy. A dark sde of solidarity could be that too much
focus on the group’s goa and requirements can be oppressive or hurtful to those individuas

who get in the way (Goffee and Jones 1998).
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Figurelll-12: Thedouble S cube (Goffee and Jones 1998)

We sdected some of the main characteristics of these four cultures as Goffee and Jones
describe them (Goffee and Jones 1998):

Networ ked “ Between friends’ (Low Solidarity, High Sociahility): “The low leve
of solidarity means that managers often have trouble getting functions or operating
companies to cooperate. Because there islittle commitment to share business
objectives, employeesin networked organizations often contest performance
measures, procedures, rules and systems.

Tacit knowledge makes itsdf known and available in subtle ways - long
conversations, questions, and even facid expressons. Likewise, dl information
moves around quickly and fluidly in a pogtively networked culture. Credtivity is

a 50 enhanced because crestivity flows more fregly out of Stuations characterized by
trust and openness’ (Goffee and Jones 1998) .

Fragmented “ All together alone” (Low Solidarity, Low Sociahility): “Employees
disolay alow consciousness of organizationd membership. They often believe that

they work for themselves or they identify with occupationa groups - usudly
professiond (e.g., surgeon). They are often secretive about their projects and
progress with coworkers, offering information only when asked point-blank. People
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work with their doors shut or, in many cases a home. The low level of solidarity
means that members rarely agree about organizational objectives, critica success
factors, and performance standards. This culture hinders indtitutional learning.
People must learn on their own and this happens but more dowly. Crestivity exists
but it isindividua and not shared. Newspaper, Lawyer and Academia most of the
timefit into this culture category” (Goffee and Jones 1998).

M ercenary “ Get to work on Sunday” (High Solidarity, Low Sociahility): “The
mercenary community is low on halway hobnobbing and high on data- 1aden

memos. Almost dl communication is focused on business matters. Socidizing is
primarily ingrumental. High levels of commitment to a common purpose. Because

of the absence of strong persond ties, mercenary organizations are generdly
intolerant of poor performance. The low leve of socid ties means that mercenary
organizations are rarely bagtions of loyalty. Employees who are busy chasing
Specific targets are often disinclined to cooperate, share information or exchange
new crestive ideas. To do so would be a digtraction. Cooperation between units
having different godsis even lesslikdly. Hierarchies tend to be flat with no
unnecessary layers. Sharing of information and knowledgeis dso criticd to

fostering synergies between departments and functions. Of course, thereis some of
thisin the mercenary culture, especidly when it is expresdy measured and rewarded.
But mercenary cultures often don’t know - because of their focus on the task a hand
- where to even look for synergies. How can you exploit something if you are not
surewhat it isand whereit islocated. By contrast networked and communal
cultures, dueto their high level of sociability, often have a much better time with
synergies because synergies make themsdalves known only through informa
conversation” (Goffee and Jones 1998).

Communal “Wearefamily” (High Solidarity, High Sociability): “Imeginea
networked organization and a mercenary one combined, the firgt bringing its high

levels of friendship and commitment and the laiter its performance focus and energy.
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Y ou then obtain deep friendships coupled with a passion for the company and
product (e.g., Start-up). High, sometimes exaggerated, consciousness of
organizationd identity and membership. Socid events are usud. The high solidarity
is often demonstrated through an equitable sharing of risks and rewards among
employees. Solidarity aso showsitself clearly when it comes to company gods and
vaues. The misson satement is often given front and center display in acommuna
company’ s offices, and it evokes enthusiasm rather than cynicism. Commund
companies are often formed around particular founders or leaders whose departure
may weaken ether or both forms of socid relationship. This culture type strikes a
balance between an individudigtic task focus and asociad club” (Goffee and Jones
1998).

[11.2.5.  What encourage employees to share knowledge?

Based on previous sections, it seems that “one reason so many dimensons have been

proposed isthat organizationd culture is extremely broad and inclusive in scope. It

comprises a complex, interrelated, comprehensive, and ambiguous set of factors’ (Cameron

and Quinn 1999). So, what organizationa factors encourage employees to share their

knowledge?

Davenport and Prusak mentioned four main factors” payments’ that exist in the knowledge

market (Davenport and Prusak 1998).

Altruism: “It is possible, that a knowledge sharer may be a nice guy who wants to
help whether or not he gets anything beyond a “thanks you” in return. Or he may be
S0 passionate about his knowledge that he is happy to share it whenever he getsa
chance. Such people do exist and we al know individuas who smply like hdping.
Mentoring is dso aform of knowledge transfer based in part on dtruism”

(Davenport and Prusak 1998).
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Reciprocity: AsArigtotle said * people are more ready to receive than to give
benefits’. In short it premises a common tendency toward what used to be caled
“egoigm,” asdient (but not exclusive) concern with the satisfaction of one'sown
needs (Gouldner 1960). Some early sociologica work on reciprocity was conducted
by Mainowsky and Gouldner (Mainowski 1932; Gouldner 1960). Mdinowsky
conducted some research on primitive societies in order to answer the specific
question “Why isit that rules of conduct in primitive society are obeyed, even
though they are hard and irksome?’. He discovered that the social explanation was
directly related to what he cdled the “principle of reciprocity”. One of
Malinowsky's central theses holds that people owe obligations to each other and
that, therefore, conformity with norms is something they give to each other. This
implies that people beieve that () in the long run the mutua exchange of goods and
services will balance out; or (b) if someone does not aid those who helped them
certain pendties will be imposed upon them; or (c) those whom they have helped
can be expected to help them; or (d) someor all of these (Gouldner 1960).

More recently Davenport and Prusak |ooked at how reciprocity isinvolved in
knowledge sharing. “A knowledge sdler will spend the time and effort needed to
share knowledge effectively if he expects the buyersto be willing sellerswhen heis
in the market for their knowledge. Reciprocity may be achieved less directly than by
getting knowledge back from others as payment for providing it to them. In firms
Structured as partnerships, knowledge sharing that improves profitability will return

a benefit to the sharer, now and in the future (stock options)” (Davenport and Prusak

1998). They dso highlight the fact that the use of corporate el ectronic repositories
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alow anyone to post and access information. The person that downloads information
from such system doesn't fed the same sense of obligation (reciprocity) asif he/she
had obtained the materid through a phone cal or ameeting. We can dso mention
the work done by Butler and DefFuria concerning relation between reciprocity and

trust (Butler 1983; De Furia 1997).

Repute: “A knowledge sdler usudly wants others to know him/her asa
knowledgeabl e person with vauable expertise that he/she is willing to share with
othersin the company. Having areputation of knowledge sharing makes achieving
reciprocity more likely. Having a reputation as a va uable knowledge source can aso
lead to the tangible benefits of job security, promotion, and dl the rewards and

trgppings of acompany guru” (Davenport and Prusak 1998).

Trust: “Trust cantrump the previous factors that postively affect the efficiency of
knowledge markets. Without trust, Knowledge M anagement will fail, regardless
of how thoroughly it is supported by technology and rhetoric and even if the surviva
of the organization depends on effective knowledge transfer” (Davenport and Prusak
1998). Dueto theimportance of thisfactor we are going to focus the following

literature review chapter on this concept.

[11.2.6. Assessing Organizational Trust

Considerable research has been conducted concerning the concept of trust and

organizational trust. We are going to present some of the research that we think highly
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influentia to the current body of knowledge concerning the concepts associated with trust
aswell asthe tools designed to measureits leve in organizaions

Let'sfirg look at some definitions of trust:

“The reliance upon the characteristics of an object, or the occurrence of an event, or
the behavior of a person in order to achieve a desired but uncertain objectivein a

risky situation” (Griffin 1967).

“Trust: expectancy held by an individual or group that the word, promise, or written

statement of another individua or group can be rdied upon” (Rotter 1971).

“Trugt pertains to whether or not one individud is able to vaue what another isup to
and demongtrate respect for him or her particularly when the individua’ s need and
those of the person taking the action momentarily compete’ (Culbert and McDonough

1986).

“Trudt is defined as the employees fedings of confidence that, when faced with an
uncertain or risky situation, the organization’s words and behaviors are consigtent,

and are meant to be helpful” (Matthai 1989).

“Trugt involves faith or confidence in the intentions or actions of aperson or a
group, the expectation of ethicd, fair, and non-threatening behavior, and concerns

for therights of others’ (Carnevale and Wechder 1992).

“Trugt conggts of awillingness to increase your vulnerability to another person

whaose behavior you cannot control, in aStuation in which your potentid benefit is
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much less than your potentia loss if the other person abuses your vulnerability”

(Zand 1997).

“Trudt isthe one essentid lubricant to any and al socid activities. Allowing people
to work and live together without generating a constant, wasteful flurry of conflict

and negotiations’ (Cohen and Prusak 2001).

Trust occurs within aframework of interaction which isinfluenced by both persondity and
socid system, and cannot be exclusively associated with either” (Luhmann 1979). This
means that trust can be differentiated as interpersona trust (between the employee and the
manager) and systems trust (between the employee and the organization as awhole) (Nyhan
and Marlowe 1997; Nyhan 1999).

Trugt definitions are numerous and sometimes confusing mainly due to the fact that each
discipline views trust from its own unique pergpective (McKnight and Chervany 2000). In
order to clarify and organize dl these different gpproaches, McKnight and Chervany
specified a conceptud typology of trust constructsin Figure I11-13 (McKnight and Chervany

2000).
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Psychology / Sociology Socid Psychology

Economics
Digpogtion >
to Trust
Truding
—> . [ ” 6Bdds
Indtitution
based Trust

Figurelll-13: An interdisciplinary model of trust constructs(McKnight and Chervany 2000)

Disposition to Trust: This congruct means the extent to which one displays a consstent

tendency to be willing to depend in genera on others across a broad spectrum of Situations

and persons.

I nstitution-based Trust means one believes the needed conditions are in place to enable one
to anticipate a successful outcome in an endeavor or aspect of one'slife.
Trusting Beliefs means one bdieves (and feds confident in believing) that the other person

has one or more traits desirable to one in a Stuation in which negative consequences are

possible.

Trusting intention means one is willing to depend on, or intends to depend on, the other

person in agiven task or Stuation with afeding of relative security, even though negative

consequence are possible.
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The benefits of high trust are (De Furia 1997):

»  Stimulatesinnovation
» Leadsto greater emotiond stability
» Facilitates acceptance and openness of expression

» Encourages risk taking

Consequences of low trust are(De Furia1997):

= Vaues, motives of others are misperceived

= Lessaccurate communication, poor reception

» Lessahility to recognize and accept good idess

» |ncreased atempts to obtain rdlevant information (grapevine)
» Increased control mechanisms

= Sdf-control replaced by externd controls

= Ddayed implementation

= Increased regection, defendveness, hodtility

= Win-lose mentdity replaces win-win

Research on trust is often associated with research on organizationa commitment and work
attitudes (Cook and Wall 1980; Mowday, Steers, and Porter 1979; Nyhan 1999). Research
conducted by Ddey and Vasu, examining employee attitudes of organizationd trust toward
those in top management positions, demongtrated that demographic controls (education, pay
level, race and gender) exhibited no subgtantive effect (Daey and Vasu 1998). Attitudes

ng interna job characteristics (benefits, extringic rewards and work environment)
demondtrated a relationship in fostering trust. Externa work characterigtics (job satisfaction,
supervisory evauation, and politica interference) dso emerged as determinants of

organizationd trust (Daley and Vasu 1998).
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In addition to the many definitions of trust, many tools have also been created to assessiits
level in an organization. Among them is the survey tool designed by Cook and Wall (Cook
and Wall 1980) that has been extended by Wilson (Wilson 1993). Wilson developed a
heurigtic conceptudization - in the form of an influence diagram: that can be used by
managersin asessing the leve of organizationd trust. Cummings and Bromiley designed a
survey tool named the Organizational Trust Inventory (OTI) (Cummingsand Bromiley
1996). Thistool isintended to measure the degree of trust between units of an organization
or between organizations. Their questionnaire is based on a (3x3) “definitiona matrix of
trust as abelief” where three Dimensions of trust (kegps commitments, negotiates honestly
and avoids taking excessive advantage) are mapped against three Components of belief
(Affective sate (fed), Cognition (think) and Intended Behavior). Nyhan and Marlowe
devel oped a 12-item scale to measure an individud’ s leve of trust in his or her supervisor
and his or her work organizations as awhole (Nyhan and Marlowe 1997). Two recent books
on trust dso offered assessment tools. Built on Trust by Ciancutti and Steding offersan
audit questionnaire based on 21 questions as well as six open-ended questions (Ciancutti
and Steding 2000). This questionnaire is designed to detect both the overdl leve of trust
and the type of issuesin which closure is a concern. The second book by Lewisis more
oriented toward how companies build mutud trust and how interpersond relationships are a
critical component (Lewis 1999). Thetool presented in this book is defined as a yardstick
for measuring how close your company isto building high trust. A set of 21 trust practices
islisted and for each of these alow trust behavior as wdl as a high trust behavior are listed.
“Where you and your partner fdl in the continuum between high and low trust determines

your ability to rely on each other to reach a common objective’ (Lewis 1999).
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The lagt tool that we want to present in order to assess organizationd trust isthe one
developed and vaidated by De Furiawhere trustworthiness is based on five behaviors (De
Furia 1996, 1997).

TW=8+RC+AIl + CE+ME

TW: Trustworthiness Al: Allowing for mutud influence
Sl : Sharing rdevant information CE: Clarifying mutud expectations
RC: Reducing control ME: Meeting expectaions

Sharing relevant information (Sl) refersto the behaviors whereby one individud
tranamits information to another person.

Reducing controls (RC) refersto the behaviors of reducing the processes,
procedures or activities with which oneindividua (1) establishes the performance
criteria or rules for others, (2) monitors the performance of another person, (3)
adjusts the conditions under which performance is achieved, or (4) adjusisthe
consequences of performance (i.e., positive or negative reinforcements).

Allowing for mutual influences (Al)) occurs when one person makes a decision that
affects both individuals. Mutud influence means that both individuas have
gpproximately equa numbers of occurrences of convincing the other or making the
decison for both individuds.

Clarifying mutual expectations (CE) refersto those behaviors wherein one person
clarifieswhat is expected of both partiesin the relationship. It involves sharing
information about mutua performance expectations.

Meeting expectations (ME) involves any behaviorsin which one individud fulfills
the behavioral expectations of another person. It is closdly related to confidence,
reliability and predictability.

De Furiabuilt and vaidated three different questionnaires. The Interpersond Trust Survey

(ITS), the Interpersona Trust Survey-Observer (ITS-0) and the Organizationa Trust
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Survey (OTS)(De Furia 1997). The ITS isdesigned to help people understand how an
individual’ s expectations of trust and the individua’ s own behaviors contribute to the level
of trust enjoyed. It isbased on an insrument containing 60 questions. The ITS-O isthe
accompanying ingrument to the (ITS). It is designed to help an individua to become aware
of how others perceive that individud’ s trust-associated behaviors. It isaso based on 60
questions. The OT S dlows organizations to measure the trust-related behaviors of various
categories of people within the organization] upper managers, first line supervisors, and
coworkersl] in relation to how employees trust-related expectations are being met. It also
measures trust-related behaviors between organizational units and the perceived impacts of
organizationd policies and vaues on trugt-related behaviors. Thistool (questionnaire) is

based on 50 questions (10 questions for each of the 5 factors).

60



V. Research Design and M ethodology

V.1 Overall research hypothess

The forma directiona hypothesisis defined as

H1: Thereisaredationship between successful knowledge management initiatives

and the organizational culture of acompany.

As described in our literature review, organizationa culture can be assessed through
different lenses. Two organizationd culture variables seem to be congtantly listed asamain
precondition for knowledge sharing: organizational trust and solidarity. Both of these
concepts were described in our literature review section. So for this research organizational
culture will be measured through the organizational trust and organizational solidarity

vaiables.

The survey tool we plan to use in order to asess the organizationd leved of solidarity of
organizations and organization units is the one developed and vdidated by Goffee and Jones
(Goffee and Jones 1998). The originad tool that they developed assessed solidarity and
sociability as variables. We agree on the fact that sociability is an important factor for

knowledge sharing but in our vison it is asubcomponent of trust because:

Affection can be present without trust (e.g., parent- child)
Trust can be present without affection (e.g., passenger-pilot)

(De Furia 1997)
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Thelevd of organizationd trust will be assessed with the Organizationa Trust Survey
(OTS) designed and vadidated by De Furia (De Furia 1997).

If we map our two variables againgt each other we will obtain a matrix of four cultures that
looks like the one depicted in

FigurelV-1.

High Networ ked Communal

Trust

Fragmented Mercenary

Low

Low High

Solidarity

FigurelV-1 Organizational culture matrix

We decided to keep the same cultures names defined by Goffee and Jones (Goffee and
Jones 1998) but their definition/description has been dightly revised/adepted to fit to our

KM focus. Table IV-1 describes the key behaviors of each of our new culture type.
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Networked (Low Solidarity, High Trust)

Communal (High Solidarity, High Trust)

A lot of tak P possbility of rapid information
exchange.

Sharing of relevant information.

Opportunities for learning and increased
Credtivity.

Discussions, opinions, and suggestions are
solicited and are taken in consideration.

Little commitment to shared business
objectives.

Management often has trouble getting functions
or operating companies to cooperate.

High sociability.

People share ideas and information with no
immediate expectation of return.

= Communicetion in every channel.

= Communications flow easily inside between
levels.

= Sharing of relevant information.

= Discussions, opinions, and suggestions are
solicited and are taken in consideration.

= Equitable sharing of risks and rewards among
employees

= Teamwork across functions and locations b
synergy P opportunity for learning and for
cretivity.

= High commitment b low turnover.

= High consciousness of organizational identity
and membership.

= Members give help and share information with

no expectations of getting back.

People protect each other.

= High sociability.

Fragmented (Low Solidarity, Low Trust)

Mercenary (High solidarity, Low Trust)

Sdectively disseminate information.

Members don’t share ideas and information
with other units.

Tak isvery limited

Documents might not be read.

Little commitment to shared business
objectives.

Management often has trouble getting functions
or operating companies to cooperate.

Members try to get help without giving anything
in return.

Members are secretive about their project and
progress.

Minimize dependence on others

Few learning opportunities.

Individua creativity but not at the group level.

= Don't identify with their ingtitutions b might

eadly leave (high turnover).

= Low sociability

= Communication is swift, direct and work
focused.

= Paper and memo driven.

= Productivity and performance driven.

= High level of commitment to a common
purpose.

» Rardly bagtions of loyalty

= Disinclined of sharing if busy.

= Cooperation between units with different goas
iseven lesslikdy.

= Lack of synergy.

= Low tolerance of underperformance and even
fallure P doesn’t support learning.

= Minimize dependence on others

= Equitable sharing of risks and rewards among
employees

= Reciprocity is negotiated.

= People protect each other.

= Low sociability.

TablelV-1: Description of the four organizational culturetypes
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Let’slook at another parameter of our main research hypothesis:

H1: Thereisaredationship between successful knowledge management initiatives

and the organizational culture of acompany.

Successis measured by growth in the resources attached to the project, growth in the
volume of knowledge content and usage, the likehood that the project would survive without
the support of a particular individua or two, some evidence of financid return, and by the
achievement of expected benefits (from alist of 15 factors) (Davenport, De Long, and C.

1998; Davenport and Prusak 1998; KPMG Consulting 2000).

The overdl null hypothesisis defined as:

Ho: Thereisno rdationship between successful knowledge management initiatives

and the organizationa culture of acompany.

V.2 Sub hypotheses (or ganizational wide)

Sub hypotheses are broken down in two groups. The first group focuses on KM initiatives
launched at the or ganizational level and the second group will define them at the
organizational’s unit level (Figure 1V-2). A “unit” being a department, adivison, or a

branch of a company.
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High

Trust

Low

Success

Networked Communal
Per sonalization
Per sonalization Or
Codification
Fragmented Mercenary
Codification
Low High
Solidarity

High

Trust

Low

Failure
Networked Communal
|
Fragmented Mercenary
Per sonalization
Or
Codification -
Low High
Solidarity

Figure V-2 Sub-hypotheses (or ganizational wide)

We anticipate that organizations with alow solidarity and with alow trust profile

(fragmented culture) cannot succeed in their or ganization wide KM initigtive. Globaly

they will not succeed but each organizationd unit or fragment might have a subculture that

might be friendly to local KM initiative success.

We a0 anticipate that organizations with a high solidarity and with ahigh trust profile

(commund) are not likdy to fall in their KM initiative.

These two assumptions will reduce the “organizationd spaces’ (Figure IV-3).
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- o
Failure ﬁwf

Low

Success

-
High

Wsdidaﬂ"y

Lo

FigurelV-3: KM organizational spaces (or ganizational wide)

Theformal directional sub-hypotheses are defined as:

H1: Thereisapostive relationship between afragmented organizationd culture
emphagzing acodification or a personalization KM initiative and its chance of

failure.

H2: Thereisapostive relationship between a networ ked organizationd culture

emphadzing a per sonalization KM initiative and its chance of success

Hs: Thereisapostive relationship between amercenary culture organizationd
emphasizing acodification KM initiaive and its chance of success.

H4: Thereisapogtive rdationship between a communal organizationa culture

emphadzing acodification or a personalization KM initiative and its chance of

SUCCesSS.
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These hypotheses have been stipulated based on our literature review and based on the
andyds of five case sudies describing in detail their organizationd culture: the World

Bank, Peace Corp, Intersolv, RWD Technologies and a University (Shaw and Tuggle 2000).
Figure IV-4 illugrates in which quadrants we think each of these organization will fit based
on the information provided in these case studies. This mapping is according to our own

perception and might not exactly reflect redity.

World Bank
\ High
A N RWD
Failure
Trust
Peace Corps
University X Intersoly
Low
Low High
Solidarity

FigureIV-4: Five Organizational KM case studies mapped on our culture cube
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High

Trust

Low

V.3 Sub hypotheses (or ganizational unitswide)

Thisgroup of hypothesesis defined at the or ganizational unit level. A “unit” being a
department, adivison, or abranch of a company. In this case KM might not be fully

integrated across the entire organization.

Success Failure

Networked Communal Networked Communa

Per sonalization High

Personalization Or ?
Codification -
Trust
Fragmented Mercenary Fragmented Mercenary
Per sonalization
Codification Low Or 7
Codification =
Low High Low High
Solidarity Solidarity

Figure V-5 Sub-hypotheses (or ganizational unit wide)

We anticipate that organizationa units with alow solidarity and with alow trust profile
(fragmented) cannot succeed in their KM initiative.

We dso anticipate that organizationd units with a high solidarity and with a high trust
profile are not likely to fall in ther KM initiaive.

These two assumptions will reduce the “organizationa spaces’(Figure IV-6).

68



- Hoh
Failure mf

L

Low
Success
I
High
Low

FigurelV-6: KM organizational spaces (organizational unit wide)

Hs: Thereisapogtive reationship between afragmented organizationd culture unit

emphaszing acodification or personalization KM initiative and its chance of failure.

He: Thereisa postive reationship between a networ ked organizationa culture unit
emphadzing aper sonalization KM initiative and its chance of success.

H+: Thereisapositive rdationship between amercenary organizationd culture unit
emphaszing acodification KM initiative and its chance of success.

Hg: Thereisapogtive reationship between a communal organizationd culture unit
emphaszing acodification or personalization KM initiative and its chance of success.

These hypotheses have been stipulated based on our literature review and based on the
andysis of five case studies: the World Bank, Peace Corp, Intersolv, RWD Technologies

and aUniversty (Shaw and Tuggle 2000). Figure 1V-7 illugratesin which quadrants we
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think each of these organizations will fit based on the information provided in these case

sudies. Thismapping is according to our own perception and might not exactly reflect

redity.
World Bank
\ Peace Cor High
A N RAVD
Failure
Trust
University X
Intersoly
Low
Low High
Solidarity
FigurelV-7: Five organizational unitsKM case studies mapped on our culture cube
V.4 Method

The type of research that we are conducting can be classfied as a correlational research. It
attempts to determine whether, and to what degree, a relationship exits between two or more
quantifigble variables (Gay 1991). The existence of a strong relationship will permit
prediction.

Based on the hypotheses defined in the previous section our varigbles will be:
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= QOrganizational culture (independent variable) is measured by the trust and
solidarity variables and will be categorized in four types. networked (high trugt, low
solidarity), commund (high trugt, high solidarity), fragmented (low trust, low
solidarity), and mercenary (low trugt, high solidearity).

= Knowledge Management initiative (independent variable) is measured asthe
amount of resources and processes attached to one of the KM initiative type
(personalization or codification). For example, an emphasize on a 70%
personalization approach will mean that the other 30% will be dedicated to
codification.

= Success (dependent variable) is measured by growth in the resources atached to the
project, growth in the volume of knowledge content and usage. The likdihood that
the project would survive without the support of a particular individua or two, some
evidence of financid return, and by the achievement of expected benfits (from alist
of 15 factors) (Davenport and Prusak 1998; Davenport, De Long, and C. 1998;
KPMG Consulting 2000).

IV.5 Subjects

The target population of this study is Chief Knowledge Officers (CKOs), Managers and
employees involved in knowledge management initiatives a any leve in an organization.
For the data collection we didn't restrict our study to a particular company type, Sze or

orientation. For our data analysis we might haveto focus on homogenous company profiles
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(eg., large IT companies, Governmert, ...) in order to limit the impact and the disturbance
of other factors.
The targeted companies were mainly located in the US and some in Europe.

Organizations or organizationd units involved in this sudy had to be involved inaKM

IV.6 Ingrument

The survey ingrument used was a questionnaire. It contains four sections.

1. Thefirgt part captures the organizationa profile as well as the respondent profile.

2. The second part classfies the organizationd culture of the company through the
organizationd trust and organizationa solidarity variables..

3. Thethird part assesses the technology and practices the company uses and what KM
practice type (codification vs. persondization) they emphasize.

4. Thefourth part will assess the success leve of the KM initiative.

A copy of the questionnaire is available in gopendix A.

IV.6.1. Organizational profile and respondent profile

Thefirgt section of the questionnaire is dedicated to obtain demographics about respondents
and about their company. The name of the respondent was optiona but most of the
respondentsfilled it in and even provided their email addressin order to receive results

concerning this research.
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Questions about the respondent’ s job title & position level were asked. Industry type,
business orientation (service/product), annua business by revenue, as well asthe totd full-
time work force were requested in order to profile the type of organization. Additiond
questions were askedincluding:
Does the company offer a standardized and/or a customized products/service?
Does the company have ainnovative and/or a mature product/service?
These two questions might be additiond factors that may affect the choice of KM initiative
Cf. 111.1.3.
Has your company recently (past 2 years) been part of amerger or acquisition?
Has your company recently (past 2 years) gone through downsizing?
These two questions are important because they may affect/disturb the culture of a company

and might help to understand it.

IV.6.2.  Organizational cultureassessment tool

As mentioned in previous sections, we plan to assess organizationd culture through two
main variables, solidarity and trust. The tools used in order to assess each variable are

described in details in the following sections..

IV.6.2.1. Solidarity assessment tool

In order to assessthe leve of solidarity of an organization we decided to use the survey
devel oped by Goffee and Jones (Goffee and Jones 1998). This survey is based on 12
questions (question #2 through #13 of section B of our questionnaire). We used the tool “as

i’ in order to keep its high level of vdidity and rdiability.
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In order to interpret the results we will use the origind method used by Goffee and Jones
assigning aweight of “5” for an answer ranked as*2” and aweight of “1” for an answer
ranked as*“-2".

Strongly agree - Agree - Neither agree nor disagree- Disagree - Strongly disagree
2 : 1 : 0 - -1 - -2

Ranking 2 x1 X0 %1 %2
Weight 5x4x3x2x1

In adding the scores of each question we will obtain a value score ranging from 12 to 60.
A score of 12 will indicate acompany with avery low organizationd solidarity and a score

of 60 a company with avery high leved of solidarity.

1V.6.2.2. Trust assessment tool

The survey tool we selected and used in order to assess the organizationd levd of trust is
the one developed and validated by De Furia caled the Organizationa Trust Survey (OTS)
(De Furia 1997).

The OTS is based on 50 questions covering five trustworthiness behaviors (10 questions for
each behavior). A brief description of the variables assessed by thistool is availablein the

literature review section 111.2.6

TW= Sl +RC+AI+CE+ME

TW: Trustworthiness Al: Allowing for mutual influence
Sl : Sharing relevant information CE: Clarifying mutual expectations
RC: Reducing control ME: Meeting expectations
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Using the entire OTS questionnaire (50 questions) would have made our questionnaire too
complex. Consequently, we decided to reduce the number of questions.

For each question in the original questionnaire, the subsequent question asked the
importance the respondent attached to the previous factor. We decided not to use the
subsequent question due to the fact that this moderating factor was not used for the other
questions of our questionnaire. This action reduced by haf the number of questions that
dropped from 50 to 25 (five questions per behavior). Trying to reduce even further the
number of questions would have serioudy affected the vaidity and rdiagbility of thistool.

The table below lists our survey question number associated with each trust component.

Trust factor Survey Question Number (Part B)
Sharing rdevant information #14, #19, #24, #29 and #34
Mesting expectations #15, #20, #25, #30 and #35
Clarifying mutua expectations #16, #21, #26, #31 and #36
Allowing for mutud influence #17, #22, #27, #32 and #37
Reducing control #18, #23, #28, #33 and #38

TablelV-2: Survey question’snumbersrelated to trust behavior variables

The OT S dlows organizations to measure the trust-related behaviors of various categories
of people within the organization[d upper managers, fird line supervisors, and coworkers(]
in relation to how employees trust-related expectations are being met. The question’s
numbersin bold in Table IV-2 are directly associated with the questions related with first

line supervisors and coworkers relations. We can consider these questions assessing

75



organizationa unit trust and the other questions to assess organizationa trust (upper

management and other departments).

We added two additiond questionsin section B (#39 & #40) assessing the leve of
reciprocity a the organizational and at the unit level. We strongly believe that reciprocity is

aso akey factor of trustworthiness.

B39: In your unit people share ideas and information
(1) __ with no immediate expectation of return, or eventualy, but just not right away
(2) __but reciprocity is negotiated with expectation of return.
(3.) _ with no expectations of return; they share because it’s good for the company

(4.) __no, they just try to get help without giving anything in return.

The four response’ s choices relates to four types of reciprocity.

Response (1) identifieswhat is called “ baanced reciprocity”. It is generaly attached to a
Networ ked culture. Response (2) is generdly attached to a Mercenary culture. Response (3)
identifieswhat is caled “ generdized reciprocity”. It is generdly attached to a Communal
culture. Response (4) identifieswhat is called “ negative reciprocity”. It is generaly attached
to a Fragmented culture (Goffee and Jones 1998).

We plan to use the same scoring technique as the one described for ng solidarity.
Companies scoring below the average vaue will be considered asalow trust culture and

above the average will be consdered as a high trust culture.

76



IV.6.3. KM initiative assessment tool
For section C of the questionnaire we developed our own assessment tool. We listed the
maost common technologies and practices used for knowledge management initiatives based
on our literature review. We asked the respondent to list the initiative used at the
organizationd level aswell asthe one used at their unit level. A sense of usa/utilization
ranging from “mogt” to “least” will dso enrich thisinformation.
The following table ligts the type of technology and practices likely to be used in each of the
different KM initiative type.
Corporate IntraNet - Extranet \
Database Management System (Oracle, Informix, etc)

Decision Support Systems(Executive Information; Expert Systems)
Data Warehouses - Data Marts

Multimedia Repositories

Web-hased Training > Codification
Search engines- Intelligent Agents- Information retrieval systems

Help-desk applications

Document Management Systems

Data Mining tools- Knowledge discovery tools

Knowledge-mapping tools
Best practices repository _/

Groupware (as a collaborative tool not asan Email tool, e.g, Lotus Not&s
Online chat
Teleconferencing (shared applications, whiteboards)

Videoconferencing (using audio and/or video)

M essaging or Email

Desktop computer conferencing > Per sonalization
Communities of practice (interests in the same topic, field)
Communities of purpose (common interest in a project/task)
Mentoring / Tutoring

Story telling

Corporate Y ellow pages- Directory of expertises- Who’swho /
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Based on the average usage of each initiative type we will have a sense of what KM drategy

the organization focuses on (Codification vs. Persondization).

1V.6.4. KM initiative successindicators

For the last section of the questionnaire (D) we wanted to assess the level of success
concerning the KM initiative launched (always at the organizationd as well as the unit
level). To do so we used the Davenport’s success indicators criteria (Davenport, De Long,

and C. 1998) in our questions (D#1 to D#5). These factors are;

o Growth in the ressources attached to the project, including people, money and so

on.

0 Growth in the volume of knowledge content and usage (thet is the number of
documents or accesses to repositories and numbers of  participants for

discusson-oriented projects).

0 Thelikehood that the project would survive without the support of a particular
individua or two, thet is, the project is an organizationd initiative, not an
individud project.

o Some evidence of financid return ether for the KM activity itsdf (for example,
it was profit center) or for the larger organization: this linkage needs to be
rigoroudy specified and may be only perceptud.

These indicators were discerned using the questions listed below and by applying the same

evauation scae used in prior sections of the questionnaire.

Strongly agree - Agree - Neither agreenor disagree- Disagree - Strongly disagree
2 . 1 - 0 . -1 : -2
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D1/ | have noticed asignificant growth in the valume of knowledge available since the KM
initiative has been launched (number of documents available).
Organizational wide: 2-1- 0 -1- -2

In my unit: 2-1-0- -1- -2

D2/ | have noticed asgnificant growth in the usage of knowledge available since the KM
initiative has been launched (accesses to repositories and number of participants for
discussion-oriented projects)
Organizational wide: 2-1-0- -1 -2
In my unit: 2-1- 0 -1- -2

D3/ | believe that the project would survive without the support of a particular individua or
two

Organizational wide: 2-1- 0 -1- -2
In my unit: 2-1-0- -1 -2

D4/ | believe that resources (e.g., people, money) attached to KM initiatives are going to
grow?
Organizational wide: 2-1-0- -1 -2
In my unit: 2-1-0- -1- -2

Asin prior sections of the questionnaire, aweigth of “5” is assigned for questions answered

by a“2’ and aweight of “1” for questions answered by a“-2".

We thought that it would aso be relevant to check if the expected benefits of the KM

initiative were achieved and, if “yes’ to what degree. To do S0, we used a question asked by

KPMG (KPMG Consulting 2000) in one of their annuad surveys (question D#5). This
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question is based on 15 main benefits expected of KM. We added two empty rowsto let

respondents add any eventud additiona benefit.

Question (D#6) asked about the main causes for not achieving the expected benefits. We
listed eleven possible causes aswell as two open “other cause’ responses. We included in
these eeven causes “lack of trust”, “lack of solidarity” and “organizationd culture not
gppropriate’ in order to cross check if the repondents had the fedling that trust and solidarity
were cultural barriers for knowledge sharing. Nowhere in the questionnaire did we mention

that we were going to measure the trust and the solidarity dimensions.

Finally question (D#7) was used in order to cross check what the respondent thinks about
the success leve of the KM initiatives organizationa wide and unit wide. Respondents
might have atendency to respond that their KM initiative is quite successful, but it is going
to be interesting to compare the answer to this question with the one obtained through

question D#1 to D#5.

IV.7 Validity & Rdiability
Vdidity refersto the extent to which data, or data collection instruments, measure what
actualy is desired to be measured. Reliability refersto the accuracy and precision of adata

collection procedure (Litwin 1995).

The“solidarity” and “trust” assessment sections of our questionnaire were previousy

vdidated and judged reliable (Goffee and Jones 1998; De Furia 1997). The other sections
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were new S0 we needed to check the vaidity and the reliability of the overal survey

questionnaire before the instrument administration

Copies of the questionnaire were first submitted to members of the GWU knowledge
management research group, KM and organizationd behavior consultants as well as experts
in order to check the appropriateness, the readability and the comprehensiveness of the
guestionnaire. They were encouraged to add, modify, restate or even delete any question in
the survey. Based on the very vauable and very relevant remarks provided by twelve people
(academics and professionds), we modified the questionnaire. The main modifications that
were made concerned the language/jargon used in the culture section. For example Goffee
and Jones origindly used terms as “ The group is determined to beet clearly defined
enemies’, enemies was replaced by “competitors’ or “Hitting targets is the sngle most
important thing” where target is not specific enough and was replaced by “business gods'.
Such minor changes were made aswell as adding answer options to some questions and
improving the layout of some parts of the questionnaire. A pilot survey was done with afew
local companiesin order to vaidate our questionnaire and to be sure that we collected dl the

necessary information. Once the vaidation was assured, we deployed the survey.

IV.7.1. Best Practices|ncorporated in Developing the Questionnaire

Best practices in questionnaire development were used to minimize questionnaire bias. The
following best practices were identified (Salant and Dillman 1994; Erdos 1983) (Czgjaand
Blair 1996; Fink 1995, 1995; Brockett and Levine 1984) and incorporated into the

guestionnaire
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Limit indrument to Sx to eight pages

Introduce the study with a smple and clear explanation of purpose

Precode response categories by assigning a number to each possible answer for
the respondent to circle

Space the categories so the it is easy for the respondent

Provide smple ingructions

Use common wording and smple plain English found in everyday use— no
complex terms, undefined abbreviations, or jargon should be used

The questions and format should have no subjective tones which would
introduce bias

Design the questionnaire to be easy and interesting to answer to avoid
nonresponse error

Deveop questions in ways that respondents are willing to respond to carefully
and accurately

Group questions into sections with smilar qudities and rlevance

Questions should be relevant, easy to answer, and interesting

Questions should be gpplicable and answerable by most respondents
Choices must be mutualy exclusive to prevent inaccuracies in response

Use a closed format — no open ended questions

Throughout the questionnaire we used the same ranking technique

(2 X1 X0 x-1 x-2) in order to stay consstent and not confuse the respondent. We tried to

make the questionnaire as readable as possible, paying attention to its layout (dignments,
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spaces, font Sze and Size) in order to giveit an “appeding” and uncluttered look. All of the

listed “Best Practices’ in questionnaire design were incorporated into the questionnaire.

IV.7.2. Procedures

Data were collected through two main mechanisms. An online verson posted on the Web
aswell as apaper verson were used. Most of the responses we got came from the online
verson. This online survey was developed with the programming language Allaire Cold
Fusion and the information was recorded directly into a Microsoft Access database. We
tried to make the online version as user friendly as possible. The find version of our online

program contained 4000 lines of code.
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FigureIV-8: Screen shot of the Onlineversion of the questionnaire
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An important testing phase was done prior to officialy launch the Web ste in order to check
that the tool was reliable and no problems existed that would result in lose or corruption of
data. One limitation of this online questionnaire was that it worked only with respondents
using Microsoft Internet Explorer (IE) as aWeb browser. Or those using the latest version
of Netscape Communicator (V6.0). If aprevious verson of Netscape Communicator was
used the pages would take 2 to 3 minutes to be displayed because of a non-optimized
agorithm used to render HTML tables. Thefirst page of the questionnaire was viewable by
any Web browser so we clearly stated this limitation and urged usersto switch to (IE) in
order to fill out our survey or to download the hard copy and to mail it or to fax it to us. This
congtraint may have limited the number of respondents.

The information collected through the online questionnaire was directly saved into a
database in order to smplify the data andysis process. The online verson of the
guestionnaire improved the qudity of the data collected due to the fact that an automated
macro checked if dl the fields had been completed properly and consequently no manua

data re-entry was necessary.

IV.7.3. Statistical Procedures

A Microsoft Access 2000 database was created in order to gather the responses
from the online survey. A table containing 234 fields was cregted.

A coding system was designed and numbers were assigned to each question.

All questionnaires were reviewed for completeness, the incomplete ones were
removed from the database.

Data were exported from Microsoft Access into an Excel document format.
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Data was imported into a Microsoft Excel 2000 spread sheet.
Data was manipulated by Microsoft Excel 2000 and by Statistical Package for
Socid Sciences (SPSS) 10.0 for Windows to deliver combinations of Satistical

informetion.

IV.8 Dataanalyss

Descriptive analysis will be used in order to provide a demographic profile of the

respondent and of their organization.

Inferential analysis will be used in order to rgect or accept our null hypotheses. Each
KM case study will be mapped on our organizationd grid. For each quadrant (each
culture) of our matrix we will plot the type of KM initiative used by the organization as
well at its percelved leve of success.

A regresson anaysswill dlow usto vdidate if areationship exits between the KM
initiative selected and the level of success achieved. The criterion for the rgection of
the null hypothesiswill be a determination of Satistica sgnificance a the p<.05 leve

of probability.

Regr ession approach
Y, = by+ b X +e
Y = Success of KM initiative
X= % codification (or % persondization)

bi= Coefficient
e = Error term

The following results are expected (Figure 1V-9):
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FigurelV-9: Regression analysison the mercenary culture data

Each company will be mapped first on the culture matrix. Then al the companiesthat are

part of a specific culture quadrant will be mapped on anew grid reference based on their

KM initigtive type and its success level.
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In reiterating this anaysis with the other culture types and in mapping al the different
regression analyse on the same graph we expect to obtain something that should look like
FgurelV-10.
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FigurelV-10: Regression analysis expected results

This representation is theoreticd. We do not anticipate obtaining ahigh leve of

relaionship, but we hope to detect some significant tendencies.

IV.9 Limitation

One important methodologica limitation that gpplies to this sudy is that the data collected
will represent the perception of members of the research sample, as opposed to an objective
measurement of data As the members of the research sample were qudified to provide
expert opinions on the issues involved in the study, however, the downside of this limitation

was expected to be minimal.
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V. DataAnalysisand Results

V.1 Introduction

The purpose of this research was to explore possible relationships between the successtul
implementation of knowledge management initiatives and pecific organizationd culturd
orientations and attributes. Organizationd culture was assessed through two main cultura
factors of asuccessful knowledge sharing culture; or ganizational trust and or ganizational
solidarity. Depending on a company’ s degree of integration of these two cultural factors,
we expect that specific KM initiatives (codification and/or per sonalization) will be more

or lesslikely to succeed.

V.2 Desriptive Analyss

SPPS (Statistical Package for Socid Science) and Microsoft Excel software were used as
main gatistical andysistools. All usable responses data was anayzed these two toals.
Various anadyses authenticated the instrument reliability and validity, and produced a

descriptive analysis of the respondents’ demographics and their organizations' profiles.

V.2.1. Population and sample

The overdl target population of this study is Chief Knowledge Officers (CKOs), Managers
and employees involved in knowledge management initiaives a any leve in an

organization.

A total of 600 emails, asking for participation, were sent out to targeted people involved

with KM (members of KM groups and associations). These 600 people were considered as
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our ble or reacheable population. Two e-mail fallow-ups were made. The targeted
companies were mainly located in the US and some in Europe. A total of 88 responses were
received within the time limits established (one month). This represented a response rate of
14.6 percent. This modest response rate might be due to the fact that the questionnaire took
long to fill-out (30 minutes - 9 pages) and that it contained what some companies judged to
be company sengtive/proprietary information. This done says much about their corporate
culture!

Subject bias: our sampling technique cannot be considered as totdly random. We will

define it as a* convenience sampling” where only motivated volunteers filled out the survey
(Gay 1991). That does not necessary mean that our nonprobability samples aren't
representative of the population but we might be careful about the generdization of our
results (Trochim 2001).

For correlationa studies at least 30 subjects are needed to establish the existence or
nonexistence of ardationship (Gay 1991). Of the 88 responses we received, only 47 were
fully exploitable and relevant to the organizationa wide KM initiative assessment and only
46 were exploitable unit wide. The rest of the sample was regjected for two reasons. The
main one was based on the fact that some organizations were not involved in KM. The
second one was due to response incompleteness. Based on obtaining a 95% confidence
leve, our confidence interva will be £13.7% organizationa wide and £13.3% unit wide
(Creative Research Systems ; Narins 1995). This number is considered acceptable for the
nature of this study. An additional 5 responses were received after the February 5, 2001 cut-

off date, and they are being retained to augment the database for any future research.
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V.2.2. Demographic Analysis

This section provides a demographic profile of the participants and their organizations.

V.2.2.1. Demographic profile of the respondents
Position level: Figure V-1 shows that 36 (40%) of the respondents who participated in this
study were Managers and Directors, 6 (7%) were Executives, 27 (31%) were Technical

saff, 6 (7%) were Support staff and 13 (15%) felt in Other categories.

Position Level

Other  Executive
15% %

Support
Staff

O Executive
B Manager/ Director

7% MDai‘P:gﬁ:/ OTechnical Staff
40% O Support Staff
Technical B Other
Staff
31%

FigureV-1: Position level of the 88 participants

A fundamental premise of the research was that targeted organizations must have had
experience with KM initiatives. On the 88 questionnaires received only 58 were complete
and were representative of organizations involved in aKM initiative & the unit and/or &t the

organizetion level. The Venn diagram in Figure V-2 illugtrates the partitions of the 88
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organizations KM initiative type and Figure V-3 illugtrates the digtribution of the 58

retained respondents’ demographics.

No KM initigtive 30 - 34.1%

KM initiative
Organizationd
wide

12 - 13.6%

KM initiative
Unit wide

Both

35-39.8% 11-12.5%

FigureV-2: Partition of the 88 KM initiatives

While Figure V-2 represents the partition of our target organizations, it cannot be used to
draw swesping conclusons such as, “amgority of the KM initiatives are launched
organization wide’. Some respondents might have responded only at the organi zationa

level because they are not directly part of a unit (e.g., Executives).

Position Level

O Executive
Executive
Other % B Manager/
29% Director
Manager/ OTechnical Staff
Support Director
572? 40% O Support Staff
Technical H Other
Staff
17%

FigureV-3: Position level of participants (58 retained responses)
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Of the respondents who participated in this study, 23(40%) were Managers and Directors, 4

(7%) were Executives, 10 (17%) were Technica staff, 4 (7%) were Support staff and 17

(29%) fdt into Other categories. We observe that the distribution of the retained

regpondents’ position leve is gpproximately the same as if we consider dl the 83

respondents except that the number of Technicd islower and the Other categoriesis higher.

In the Other position category we found alarge number of consultants. If we drill down a

little bit further on the respondent’ s position level we can look at respondents’ profiles by

companiesinvolved in KM & the organization level and those involved in KM at the unit

leve (Figure V-4).

Position Level

Other
19%

Support

Staff
9% Manager/

Director
44%

Executive
9%

Technical
Staff
19%

O Executive

@ Manager/
Director

O Technical Staff

O Support Staff

M Other

Position Level

Executive
7%

Manager/
Director
28%

Other,
48%

SupponTechnical
Staﬁ Staff
4% 13%

OExecutive

B Manager/
Director

OTechnical Staff

OSupport Staff

H Other

47 companiesinvolved in KM Organization wide

46 companiesinvolved in KM Unit wide

Figure V-4: Position level demographics

The fact that alower percentage of Managers/Directors responded for the assessment at the

unit level (28% compare to 44% organizationa wide) can be explained by the fact that such

positions are sometimes not directly part of aunit so respondents completed the

questionnaire only at the “organization leve”.
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Concerning the job titles of the respondents, we found that a Sgnificant number of them
included the term “knowledge”: Director KM, Knowledge Officer, Director, Knowledge
Sarvices, Sr. Knowledge Management Officer, Director - Knowledge mgmt program,
Manager KM Integration Proliferation and Support, Knowledge Manager, CKO, Knowledge
Leader, KM Global Network Leader, Corporate Director of Knowledge Management,
Knowledge Strategist. This demongtrates that organizations now consider KM as a unique
initiative, not just a subset of IT, and that they are serious about having dedicated resources

dlocated to such initiatives.

78% of the participants asked to receive results of this research. Thisis evidence that these
people were very interested in the research topic. Only 6% of the respondents didn’t

mention the name of their organization so they remain totaly anonymous.

V.2.2.2. Demographic profile of the organizations

Organizations: employees of the following 70 organizations participated in this survey:

Adrenaline, Amerigroup, AMS, Arthur Andersen, BAE Systems, Bixler Incorporated,
Boeing, Booz Allen & Hamilton Inc., Capital One Financia, Center for Systems
Management, Cisco Systems Europe, CLMS, Coleman Research Corporation, Computer
Associates, Compuware, Constellation Power Source, Convergys Corporation, CSC,
Deloitte & Touche, Dynamic Systems Inc., Dept of the Navy, Dynamics Research
Corporation, EDS, Federal Government, Freddie Mac, Gartner Group, General Motors,
GreyMatter Inc., HCH Hospital, HLS Associates, Hologix, INAP, Intel Corporation, Joint
Staff, Keane, KPMG Consulting, Lazard Freres, Logicon, Lucent Technologies, Marine
Corps Systems Command, Marriott International, MCI WorldCom, Microsoft, MITRE
Corporation, Mitretek Systems, Moeningstar Systems Inc., Oracle Corp, PEC Solutions Inc,
Pink Elephant, Port of Portland, PricewaterhouseCoopers, SAIC, SHERIKON, Socia
Consultants Internationa Inc., Social Security Administration, Software Engineering
Institute, Spacenet Inc., SRA Internationa Inc, T Rowe Price Associates, Inc., TASC, Telia,
Telignet Services Inc, The Dow Chemical Company, The Peace Corps, The Motley Foal,
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The Salvation Army, The Small Image L.L.C., US Dept. of Energy, US Government,
USMC, Vadltech, Verizon Communication, World Bank.

Some of these are renown for their efforts and successes in the KM world. This helps

reinforce the vdidity of our study. Four of these companies are headquartered in Europe, the

remainder are located in the US.

Organization Types. Mos of the organizations that responded to the survey were involved

in the consulting sector. Table V-1 summarizesthe industry type partition and the Pareto

graphsin Fgure V-5 and Figure V-6 illugtrate these numbers.

Organizational wide

Unit wide

Industry Type
Number of respondents|Percentage|Number of respondents|Percentage|

Consulting 15 31.9% 14 30.43%
IT / Telecommunications 10 21.3% 8 17.39%
Other 8 17.0% 5 10.87%
Federal Government - Military 6 12.8% 10 21.74%
Manufacturing & Process Industries 5 10.6% 4 8.70%
Software development 3 6.4% 4 8.70%
Financial/ Banking/ Accounting 0 0.0% 1 2.17%
Healthcare - Pharmaceutical 0 0.0% 0 0.00%
Construct. - Architecture - Engineering 0 0.0% 0 0.00%
Education 0 0.0% 0 0.00%
Total 47 100.0% 46 100.00%

TableV-1: Industry type partition

Table V-1 and Figure V-1 illudrate our find sample Szethat is equd to 47 for KM

initiatives launched a the organization level and equd to 46 for KM initiatives launched at

the unit level. Thetota represents data from 58 organizations.
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Size of Organizations full-timeworkforce:
KM Organization wide: 19 (40%) respondents involved in a organization KM
initiative were part of organizations having more than 10,000 employees, 16 (34%)
had between 1,000 and 10,000 employees, 5 (11%) had between 100 and 999

employees and 7 (15%) were part of organizations having less than 100 employees.

KM Unit wide: 19 (41%) respondents involved in aunit wide KM initigtive were
part of organizations having more than 10,000 employees, 15 (33%) had between
1,000 and 10,000 employees, 4 (9%) had between 100 and 999 employees and

findly only 8 (17%) were part of organizations having less than 100 employees

(Figure V-7).
Total Full-Time Workforce Total Full-Time Workforce
<100 <100
15% 17%
>10,0000 100-999 0 <100 >10,0000 100-999 @<100
40% 11% B 100-999 41% 9% M100-999
00 1,000-10,000 J1,000-10,000
0>10.0000 0O>10,0000
1,000- 1,000-
10,000 10,000
s
Organizational wide Unit wide

FigureV-7: Companiesfull timeworkforce

We can observe that most (>70%) of the organizations that participated in the study can be

consdered as large organizations.
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Annual Business (by Revenues):
Organization wide: 8 (17%) companies had an annud business (by revenues) of
less than $25 Million Dollars (‘smdl size company), 3 (7%) had an annua business
between $25 and $150 Million Dollars (‘mid-size company), and 35 (76%) had
annua business greater than $150 Millions Dollars (‘' large Sze' company) as shown

in Figure V-8.

Unit wide: 5 (19%) companies had an annua business by revenues less than $25
Million Dallars (‘smdl sz€ company), 1(4%) had an annua business by revenues
that is between $25 and $150 Million Dallars (‘mid-siz€ company), and 20 (77%)
had annua business greater than $150 Millions Dollars (large size company) as

shownin Fgure V-8.

Annual Business by Revenues Annual Business by Revenues
<$25M <$25M
17% 19%

$25M- $25M-
o O <$25M

g150M | <$25M s150M |- >

7% B $25M-$150M 2% | ™$25M-$150M
0>$150M 0 >$150M
>$150M >$150M
76% 7%
Organizational wide Unit wide

FigureV-8: Annual Business by $ Revenues

We observe that there were very few mid-size companies represented in our sample,

97



Main business orientation:
Organization wide: 7 (15%) companies were product-oriented, 24 (51%) were
sarvice-oriented and 16 (34%)were both service and product-oriented
Unit wide: 7 (15%) companies were product-oriented, 23 (50%) were service
oriented and 16 (35%)were both service and product-oriented. This digtribution of

business orientation is depicted in Table V-9.

Main Buisiness Orientation Main Buisiness Orientation
Both Both
34% O Services 35% O Services
Services Services
B Products
5106 50% B Products
O Both O Both
Products Products
15% 15%
Organizational wide Unit wide

FigureV-9: Main business orientation

Product/Service type:
Organization wide: 5 (11%) companies indicated that they offered standardized
products/services, 10 (21%) offered customized products/services and 32 (68%)

offered both types of products and services as shown in Figure V-10.
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Unit wide: 5 (11%) companies indicated that they offered standardized

products/services, 13 (28%) offered customized products/services and 28 (61%)

offered both types of products and services as shown in Figure V-10.

Does the Company Offer?

Standardized
11%

Customized
21%

Both
68%

Does the Company Offer?

Standardized
11%

Customized
28%
Both
61%

Organizational wide

Unit wide

FigureV-10: Company product/servicetypes

Product/service maturity:

Organization wide: 6 (13%) companies offer products or services that they describe
as mature, 8 (17%) offer innovative products or services and 33 (70%) offer both
types of products and services.

Unit wide: 5 (11%) companies offer products or services that they describe as

mature, 8 (17%) offer innovative products or services and 33 (72%) offer both types

of products and services.
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Merger or Acquisition attributes:
Organization wide: 11 (23%) of the companies were recently (past two years) part
of amerger or an acquisition, 33 (71%) were not involved in such an activity, and 3
(6%) unaware if it happened within their company or not.
Unit wide: 10 (22%) of the companies were recently (past two years) part of a
merger or an acquisition, 34 (74%) were not involved in such an activity, and 2 (4%)

didn’t know if it happened within their company or not.

Downsizing issues:
Organization wide: 7 (15%) of the companies were recently (past two years) part of
adownsizing effort, 39 (83%) were not involved in downsizing, and 1 (2%) didn’t

know if downsizing had occurred in their company or not.

Unit wide: 8(17%) of the companies were recently (past two years) part of a

downsizing effort, and 38 (83%) were not involved in downsizing.

The merger and acquisition question, as well asthe downsizing question, were asked in
order to detect whether organizationd cultures were affected by participation in downsizing

and/or merger and acquisition.

Chief Knowledge Officer (CKO):
Organizational wide: 18 (38%) respondents indicated that their company has a
CKO, 27 (58%) didn’'t have one and 2 (4%) were not sure. Thisdigtribution is shown

in FigureV-11.
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Unit wide: 13(28%) respondents indicated that their company has a CK O, 31(68%)

didn’'t have one and 2 (4%) were not sure as shown in Figure V-11.

Chief Knowledge Officer? Chief Knowledge Officer?

Don't Don't

Know Know

4% 4% Yes
QTSSO/ O Yes 28% O VYes
° ENo B No
No O Don't Know O Don't Know
58% No
68%
Organizational wide Unit wide

Figure V-11: Companies havinga Chief Knowledge Officer (CKO)

As dtated previoudy, the person in charge of KM programs might have atitle unrelated to

KM aspect and this might have affected the vaidity of this response.

KM strategy:
41(69,5%) companies stated that their company has aKM strategy, 15 (25.4%)

didn’t have one and 3(25.4%) didn’'t know if they had one or not.

KM Development stage:

If welook at dl the respondents who filled out our survey 13 (15.9%) of the
companies didn’'t have aKM program in place or ganization wide and were not
congdering one, about 20 (24%) were in the process of examining the need for such
aprogram, 18 (22%) were currently setting up such a program, and 31 (37.8%)

dready had aKM initiative in place as shown in (Figure V-12).
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We can further refine this dataif we look at the 58 questionnaires of companies aready

involved in KM.

Setting up prog
18.00/38.3%

No program
13.00/15.9%

KM program in place

31.00/37.8%

Examining need
20.00/24.4%

Currently setting up
18.00/22.0%

FigureV-12: All respondents organizationsKM initiative stage

Organization wide: 29 (61.7%) had aKM initiative in place and 18 (38.3%) were
currently setting up such a program (Figure V-13).
Unit wide: 21 (45.7%) had aKM initiative in place and 25 (54.3%) were currently

Setting up such aprogram (Figure V-13).

Setting Up prog
KM in place

29.00/61.7%

Organizational wide

FigureV-13: All respondents organization unit KM initiative stage
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Characterigtics of KM system:
Organization wide: 17 (36.2%) of the companies described their KM system as
something which had just grown up over time, 9 (19.1%) described it as a specidly

designed KM system and 21(44.7%) as alittle bit of both (Figure V-14).

Specially designed Specially designed
9.00/19.1% 5.00/11.4%

A little bit of both
21.00/ 44.7%

A little bit of both

Grown up over {]
24.00 / 54.5%

15.00/ 34.1%

Grown up over tim

17.00/ 36.2%

Organizational wide Unit wide

FigureV-14: KM technology evolution

Unit wide: 15 (34.1%) of the companies described their KM system as something
which has just grown up over time, 5 (11.4%) described it as a specidly designed

KM system and 24 (54.5%) as alittle bit of both (Figure V-14).

V.2.3. Rdiability of theinstrument

Therdiability of the ressarch instrument is concerned with its consstency. This research
used the Cronbach’s alphavauein order to assess the internal consistency of the results
across itemswithin atest. Alphavaues above 0.7 are acceptable indicators of interna

consstency as suggested in the literature (Santos 1999; SPSS 2000). Alphavaues were
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cdculated for each multi-item congtruct (questions measuring the same variable). As seenin
Table V-2, dl the calculated apha vaues were found to be above 0.7 indicating that dl the
scaes are rdiable. For example in order to measure the Cronbach’s alpha value of the
vaiable solidarity at the unit level, we used al the responses (46) of the 12 questions

(items) messuring this dimension and gpplied the Cronbach’s dpha formulain order to

determine the vaue of dpha.
Questionnaire Variables Cronbach’s alpha

N of Cases=47.0 N of Items= 12
Solidarity Organization Alpha= .9028

N of Cases=46.0 N of Items= 12
Solidarity Unit Alpha= .8801

N of Cases=46.0 N of Items =10
Trust Unit Alpha= .8883

N of Cases=47.0 N of Items= 15
Trust Organization Alpha= .9153

N of Cases=58.0 N of Items=25
Overdl Trust Alpha=.9302

N of Cases=47.0 N of Items=19
Success Organization Alpha= .9517

N of Cases=46.0 N of Items= 19
Success Unit Alpha= .9485

TableV-2: Reliability of Construct

As the foregoing table demondtrates, use of Cronbach’s Alphato assess rdiability of the
survey ingrument supports the essentid rdiability of that instrument. This Satistica test
was not gpplied to our KM type (codification vs. persondization) variable due to the fact

that this variable just demonstrates the use (or not) of different independent KM practices.
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V.2.4. Condruct validity

Congtruct vdidity was assessed using item-tota correlation where the average of each
congiruct was corrdated with each item in the same condruct. Table V-3, Table V-4, Table
V-5, Table V-6 and Table V-7 summarize the results, showing that the correlation
coefficients for al these condructs are highly sgnificant.

Organization wide Unit wide
[tem Item-Total Correlation Item-total Correlation
Solidarity question 1 0.79 0.78
Solidarity question 2 0.81 0.77
Solidarity question 3 0.80 0.75
Solidarity question 4 0.61 057
Solidarity question 5 0.78 0.81
Solidarity question 6 0.71 0.77
Solidarity question 7 0.81 0.74
Solidarity question 8 0.65 0.74
Solidarity question 9 0.67 0.61
Solidarity question 10 0.66 0.63
Solidarity question 11 0.70 0.57
Solidarity question 12 0.47 041

TableV-3: Item-Total Correlation (Solidarity)

Unit wide
ltem Item-total Correlation
Trust_S question 1 0.80
Trust_ RC question 1 0.46
Trust_Al question 1 0.71
Trust_CE question 1 0.81
Trust_ ME question 1 0.70
Trust_S question 2 0.68
Trust_RC question 2 0.48
Trust_Al question 2 0.75
Trust_CE question 2 0.74
Trust ME question 2 0.59
Sl : Sharing relevant information CE: Clarifying mutual expectations
RC: Reducing control ME: Meeting expectations

Al: Allowing for mutual influence

TableV-4: I[tem-Total Correlation (Trust-Unit)
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Organization
wide Unit wide
Item Item-Total Item-Total Correlation
Correlation
Question D1 0.56 0.50
Question D2 0.65 0.61
Question D3 0.74 0.58
Question D4 0.40 0.69
Question D5 Achieved 1 0.81 0.89
Question D5 Achieved 2 0.80 0.75
Question D5 Achieved 3 0.78 0.74
Question D5 Achieved 4 0.84 0.70
Question D5 Achieved 5 0.76 0.75
Question D5 Achieved 6 0.77 0.69
Question D5 Achieved 7 0.67 0.69
Question D5 Achieved 8 0.79 0.76
Question D5 Achieved 9 0.74 0.86
Question D5 Achieved 10 0.73 0.59
Question D5 Achieved 11 0.78 0.69
Question D5 Achieved 12 0.86 0.77
Question D5 Achieved 13 0.71 0.76
Question D5 Achieved 14 057 0.60
Question D5 Achieved 15 0.60 0.81

TableV-5: Item-Total Correlation (KM initiative success)

Organization wide
[tem Item-Total Correlation
Trust_S question 3 0.66
Trust_RC question 3 0.66
Trust_Al question 3 0.56
Trust_ CE question 3 0.68
Trust_ME question 3 0.72
Trust_S question 4 0.78
Trust_RC question 4 0.76
Trust_Al question 4 0.66
Trust_CE question 4 0.77
Trust_ME question 4 0.59
Trust_S question 5 0.67
Trust_RC question 5 0.74
Trust_Al question 5 0.71
Trust_CE question 5 0.62
Trust ME question 5 0.53

Sl : Sharing relevant information
RC: Reducing control
Al: Allowing for mutual influence

CE: Clarifying mutual expectations
ME: Meeting expectations

TableV-6: Item-Total Correlation (Trust-Or ganization)
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Organization wide Unit wide
[tem Item-Total Correlation | Item-Total Correlation
S 0.87 0.86
RC 091 0.78
Al 0.85 0.87
CE 0.86 0.91
ME 0.77 0.81
Sl : Sharing relevant information CE: Clarifying mutual expectations
RC: Reducing control ME: Meeting expectations

Al: Allowing for mutual influence

TableV-7: Item-Total Correlation (Trust)

V.3 Inferential Analyssof thedata

This section illudtrates the results of the testing of the Satigtica Sgnificance regresson

modds. Smple linear regression was used as the main todl in the inferentia analyss. It was
used in order to test the relationship between the dependent variable (Success) and the
independent varidble (Km initiative type). The equation of agraight lineisY =bo+ b1 X + €,
where Y isthe linear function of the explanatory variable for the independent varigble X. bg
is Y-intercept and b1 isthe dope. Because not dl predictions are perfect, the regresson
modd contains an error, e. Regresson modd s provide a better understanding of how the
independent variable X affects the dependent variable Y. These models can dso be used to
predict the value of Y for agiven vaue of X.

We mapped each respondent’ s organizationd culture on our culturd matrix, Figure V-15.
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Organization Wide
75
) Networked Communal I
High : L
I I
60 11 | I | I
|| o
;o1
— | I| | II
S 45 : L :
= Fragmen'fed I I I I Mercenary
I | -
30
Low
15 ' .
12 24 36 48 60
Low Solidarity High

FigureV-15: Culture Matrix, organizational wide

The scales used for the solidarity and trust axis are vaue-scores calculated based on the

answers of the items (questions) related to each dimension. Vaue scores range from 12 to

60 for the solidarity variable and from 15 to 75 for the organizationd trust variable (cf.

IV.6.2). It wasinteresting to note that most (70.2%)of the organizations fell into the top

right quadrant, the communa culture type (high trugt, high solidarity). Table V-8 provides

the partition of companies for each culture.

Networ ked Fragmented

Mercenary

Communal

Total

3 | 64% 6

| 12.8% 5

| 10.6%

33 | 70.2%

47

TableV-8: Culture partition by quadrant (organization wide)

For each industry type we looked at the cultura tendency of companiesinvolved in KM

organization wide. These tendencies, for each type of industry, are summarized in Figure

V-16.
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Manufacturing & Process Industries

IT / Telecommunications

Networked Networked
0% Mercenary 0%
20%
Mercenary
40%
Fragmented
10%
Communal
60%
Communal
Fragmented 70%
0%
Consultin
° SOl dsiopment
0%
Mercenary Mercenary
6% Networked Fragmented 0%
0% 0%
Fragmented
6%
ComTunaJ Communal
88% 100%
Fed Gov - Military Other
Networked
14%
Networked
33% Communal Mercenary
34% 0%
Communal
Mercenary 579%
0%
Fragmented
29%
Fragmented
33%

FigureV-16: Industry typevs. Culturetype




Aswe can see, manufacturing and process indugtries have a very high solidarity culture
component (Mercenary and Communal cultures). Their primary focus isto get the job done
and they are performance driven. Consulting and Software development companies are quite
(>88%) commund. Since the nature of their work is team based, this might explain these
high leves of trust and solidarity. Concerning the Consulting sector, 6% of the cases

indicate a fragmented culture that might reflect the individudigtic behaviors of certain
consultants. The I T and Telecommunications sector aso have a high solidarity component
(commund + mercenary = 90%) but we can dso highlight the 10% fragmented reveding

the possible existence of some “sdlfish techies behaviors’ that has been reported in the
popular press. Theinteresting culture partition is the Federd Government/ Military types.
While this category is quite diverse, the absence of mercenary culture is quite interesting.
High trust ssemsto be amain (67%) characterigtic. Thisisthe only industry that has such a
high percentage (33%) of networked culture reflecting the openness of such a culture. The
low solidarity factor dominance (66%) may be due to the fact that these organizations do not
have direct competitors and that they are non-profits.

By expanding the response pool, smilar graphs could be used by companies willing to start
aKM initigtive. The graphs can provide abasic idea of what their organizationd culture
might be (based on their industry type) and, using that knowledge choose a successful KM

initiative type associated with their culture.

Inlooking at the partition of the plots on the matrix (Figure V-15) we are inclined to project

that there may be an unexpected relationship between the solidarity and trust variables.
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FigureV-17: Culturematrix, organizational wide, trend line

In order to verify thiswe ran aregresson andyss (a corrdation anadyss would have been
aufficient and would had provided ap vaue equa to p=0.765). The correlation coefficient
R obtained was equal to 0.765 (Table V-9), which indicates that the trust variable has a non-
negligible tendency to increase pogtively with the solidarity variable. We may aso interpret

this to mean that alinear trend might exist between these two varigbles. Summarized data

are provided in Appendix B.

Model Summary

Adjusted Std. Error of
Model R R Square R Square the Estimate
1 .7652 .585 .576 5.80

a. Predictors: (Constant), TRUST

TableV-9: Regression analysis: model summary
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The result of the T-test isaso an indicator of relationship. Thistest checks the hypothesis
that b1 (the coefficient for solidarity) isequd to O. If there was no relationship between the
trust and the solidarity variables, b; would be equd to 0. Using a one-tailed test that rejects
pif t>t,. The cdculated vaue of t from our coefficient table (Table V-10) isequd to

t=7.96. There are n-1 degrees of freedom (d.f.) in each sample, so total d.f. = 45. If welook
for the criticd vaue of in at-table we find thet t,,,s = 1.68. Since the calculated value is
larger than the critica vaue (7.96>1.68), we can reject that b1=0. Thistest reinforcesthe

rel ationship tendency between the trust and solidarity variables. This was not expected and
might decrease the need of having to use both variablesin order to assess organizationa

culture,

Coefficient$

Standardi
zed
Unstandardized Coefficien
Coefficients ts
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 (Constant) 8.923 4.290 2.080 .043
TRUST .635 .080 .765 7.960 .000

a. Dependent Variable: Solidarity

TableV-10: Regression analysis coefficients

We dso mapped each respondent’ s organizationd unit culture on our cultural matrix Figure

V-18.
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FigureV-18: CultureMatrix, unit wide

Agan, surprisingly, we found that most (82.61%0) of the organizations units were located in

the top right quadrant, the communa culture type (high trust, high solidarity). Teble V-11

depicts the partition of cultures.
Networ ked | Fragmented Mer cenary Communal Total
6 | 13.04% | 2 | 4.35% 0 | 0.00% 38 | 8261% | 46

TableV-11: Culturerepartition by quadrant (unit wide)

The correlaion coefficient R obtained was equal to 0.607 (Table V-12) that indicates again

that the trust variable has a non-negligible tendency to increase positively with the solidarity

variable. Summarized data are provided in Appendix B.
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Model Summary

Adjusted Std. Error of
Model R R Square | R Square | the Estimate

1 6072 .369 .355 6.27
a. Predictors: (Constant), TRUST

TableV-12: Regression analysis: model summary

The caculated value of t from our coefficient table (Table V-13) isequa to t=5.072. If we
look for the criticd vadue of in at-table we find thet t,,4, = 1.6814. Since the calculated
vaueislarger than the criticd vaue (5.072>1.6814), we can rgect that b; = 0.

These tests show again a correlation tendency in between these two variables.

Coefficients?

Standardi
zed
Unstandardized Coefficien
Coefficients ts
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 (Constant) 14.779 6.093 2.426 .019
TRUST .781 .154 .607 5.072 .000

a. Dependent Variable: Solidarity

TableV-13: Regression analysis coefficients
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V.3.1. Analysisof Research Hypothesis 1

H1: Thereisapostive relationship between afragmented (low solidarity, low trust)

organizationd culture emphasizing acodification or per sonalization KM
initiative and its chance of failure.

Null Hypothesis:

HO,: Thereis no positive relationship between a fragmented organizationd culture
emphadzing acodification or personalization KM initiative and its chance of

failure.
Organization - Fragmented Culture
0.7
0.6 T
0.5
(2]}
Q 0.4 :
[&]
> 0.3
o | |
0.2
I
0.1 T
0 T T
0 0.25 0.5 0.75 1
% Codification
« I |
1 % Personalization 0

FigureV-19: KM success of or ganizations having a fragmented culture

The scade used for the Codification/Personalization axis is a percentage. It was

caculated based on a company’ s usage level of codification and persondization tools
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and practices. The percentage value obtained by a company indicates its main KM
initiative focus. A company focusing 70% of its efforts on a codification gpproach
pends automaticdly its 30% remaining efforts on persondization practices.

The scade used for the Success axis is a score value that ranges between O and 1. A
score of “1” indicates avery successful KM initiative and ascore of “0” afailure. A
company’ s success level was caculated based on the score obtained for each of the
questions related to KM success (part D of our questionnaire Cf. Appendix A). The
find score was normalized to avaue ranging between 0 and 1.

All the summarized data used to validate our 8 hypotheses are located in Appendix B.

Figure V-19 plots the companies that were part of the fragmented quadrant. At this
point, we are no longer looking at their level of trust and solidarity but at the type of
KM initiative they launched (Codification vs. Persondization focus) and at their level

of success in such an initiative. Given the smdl number of data points (6) in this culture
quadrant, running aregression andysis will not be redlevant. Aswe can observe
5(83.3%) of the companiesthat launched a KM initiative focusing on the codification
approach obtained a very low success factor (success <0.5). This observation partidly
verifies our hypothesis Hy; that companies having afragmented culture and focusing on

aKM codification gpproach have a high chance of failure.
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V.3.2. Analysisof Research Hypothesis 2

H: Thereisapostive relationship between a networ ked (low solidarity, high trust)
organizationd culture emphasizing a per sonalization KM initiative and its chance
of success

Null Hypothesis:

HO,: Thereis no positive relationship between a networ ked organizationd culture
emphadzing a per sonalization KM initiative and its chance of success
A regresson andyss will not be relevant given the few number of data points (3) in this
culture. We can observe in Figure V-20, 3 (100%) of the companies that launched a KM
initiative focusing on the codification gpproach obtained a very low success factor
(success<0.5). Our hypothesis was stated dightly differently in away that we were only

looking a wheat initiative type for a networked culture will bring success.

Organization - Networked
0.6
0.5
)
0.4
)] >
(%]
]
g 03 |
]
n
0.2
0.1
0
0.4 0.5 0.6
% Codification
<
0.6 % Personalization 04

FigureV-20: KM success of or ganizations having a networked culture
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Since we don't have any data points in the personalization area we cannot accept or
reject our hypothesis. But, based on our observations, companies having a networked
culture and focusing their KM initiative effort on codification gpproach have ahigh

chance of fallure,

V.3.3. Analysisof Research Hypothesis 3

Hs: Thereis a positive reaionship between a mer cenary (high solidarity, low trust)
culture organizational emphasizing a codification KM initiative and its chance of

SUCCESS.

Null Hypothesis:

HOs: Thereisno posgtive relationship between amercenary culture organizationd
emphadzing acodification KM initiative and its chance of success.

Organization - Mercenary

0.9

0.8 Py

0.7

0.6
0.5

Sucess

0.4

0.3 *

0.2

0.1

0 ' ' ' ' ' '
0.3 0.35 0.4 0.45 0.5 0.55 0.6 0.65 0.7

% Codification
« f |
0.7 % Personalization 0.3

FigureV-21: KM success of or ganizations having a mercenary culture
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Running aregresson andysswill not be relevart given the few number of data points (5) in
this culture quadrant. Aswe can observein Figure V-21, 4(80%) of the companies that
launched a KM initiative focusng on the codification gpproach happened to be successtul

(success® 0.5). This observation agrees with our hypothesis.

V.3.4. Analysisof Research Hypothesis4

H4: Thereisapostive relationship between acommunal (high solidarity, high trust)
organizationd culture emphasizing acodification or personalization KM

initidtive and its chance of success.
Null Hypothesis:

HO4: Thereis no positive relationship between a communal organizationa culture
emphadzing acodification or personalization KM initiative and its chance of

SUCCeSS.
Organization - Communal
1.00
0.90 2
<*
0.80 P—*
* . *
0.70 3 o
* K ad
2 0.60 o 13—~ :
S 050 et S
>
9 0.40
0.30 (2 |
0.20
0.10
0.00 T T T T T T
0.10 0.20 0.30 0.40 0.50 0.60 0.70 0.80 0.90
% Codification
| ' 1
0.9 % Personalization 0.1

FigureV-22: KM success of or ganizations having a communal culture
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Inlooking a Figure V-22, we can visudly note that no correlation seemsto occur in
between our two variables. We ran a correlation test in order to validate this perception and

the result (very low vaue of P) validated our observation Table V-14.

Correlations

Codification | SUCCESS

Codification Pearson Correlation 1.000 .082
Sig. (2-tailed) . .657

N 32 32

SUCCESS Pearson Correlation .082 1.000
Sig. (2-tailed) .657 .

N 32 32

TableV-14: Correlation results

What is evident is that 28 (87.5%) companies having acommund culture are successtul
running their KM initiative and only 4(12.5%) didn’t reach the level we defined as

successful (success® 0.5). In taking in consideration only the 28 successful companies, 8
(29%) emphasized on a personalization approach (codification < 0.5) and 20 (71%) a
codification approach.

Table V-15 and Figure V-23 illustrate the partition of KM type adoption. As we can see, the
mean vaue of the success variable is close to 0.5 (0.53) and the standard deviation islow.
Thisimplies that companies are implementing both approaches a the same time without

really emphasizing one specific approach. This contradicts the statement of Morten, Nohria,
and Tierney (Hansen, Nohria, and Tierney 1999) that companies needed to focus on one of

the approaches (80%-20%) if they wanted to be successful.
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Descriptive Statistics

N Minimum | Maximum
28 .359 .762
28

Codification
Valid N (listwise)

Mean Std. Deviation
53103 9.1744E-02

TableV-15: Successful KM type distribution (or ganization wide)

Count

0.400 0.500 0.600

0.700
Codification

FigureV-23: Successful KM typedistribution (or ganization wide)

V.3.5. Analysisof Research Hypothesis5

Hs: Thereisapostive relationship between afragmented (low solidarity, low trust)

organizationd culture unit emphasizing a codification or per sonalization KM
initiative and its chance of failure.

121




Null Hypothesis:

HOs: Thereis no positive relationship between a fragmented organizationd culture
unit emphasizing acodification or per sonalization KM initiative and its chance
of failure.

We are now looking at KM initiatives launched unit wide. Viewing the few number of
data points (2) in this culture quadrant, running a regresson andysswill not be
relevant. As we can observe 2(100%) of the units that launched a KM initiative
focusing on the codification approach obtained a very low success factor (success<0.5)
asshownin Figure V-24. This observation partidly verifies our hypothesisin the sense
that units having a fragmented culture and focusing on a KM codification approach
have a high chance of failure. We cannot conclude anything about units focusing on

persondization due to the lack of data.

Unit - Fragmented

0.6
0.55
0.5
0.45
0.4
0.35 .
0.3
0.25
0.2
0.15
0.1

Success

0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9
% Codification

< : |

0.9 % Personalization 0.1

FigureV-24: KM success of units having a fragmented culture
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V.3.6. Analysisof Research Hypothesis 6

He: Thereisapostive relationship between a networ ked (low solidarity, high trust)
organizationd culture unit emphasizing a per sonalization KM initigtive and its
chance of success.

Null Hypothesis:

HOs: Thereis no positive relationship between anetwor ked organizationd culture unit

emphadzing a per sonalization KM initiative and its chance of success.

Unit - Networked
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0.5 '
? 0.4
[}
(&)
= 0.3
o = I I I I
0.2
0.1
O T T T T T T
0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9
% Codification
< | |
0.9 % Personalization 0.1

FigureV-25: KM success of units having a networked culture

Viewing the few number of data points (6) in this culture quadrant, running a regresson

andysswill not be rdlevant. Aswe can observe in Figure V-25, 4 (66.6%) of the companies
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that launched a KM initiative focusing on the codification gpproach obtained avery low
suceess factor (success<0.5). Our hypothesis was stated dightly differently in away that we

were only looking a what inititive type for a networked culture will bring success.

V.3.7. Analysisof Research Hypothesis 7

H7: Thereisapostive relationship between a mer cenary (high solidarity, low trust)
organizationd culture unit emphasizing a codification KM initiative and its

chance of success.

Null Hypothesis:

HO;: Thereis apostive reaionship between amer cenary organizationd culture unit
emphaszing acodification KM initiative and its chance of success.

No data were collected in this quadrant. Maybe this type of culture is not prevaent to units
involved in KM projects where trust might me a precondition. It might dso be due to the
sample of industry data we collected that are mainly representative of Consulting,

Government and IT companies.

V.3.8. Analysisof Research Hypothesis 8
Hg: Thereisapogtive rdationship between acommunal organizationd culture unit

emphadzing acodification or personalization KM initiative and its chance of

SUCCeSS.
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Null Hypothesis:

HOg: Thereisa pogtive relationship between a communal organizationd culture unit
emphaszing acodification or personalization KM initiative and its chance of

SUCCessS.
Unit Communal
1.00
*
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FigureV-26: KM success of units having a communal culture

Inlooking & the plot in Figure V-26 we observe that no correlation seemsto occur in
between our two variables. We ran a correlation test to vaidate this perception and the

result (very low vaue of P) vaidated our observation (Table V-16).
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Correlations

Codification | SUCCESS

Codification Pearson Correlation 1.000 -.203
Sig. (2-tailed) . .235

N 36 36

SUCCESS Pearson Correlation -.203 1.000
Sig. (2-tailed) .235 .

N 36 36

TableV-16: Correlation results

What seems evident is that 30 (83.3%) of companies having acommuna culture unit
wide are successful running their KM initiative and only 6 (16.6%) didn’t reach this
level of successwe defined (success® 0.5). In taking in consderation the 30 successful
units, 6 (20%) emphasized a personalization approach (codif < 0.5) and 24 (80%) a
codification approach. We notice atail towards the codification approach, Figure V-27.
Table V-17 and Figure V-27 illugtrate the digtribution of KM type adoption. Aswe can
see, the mean of the codification variable is close to 0.5 (0.54) with avery low standard
deviation. Thisimplies that units are implementing both gpproaches at the same time

without reglly emphasizing one specific gpproach.

Descriptive Statistics

Std. Deviation
6.5491E-02

Mean
.54035

Maximum
762

N Minimum
30 .455
30

Codification
Valid N (listwise)

TableV-17: Successful KM typedistribution (unit wide)
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Count

0.500 0.600 0.700

Codification

FigureV-27: Successful KM typedistribution (unit wide)

127



VI. Findings, Conclusions, Contributionsand
Recommendations

V1.1 Findingsand Condusons Thedata

The problem addressed in this study focused on developing an answer to the generd
question of whether or not Organizationa Culture affects the choice and success of KM
initiatives. Two variables were used in order to assess organizationd culture (Trust and
Solidarity). KM initiatives were broken down in two types: codification versus
personaization. Table VI-1 summarizes our findings. All our findings are subject to

limitations or reservationsthat will be presented in the following section.

Hypothesis | Findings

#1 5 (83.3%) of the companies having afragmented (low
solidarity, low trust) culture that launched a KM initiative
focusing on the codification gpproach failed to achieve KM

expected benefits.

#2 3 (100%) of the companies having a networked (low
solidarity, high trust) culture that launched a KM initiative
focusing on the codification gpproach failed to achieve KM

expected benefits.

#3 4 (80%) of the companies having amercenary (high solidarity,
low trust) culture that launched a KM initiative focusing on the
codification approach happened to be successful (achieving

KM expected benefits).
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Hypothesis

Findings

28 (87.5%) of the companies having acommund (high
solidarity, high trust) culture are successful running their KM
initigtive whatever KM initiative type they decided to focus

on.

#5

2 (100%) of the units having afragmented (low solidarity, low
trust) culture that launched a KM initiative focusing on the

codification gpproach failed to achieve KM expected benefits.

4 (66.6%) of the units having a networked (low solidarity, high
trugt) culture that launched aKM initiative focusng on the

codification gpproach failed to achieve KM expected bendfits.

#

None

#8

30 (83.3%) of the units having acommuna (high solidarity,
high trugt) culture are successful running their KM initiative

whatever KM initiative type they decided to focus on

In order to organize these findings we mapped them on our culture/success cube projected

onto two matrices (success, falure). Figure VI-1 illudrates our findings organizationd wide

TableVI-1: Findings summary

and Figure V1-2 illustrates our findings unit wide. The question marks indicate that we

couldn’'t draw conclusions for these cases.
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Success Failure
Networked Communal Networked Communal
High i7ati High )
> Persoralization Codification | Not likely to
Codification happen
||
Trust Trust
Fragmented Mercenary Fragmented Mercenary
Low 4 ) Codification Low Codification ?
n [ |
Low High Low High
Solidarity Solidarity
Figure VI-1: Representation of thefindings or ganizational wide
success Failure
Networked Communal Networked Communal
High izati High )
r) Personalization Codification | Not likely to
Codification happen
|
Trust Trust
Fragmented Mercenary Fragmented Mercenary
Low 4 ) > Low | codification ?
| ] n | |
Low High Low High
Solidarity

Solidarity

FigureVI-2: Representation of thefindings unit wide
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We ds0 discovered that communa companies and units succeeding in their KM initiative
don't significantly focus on one of the KM approaches (codification vs. personaization),
rather they implement both approaches smultaneoudy.

Based on these findings, we can vaidate the fact that organizationd cultureis anon

negligible factor affecting the success of KM initiative organizationa wide and unit wide.

V1.2 Findingsand Condusons The survey ingrument

Designing anew survey insrument is dways a difficult task. Finding relevant variables and
factorsthat capture the gppropriate dimensions (that prove to be vaid and reliable over
different samples and over time) is quite achdlenge. In order to surmount this difficulty,
we adopted two previoudy validated questionnaires to assess the Solidarity as well asthe
Trust dimensions. We extended these questionnaires to assess the type of KM initigtive
launched by organizations as well asto assessthe leve of success of KM initiatives.

A pre-test or pilot study was undertaken to creste a more sengtive instrument. Content
vaidity was demongtrated by the review of ten knowledgeable people (academics and
professond) highly involved in the fidd of KM and organizationa behavior.

In addition, the use of Cronbach’s aphaand other statistica tests were used to determine
and support the rdiability and vaidity of our insrument.

Future improvements of this tool might be focused on trying to reduce its length. One way
to do s0 could be to investigate more precisaly the correlation discovered between the trust

and the solidarity variables, eventualy enabling usto get ride of one of these.
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V1.3 Sgnificance and contribution of the sudy

Knowledge Management is reatively new but it has dready demonstrated benefits for
pioneer organizations that adopted it. Many organizations from different sectors are
currently attracted by such initiatives but are worried about making the right decisions
concerning the type of technologies and practices to launch and to focus on. Moreover the
organizationa culture factor has been demonsirated to be one of the main barriersto
successful KM implementation. Very few studies have been conducted showing the redl
impact of organizationa culture on the choice and on the success of KM practices.

The present study offersinsight into the development of atested, reliable and vaid survey
ingrument that can be beneficia to companiesin order to assess their culture. Based on the
result, we provide some guidance as to what type of KM strategy they should focusonin
order to increase their chance of success. Though limited in terms of sample size and
condruction, this study has the potentia to assst other researchersin refining and
modifying such gpproaches to maximize knowledge and ingght in thisfidd that is il

deficient in theory, tools, models and frameworks.

V1.4 Recommendationsand limitations

Severd recommendations for additional research emerge naturaly from the present study.
The present study was limited in terms of sample size, the pseudo random sample choice
and the industry type. The main types of organizations that participated were large
organizetions, principdly in the consulting and IT - telecommunication field aswell asin

the Federa Government. They were mainly service-oriented, offering both standardized and

customized products/services. More than haf of the respondents were managers and
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executives from companies located in the US with a concentration in the Washington DC
area. This may have led to results that do not necessaxily reflect the status of dl the
business sectors.

Moreover, due to the rdatively smal size of our sample and the unbaanced partition of the
culture they belonged, to we could not atisticaly test dl our hypotheses. Additional data
collection will be required in order to increase the validity of our results. Investigations
should be made in order to try to reduce the length of the questionnaire while keeping its
leve of vdidity and reliability. The high correation factor between the trust and solidarity
variables discovered during this research might reduce the need for using these two
variables due to the fact that they measure Smilar dimensions. Further research must be
conducted in this direction or in trying to find what other cultura factors might affect the
behaviors rdaed to sharing knowledge. Findly, employing smilar survey types and
comparing the results would be valuable in gaining even more insght about the impact of

culture on KM dtrategy choice.

V1.5 Conduson

The purpose of this research was to explore possible relationships between the successful
implementation of knowledge management initiatives and specific organizationd cultura
orientations and atributes. We developed a survey tool that could help companiesto select a
KM initiative type (codification versus persondization) based on their culture (leve of
organizationd trust and solidarity).

Organizationd culture is a complex and sometimes fuzzy and ambiguous dimension.

Knowledge Management is ayoung discipline that is now largely considered by
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organizations but it il lacks theory, tools and frameworks to rely on. When we decided to
try to combine and assess culture and KM success using an empiricad method, we were not
sure that our research hypotheses were going to be verified. It was arisky chalenge and
when our data anaysis revedled some patterns converging on our hypothesis it was quite a
relief and asatisfaction!

The results of this research do not offer amagic solution to overcome problems posed by
organizationd culture barrier in implementing KM initiatives. But, based on aliterature
review and on an empirica study, patternsin KM implementation aternatives have been

discovered that will reved some that are worthy of more research.
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nivergty

WASHINGTON DC
December 20, 2000

Re: Dissertation Research on Knowledge Management

Dear Respondent:

Thank you for taking the time out of your busy life to respond to the attached questionnaire.
Our test runs support that it can be completed in 20 to 30 minutes. An online version is also
available at http://www.csis.american.edu/kmsurvey

The purpose of this research is to identify if a relationship exist between organizational
culture and the type of Knowledge Management (KM) initiative launched by organizations.
The contribution of this study will help companies or companies’ units seeking to launch a
KM initiative to choose what KM initiative to implement based on their culture in order to
maximize their chance of success.

This research is conducted under the supervision of Dr. Michael Stankosky, a leading

professor in the area of Knowledge Management of the Engineering Management and
Systems Engineering department of the George Washington University.

Once again, thank you for your participation. Your answers are of the greatest importance to
the success of this study.

With appreciation,

Vincent Ribiére
Doctoral candidate in Knowledge Management
(202).885.1488 ribiere@american.edu

Directions:

This survey asks for your opinion about culture within your organization and within your
organization unit as well as the type of knowledge management initiatives initiated.

Because it asks for your judgment, there are no right or wrong answers.

Sometimes people are tempted to answer survey questions in the way they think is
expected. Please respond based on your own judgment, regardless of what you think
others expect or what is socially acceptable. Your responses will be held in strict confidence:
we guarantee complete anonymity.
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A/ Respondent & Organization profile

1. Company, Agency and DiVISION & ... e e e e e

2. NaME (OPtONAL): ..ttt e e e e et e

3. JOD THHle RaANK: e e e e e e e

4. Position Level: _ Executive __ Manager/Director ___ Technical Staff ___ Support Staff
___Other, please SpecCify: .........ciiiiiii

5. Industry type:

___Manufacturing & Process Industries ___IT / Telecommunications ___ Consulting
__Financial/Banking/Accounting __Healthcare/Pharmaceutical __Software Develop.

___Federal Government (including military) __ Constructions/ Architecture/ Engineering

___Education ___Other - Please specCify: .......c.cccoviiiiiii i,
6. Main business orientation: _ Services and/or ___ Products
7. Doesthecompany offer _ Standardized and/or __ Customized products/service?
8. Doesthecompany havea ___ Innovative and/or __ Mature product/service?
9. Annual Business by Revenues: _ (<$25M) __ ($25-250M) _ (>$250M)

10.Total full-time workforce? _ <100 people _ 100-999 _ 1,000-10,000 __ >10,000

11.Has your company recently (past 2 years) been part of a Merger or Acquisition?
Yes _ No __ Don’'t Know

12.Has your company recently (past 2 years) gone through downsizing?

__Yes __ No __ Don’t Know
13.Does your enterprise have a KM Program/System? __Yes __No __ Don'tKnow
14. Does your enterprise have a Chief Knowledge Officer? __Yes _ No __ Don’t Know

If you want to receive a copy of the overall survey results once the research has been completed, please

mention your email address:
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B/ Organizational Culture

In the next sections numbers will be used in order to represent your judgment:

Strongly agree - Agree - Neither agree nor disagree - Disagree - Strongly disagree
2 . 1 : 0 : -1 : -2

This part of the survey asks for your opinion about culture within your organization and within
your organizational “unit”.

1. Throughout this survey, as “unit” | will be responding on behalf of:

___One division (Please specify the number of employees:..............ccoviiiiiiiiiieiiiece e, )
___One department (Please specify the number of employees:...............ccovviiiiiiiiiinieennnn, )
___One branch (Please specify the number of employees:..........ccccoiiiiiiiiiiiiii i, )
___Other (Please specify as well as number of employees: .............cooviieiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e, )

2. The group that | am assessing knows its business objectives clearly’?

Organizational wide: 2-1-0- -1- -2

In my unit: 2-1-0- -1- -2
3. People follow clear guidelines and instructions about work

Organizational wide: 2-1-0- -1- -2

In my unit: 2-1-0- -1- -2
4. Poor performance is dealt with quickly and firmly

Organizational wide: 2-1-0- -1- -2

In my unit: 2-1-0- -1- -2
5. The group really wants to succeed

Organizational wide: 2-1-0- -1- -2

In my unit; 2-1-0- -1- -2

6. When opportunities for competitive advantage arise people move decisively to
capitalize on them

Organizational wide: 2-1-0- -1- -2

In my unit: 2-1-0- -1- -2
/. Strategic goals are shared

Organizational wide: 2-1-0- -1- -2

In my unit: 2-1-0- -1- -2
8. Reward and punishment are clear

Organizational wide: 2-1-0- -1- -2

In my unit: 2-1-0- -1- -2

! Questions #2 to #12 were adapted from Goffee and Jones' questionnaire (1998) The character of a corporation.
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9. The group is determined to beat clearly defined competitors

Organizational wide: 2-1-0- -1- -2

In my unit: 2-1-0- -1- -2
10.Hitting business goals (i,e., targets) is the single most important thing

Organizational wide: 2-1-0- -1- -2

In my unit: 2-1-0- -1- -2
11.Projects that are started are usually completed

Organizational wide: 2-1-0- -1- -2

In my unit: 2-1-0- -1- -2
12.1tis clear where one person’s job ends and another person’s begins

Organizational wide: 2-1-0- -1- -2

In my unit: 2-1-0- -1- -2
13.People “defend/protect” each other’s work

Organizational wide: 2-1-0- -1- -2

In my unit; 2-1-0- -1- -2

14.My immediate supervisor keeps me informed about what is going on?.
2-1-0- -1- -2

15.My immediate supervisor does not try to control my work activities.
2-1-0- -1- -2

16.1influence my supervisor’s decisions as much as my supervisor influences mine.
2-1-0- -1- -2

17.My supervisor clarifies what we can mutually expect of each other.
2-1-0- -1- -2

18.My supervisor lives up to my expectations of him/her.
2-1-0- -1- -2

19.Workers in my basic organizational unit share information about what is going on.
2-1- 0. 1. -2

20.My coworkers take the initiative to solve problems sometimes ignoring rules to do so.
2-1- 0. 1. -2

21.My coworkers and Il influence one another equally.
2-1- 0. -1- -2

22.My coworkers openly discuss what they need of one another.
2-1- 0. -1- -2

2 Questions #14 to #39 are based on the questionnaire devel oped by Guy De Furia. Interpersonal Trust surveys (1997).
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23.My coworkers live up to my expectations of them.
2-1- 0. 1. -2

24.Upper management keeps everyone in the organization informed about what’s
happening. 2-1-0- -1- -2

25.Upper management encourages workers to take action even when there are no rules
to follow. 2-1-0- -1- -2

26.Workers influence upper management in things such as goals, policies, and
decisions. 2-1-0- -1- -2

27.There are policies and/or procedures for workers and upper management to clarify
their mutual expectations of one another.
2-1-0- -1- -2

28.Upper management lives up to its responsibilities to the workers.
2-1- 0. 1. -2

29.The sharing of information across organizational units is open and easy.
2-1- 0. 1. -2

30.Workers can get what they need from other organizational units without being
discouraged or hampered by rules or procedures.
2-1- 0. -1.- -2

31.Mechanisms exist whereby basic organizational units influence one another equally in
arriving at decisions that impact the units.
2-1-0- -1- -2

32.Basic organizational units clarify or coordinate what each expects of the other(s).
2-1-0- -1- -2

33.Basic organizational units meet their responsibilities to other basic organizational
units. 2-1-0- -1- -2

34.ltis agoal of the organization for all employees to be as open in sharing information
as possible. 2-1-0- -1- -2

35.The organization encourages workers to make their own decisions.
2-1- 0. 1. -2

36.The organization encourages workers to influence managers.
2-1-0- 1. -2

37.The organization encourages workers to participate in the establishment of their goals
and performance objectives. 2-1-0- -1- -2
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38.Within the organization, everyone is held responsible for his/her performance and
behavior. 2-1-0- -1- -2

39. In your unit people share ideas and information
___with no immediate expectation of return, or eventually, but just not right away
___but reciprocity is negotiated with expectation of return.
___with no expectations of return; they share because it's good for the company
___no, they just try to get help without giving anything in return.

40.0rganizational wide people share ideas and information
___with no immediate expectation of return, or eventually, but just not right away
___butreciprocity is negotiated with expectation of return.
___with no expectations of return; they share because it's good for the company
___no, they just try to get help without giving anything in return.

C/ Knowledge Management Initiatives

1. Does your organization have an overall Knowledge Management strategy?

Yes _ No __ Don'tknow

2. Select the stage of development of the KM initiative in your unit & in your Organization
(Just check one in each column)
Organization Your Unit

KM program in place

Currently setting up such a program
Examining need for such a program
No program / not considering one

Considered and decided against

3. Thinking about the technology that your organization & unit have in place for

managing information, would you describeitas ... ?
(Just check one in each column)
Organization |Your Unit

Something which has just grown up over time
A specially designed KM system
A little bit of both
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4. Technology/Practices: Please indicate which type of technology support tools/processes

exist in your organization and in your unit pertaining to KM programs/systems, and your
sense of : MOST (2) used, LEAST (-2) used, Doesn’t Exist (DNE), or Don’t Know (DK).

Leve 21 |(0f-1]| -2 DNE | DK
Corporate IntraNet - Extranet Organiz.
Unit
Database Management System (Oracle, Informix, etc) 8;?:“'2-
Multimedia Repositories 8;]??1&.
Messaging or Email 8:]??11 z
Decision Support Systems (Executive Information; Expert Organiz.
Systems) Unit
Data Warehouses - Data Marts 8:]??”' z
Web-based Training SL??Wi z
Search engines - Intelligent Agents - Information retrieval Organiz.
systems Unit
Help-desk applications Orﬁ_?m'z-
Unit
Document Management Systems 8;??’“ z
Data Mining tools - Knowledge discovery tools qutm' ~
ni
K nowledge-mapping tools SLQ?Wi z
|
Groupware (as a collaborative tool not as an Email tool, eg, Organiz.
L otus Notes) Onit
Online chat Organiz.
Unit
Teleconferencing (shared applications, whiteboards) 8;?:“' z
Videoconferencing (using audio and/or video) Srgtani Z
ni
Desktop computer conferencing 8:]??“ =
Communities of practice (interests in the same topic, field) Srg_’ta”' z
ni
Communities of purpose (common interest in a project/task) 8:]%&“'2
Mentoring / Tutoring Organiz.
Unit
i Organiz.
Story telli
Y " Unit
Best practices repository 8:]9?1|z.
|
Corporate Y ellow pages - Directory of expertises - Who's who 8:]?5”2-
Other (Please specify): .... Sagtmi z
|

& 2001 by Vincent M. Ribiére 142




5. When you look for problem-solving information are you more likely to first:
(check only one)
___ Contact a coworker ___Look in the corporate repository

___Use outside sources (e.g., Internet) ___Other (please specify):..............

Why? (check all that apply)
__Faster __ More accurate __ Highertrust __ More detailed

___Easier ___Other (please SPeCify): .....ueueeuiieiereree e e eeeeeneenaeeens

6. When solving problems, employees rely more on knowledge that is: (use %e.g., 20%, 80%)

____ % explicit (codified/documented) % tacit (in people’s mind) (total must be =100%)

7. Does your company formally reward knowledge sharing? __Yes _ No __ Don’t Know

IfYes how? ___Compensation __ Awards __ Other (specify): ......c.oceveiiiiiiiniennns

D/ KM initiative success indicators

Strongly agree - Agree - Neither agree nor disagree - Disagree - Strongly disagree
2 . 1 : 0 . -1 . -2

1. I have noticed a significant growth in the volume of knowledge available since the KM
initiative has been launched (number of documents available)?.
Organizational wide: 2-1-0- -1- -2
In my unit: 2-1-0- -1- -2

2. I have noticed a significant growth in the usage of knowledge available since the KM
initiative has been launched (accesses to repositories and number of participants for
discussion-oriented projects)

Organizational wide: 2-1-0- -1- -2
In my unit; 2-1-0- -1- -2

3. I believe that the project would survive without the support of a particular individual or
two
Organizational wide: 2-1-0- -1- -2
In my unit: 2-1-0- -1- -2

4. | believe that resources (e.g., people, money) attached to KM initiatives are going to
grow?
Organizational wide: 2-1-0- -1- -2
In my unit: 2-1-0- -1- -2

3 Questions #1 to #4 are based on Davenport’s (et al.) successful KM projects article. Sloan Management review Winter 1998
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5. KM Benefits expected and achieved (circle)

To a very high extent - To a high extent - To some extent- To a little extent - To a very little extent

2 . 1
Benefits

Better decision making

Better customer handling

Faster response to key business
issues

Improved employee skills
Improved productivity
Increased profits
Increased innovation
Sharing best practice
Reduced costs

New ways of working

Increased market share

Create additional business
opportunities

Improved new product development
Staff attraction / retention

Increased share price

Other: ..o

Other: ..o

0

Level

Organization
In my unit
Organization
In my unit:
Organization
In my unit:
Organization
In my unit:
Organization
In my unit:
Organization
In my unit:
Organization
In my unit:
Organization
In my unit:
Organization
In my unit:
Organization
In my unit:
Organization
In my unit:
Organization
In my unit:
Organization
In my unit:
Organization
In my unit:
Organization
In my unit:
Organization
In my unit:
Organization
In my unit:

-1

Expected

Yes / No
Yes / No
Yes/ No
Yes/ No
Yes / No
Yes/No
Yes/ No
Yes / No
Yes/No
Yes / No
Yes / No
Yes/ No
Yes / No
Yes / No
Yes/No
Yes/ No
Yes / No
Yes/No
Yes/ No
Yes / No
Yes/No
Yes / No
Yes / No
Yes/ No
Yes / No
Yes / No
Yes/ No
Yes/ No
Yes / No
Yes/No
Yes/ No
Yes / No
Yes/No
Yes / No

N DNDDNDNDNDNDNDNDNDNDDNDDNDNDNDNNDNDNNDNDNNDNDNDDNMDNMNDNDNDDNMNDNDNDNDDNDNDNDNDNMNDNDNDNDNDNMDNNMNDNDNDNDDNDDND

-2

Achieved

P PR R PRPRPRRPRRPRPRRRPRPRRPRPRRPRPRRPRRPRPRPRRPRPRRPRPRRPRERRRESR

o

O O O O OO0 O OO 0O OO0 OO0 OO0 OO0 O0ODO0OO0OOoOO0oOOoOOoOOoo oo

# Question based on the KPMG KM Research Report 2000
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6. If some benefits failed to materialize, what do you think the main causes are?
(Check all that apply)

___Lack of time ___Lack of solidarity

___ System too complicated ___Lack of training

__Lack of trust __Technical problems

___Users could not see personal benefits ___Senior management was not behind it

___Lack of user uptake due to insufficient communication
___Every day use did not integrate into normal working practice
___Organizational culture not appropriate

___Other (please SPeCify) .......c.uie i e
___Other (please SPeCify) ......ocuuviiiiie i

7. Overall how would you describe your KM initiative

Organizational wide: __Very successful __Successful __ Neither Successful nor unsuccessful
__ Unsuccessful __ Failure

In my unit: ___Very successful ___Successful ___ Neither Successful nor unsuccessful
___Unsuccessful ___Failure

Thank you very much for your time and effort

Feel free to add any comments

Please Fax to Vincent Ribiére or Mail to: Vincent Ribiere
Fax: 202.885.1479 5401 Westbard Av, Apt #306
Phone: 202.885.1488 ribiere@american.edu Bethesda, MD 20816
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Company | D|Score Solidarity Organization|Score Trust Organization
1 31 48
5 28 34
8 49 54
9 53 66
10 49 65
11 29 39
12 31 44
14 22 39
15 37 39
16 28 48
17 58 73
18 44 42
19 43 48
20 43 47
24 40 36
25 50 57
26 43 35
27 44 58
29 37 46
30 36 48
31 48 54
33 32 50
34 49 57
40 44 52
41 55 73
42 32 42
43 43 62
46 38 49
49 43 55
51 53 73
53 45 53
58 46 61
62 47 45
69 56 63
70 54 64
72 48 63
73 42 66
74 39 44
75 49 68
77 40 46
83 53 57
85 40 47
87 51 61
88 42 62
89 20 37
91 41 47
94 48 62
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Company 1D Score Solidarity Unit Score Trust Unit
1 33 37
2 51 41
9 52 41
10 48 44
12 33 35
13 36 40
14 44 31
16 34 29
17 58 44
19 47 49
20 43 31
24 40 32
25 47 31
26 52 48
27 52 37
29 33 21
30 51 40
31 46 37
34 53 41
42 33 32
43 43 41
44 33 42
45 36 32
46 51 40
49 44 40
51 54 49
53 45 35
58 48 40
62 46 40
63 28 37
65 40 41
66 54 42
69 54 40
70 56 42
71 48 38
73 48 48
74 46 34
79 40 37
80 54 49
83 55 44
84 35 31
87 51 44
88 42 46
89 55 47
91 42 36
94 51 43
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Company ID | Culture Organization | Codification focus | Success score
27 Communal 58.89% 0.50
87 Communal 53.85% 0.59
91 Communal 56.25% 0.64
29 Communal 75.86% 0.53
49 Communal 57.33% 0.60
70 Communal 49.48% 1.00
72 Communal 44.12% 0.53
77 Communal 48.81% 0.25
83 Communal 54.12% 0.62
88 Communal 52.56% 0.50

Communal 53.85% 0.36

Communal 76.19% 0.56
17 Communal 52.38% 0.69
40 Communal 38.89% 0.52
41 Communal 57.95% 0.84
43 Communal 50.00% 0.61
46 Communal 53.97% 0.46
51 Communal 51.02% 0.79
53 Communal 58.82% 0.75
58 Communal 46.51% 0.29
73 Communal 44.62% 0.59
75 Communal 58.06% 0.92
85 Communal 40.74% 0.56
94 Communal 54.93% 0.69
31 Communal 55.42% 0.25
34 Communal 57.32% 0.81
69 Communal 41.07% 0.76
10 Communal 54.88% 0.72
62 Communal 35.94% 0.50
20 Communal 54.95% 0.64
19 Communal 47.22% 0.64
30 Communal 50.51% 0.55
25 Communal 58.93% 0.68
11 Fragmented 56.82% 0.09
5 Fragmented 54.93% 0.26
12 Fragmented 61.11% 0.27
14 Fragmented 76.36% 0.37
42 Fragmented 52.63% 0.15
89 Fragmented 27.27% 0.59
18 Mercenary 53.49% 0.31
26 Mercenary 52.70% 0.50
15 Mercenary 50.00% 0.56
24 Mercenary 67.92% 0.78
74 Mercenary 55.88% 0.63
16 Networked 57.35% 0.37
33 Networked 53.06% 0.29
1 Networked 54.55% 0.44
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Company ID Culture Unit Codification focus | Success score
26 Communal 49.37% 0.56
27 Communal 54.22% 0.43
87 Communal 50.00% 0.54
91 Communal 52.04% 0.58
24 Communal 66.67% 0.68
30 Communal 50.51% 0.53
49 Communal 60.00% 0.54
70 Communal 58.42% 0.94
83 Communal 50.00% 0.57
88 Communal 46.43% 0.50

9 Communal 76.19% 0.50
17 Communal 25.00% 0.63
25 Communal 67.65% 0.41
43 Communal 50.00% 0.57
46 Communal 53.97% 0.32
51 Communal 51.02% 0.69
53 Communal 58.82% 0.75
58 Communal 51.55% 0.25
65 Communal 52.00% 0.75
66 Communal 63.33% 0.52
71 Communal 55.91% 0.84
73 Communal 48.68% 0.78
74 Communal 51.40% 0.63
94 Communal 58.95% 0.69
31 Communal 56.82% 0.63
34 Communal 48.81% 0.77
69 Communal 50.00% 0.71
80 Communal 52.63% 0.88
10 Communal 54.88% 0.63
13 Communal 67.65% 0.42
14 Communal 76.36% 0.44
20 Communal 54.95% 0.58
62 Communal 45.61% 0.50
79 Communal 54.55% 0.56
89 Communal 51.79% 0.54
2 Communal 32.14% 0.64
45 Communal 55.81% 0.50
19 Communal 45.45% 0.69
29 Fragmented 75.86% 0.43
16 Fragmented 60.61% 0.34
42 Networked 41.03% 0.27
84 Networked 57.14% 0.51
12 Networked 61.11% 0.27
44 Networked 43.75% 0.64
63 Networked 46.24% 0.27
1 Networked 54.17% 0.29

150

Codification focus score and
Success score obtained by 46
companies for their unit wide
KM initiative



Bibliography

APQC. 2000. Sages of implementation: A guide for your journey to Knowledge
Management Best Practices, APQC's Passport to Success Series.

Badanza, Carolyn, and Michadl A. Stankosky. 1999. Knowledge Management: An
evolutionary architecture toward enterprise engineering. Paper read at International
Council on Systems Engineering (INCOSE), Mid-Atlantic regiona conference,
September, 15.

Barth, Steve. 2000. KM Horror Stories. Knowledge Management Magazine, October, 37-40.

Beckman, Thomas. 1997. A methodology for knowledge management. Paper read at
International Association of Science and Technology for Development (IASTED) Al
and software Computing Conference, a Banff, Canada.

Bixler, Charles H. 2000. Creating a Dynamic Knowledge Management Maturity Continuum
for Increased Enterprise Performance and Innovation. Doctord dissertation,
Engineering Management and Systems Engineering, The George Washington
Univergity, Washington, DC.

Blake, Robert R., and Jane S. Mouton. 1969. Building a Dynamic Cor poration Throught
Grid Organizational Development: Addison-Wedey.
. 1985. The Managerial Grid I11: Gulf Publishing Company.

Brockett, Patrick, and Arnold Levine. 1984. Satistics & Probability & Their Applications:
Saunders College Publishing.

Butler, JK. 1983. Reciprocity of trust between professionas and secretaries. Psycological
Reports53 (2):411-416.

Calabrese, Francesco. 2000. A suggested framework of key eements defining effective
enterprise knowledge management programs. Doctora dissertation, Engineering
Management and Systems Engineering, The George Washington University,
Washington, DC.

Cdawdl, David F., Jennifer Chatman, and Charles A. 111 O'Reilly. 1990. Building
organizationa commitment: A multifirm study. Journal of Occupational Psychology
63:245-261.

Cddwdl, David F., and Charles A. I1l O'Rellly. 1990. Measuring Person-Job Fit with a
Profile- Comparison Process. Journal of Applied Psychology 76 (6):648-657.

151



Cameron, Kim S,, and Robert E. Quinn. 1999. Diagnosing and Changing Organi zational
Culture, OD Sries: Addison-Wedey.

Carnevae, D.G., and B. Wechder. 1992. Trust in the public sector. Administration and
Society 23:471-494.

Chatman, Jennifer A. 1989. Improving Interactiona Organizational Research: A Mode of
Person-Organization Fit. Academy of Management Review 14 (3):333-349.

Ciancutti, Arky, and Thomas L. Steding. 2000. Built on Trust. Gaining Competitive
Advantage in Any Organization: Contemporary Books.

Cohen, Don, and Laurence Prusak. 2001. In Good Company. How Social Capital Makes
Organizations Work: Harvard Business School Press.

Cook, John, and Toby Wall. 1980. New work attitude measures of trust, organizationd
commitment and persona need non-fulfilment. Journal of Occupational Psychology
53:39-52.

Corporate Executive Board. 2000. Knowledge-Management Intranets - Basic Principles of
Information Architecture: Working Council for Chief Information Officers-
Executive inquiry.

Creative Research Systems. 2001. Sample Size Calculator [Web site] 2001 [cited 2001].
Avallable from http://Mww.surveysystem.com/resource.htm.

Cross, Rob, and Lloyd Baird. 2000. Technology is not enough: Improving performance by
building organizationd memory. Soan Management Review:69-78.

Culbert, S. A., and J. J. McDonough. 1986. The palitics of trust and organizationa
empowerment. Public Administartion Quaterly 10:171-188.

Cummings, L. L., and Philip Bromiley. 1996. The Organizationd Trust Inventory (OTI). In
Trust in Organizations; Frontiers of Theory and Research, edited by R. M. Kramer
and T. R. Tyler. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Czga, Ronadd, and Johnny Blair. 1996. Designing Surveys. A Guide to Decisions and
Procedures. Thousand Oak, CA: Pine Forge Press.

Ddey, Dennis M., and Michadl L. Vasu. 1998. Fogtering Organizationd Trust in North
Caalina. The Pivotad Role of Administartors and Political Leaders. Administration
and Society 30 (1):62-84.

Davenport, Thomas, David W De Long, and Beers Michael C. 1998. Successful Knowledge
Management Projects. Soan Management Review:43-57.

152



Davenport, Thomas, and Laurence Prusak. 1998. Working Knowledge. How organizations
manage what they know. Harvard Business School Press.

De Furia, Guy L. 1996. A Behaviora Modd of Interpersona Trust. Doctoral dissertation,
. John's University, Springfid, LA.
. 1997. Facilitator's guide to the interpersonal trust surveys: Pfeffer & Co.

Denning, Stephen. What is knowl edge management? World Bank 1998 [cited. Available
from http://mww.worldbank.org/ksindex.html or.

Despres, Charles, and Danidle Chauve. 1999. A Thematic Anadlysis of The Thinking in
Knowledge Management. Unpublished, Theseus International Management Institute
Sophia Antipolis, France.

Duffy, Jan. 2000. Knowledge management: To be or not to be? |nformation Management
Journal:64-67.

Dyer, Greg. 2000. KM Crosses the Chasm: IDC State of the Market Survey. Knowledge
Management, March, 50-54.

Erdos, Paul L. 1983. Professional Mail Surveys. Madabar, Florida: Robert E. Krieger
Publishing Company.

Fiedler, Fred E. 1967. A Theory of Leader ship Effectiveness. New-Y ork: McGraw-Hill.

Fink, Arlene. 1995. How to ask survey questions. Vol. 2, The Survey Kit: Sage Publications.
. 1995. How to design surveys. Val. 5, Survey Kit: Sage Publications.

Gay, Lorraine R.;Diehl, P. L. 1991. Research methods for business & management:
MacMuillan.

Goffee, Rob, and Gareth Jones. 1996. What holds the modern company together? Harvard
Business Review:133-148.

. 1998. The Character of a corporation. How your company's culture can make or
break your business. HarperBusiness.

Gouldner, Alvin W. 1960. The Norm of Reciprocity: A Priliminary Statement. American
Sociological Review 25 (2):161-178.

Griffin, K. 1967. The contribution of studies of source credibility to atheory of
interpersond trust in the communication process. Psycological Bulletin 68:104-120.

Hansen, Morten T., Nitin Nohria, and Thomas Tierney. 1999. What's your strategy for
managing knowledge? Harvard Business Review:106-116.

153



Harper, George H. 2000. Assessing Information Technology Success as a Function of
Organizationd Culture, Indudtrid and Systems Engineering and Engineering
Management, Universty of Alabama, Huntsville, Alabama,

Harper, George H., and Dawn Utley. 1999. Assessing Organization Culture as a Function of
Information Technology Success. Paper read at American Society for Engineering
Management (ASEM), October 21-23, at Virginia Beach, VA.

Harris, Kathy. 1999. Knowledge Management: Moving from academic concepts to
fundamental business practices. Stamford, Conn.: GardnerGroup.

HBR Forum 1999., [cited March-April 1999]. Available from http:/Aww.hbr.org/forum.

Hersey, Paul, and Kenneth Blanchard. 1974. So you want to know your leadership style?
Training and Development journal (February):22-32.

Hibbard, J. 1997. Knowing what we know. Infor mation week, October 20.

Hope, Jeremy, and Robin Fraser. 1997. Beyond Budgeting... Bresking Through the Barrier
to the Third Wave. Management Accounting.

Hope, Jeremy, and Tony Hope. 1997. Competing in the third wave: The ten key issues of the
information age: Harvard Business School Press.

House, Robert. 1971. A Path-Goa Theory of Leadership Effectiveness. Administrative
Science Quaterly 16 (September):321-338.

Know-Net. The approach [Web ste] 2000 [cited. Available from http:/Amww.know-net.org.
KPMG Consulting. 2000. Knowledge Management Research Report.

Lewis, Jordan D. 1999. Trusted Partners. How Companies Build Mutual Trust and Win
Together. New York: The Free Press.

Litwin, Mark S. 1995. How to measure survey reliability and validity, Survey Kit: SAGE
publications.

Luhmann, N. 1979. Trust and Power. New Y ork: John Wiley.

Malinowski, Bronidaw. 1932. Crime and Custom in Savage Society. London: Paul, Trench,
Trubner.

Malak, L. A., and H. A. Kursgtedt, J. 1994. Examining the Relationship Between Culture

and Performance Through Culture Gap Andysis. Paper read at ASEE Annua
Conference.

154



Matthai, J. M. 1989. Employee perceptions of trugt, satisfaction, and commitment as
predictors of turnover intentions in amental hedlth setting,. Doctord dissertation,
Peabody College, Vanderbilt University.

McDermott, Richard. 2000. Critical success factorsin building communities of practice.
Knowledge Management Review 3 (2):5.

McDermott, Richard, and Carla O’ Déll. Overcoming the ‘ Cultural Barriers to Sharing
Knowledge. APQC Web page 2000 [cited. Available from
http://www.apqc.org/freglarticleskm0200/index.htm.

McKnight, Harrison D., and Norman L. Chervany. 2000. What is Trus? A Conceptud
Anaysisand an Inderdisciplinary Model. Paper read at Americas Conference on
Information Systems (AMCIS), August 10-13, at Long Beach Cdifornia.

Mondy, Wayne R., and Shane R. Premeaux. 1993. Management: Concepts, Practices and
ills: Allyn & Bacon.

Moore, Geoffrey A. 2000. Living on the Fault Line. Managing for Shareholder Valuein the
Age of the Internet: Harper Business.

Morris, R. M. 111. 1992. Effective Organizationa Cultureis Key to a Company's Long-Term
Success. Industrial Management 34 (2).

Morse, Richard. 2000. Knowledge Management Systems. Using technology to enhance
organizationa learning. Paper read a Challenges of Information Technology
Management in the 21st Century, May 21-24, at Anchorage, Alaska, USA.

Mowday, Richard D., Richard M. Steers, and Lyman W. Porter. 1979. The Measurement of
Organizationd Commitment. Journal of Vocational Behavior 14 (2):224-247.

Murray, A., Allison J,, Greene A., and Hekimian. 2000. KM Conceptua Framework and
Research Road Map: Enterprise Knowledge Management Group, Incorporated.

Narins, Pamela. 2001. How to determine appropriate survey sample size [Web Site - Online
Article]. SPSS Keywords Archives - Issue 54 1995 [cited 2001].

Natargjan, Ganesh, and Sandhya Shekhar. 2000. Knowl edge management: Enabling
Business growth. New Ddhi: Tata McGraw-Hill.

Newing, Rod. 1999. From the ancient Greeks to modern databases. Culture and origins. The
Financial TImes, April 28.

Newman, Brian, and Kurt K. Conrad. 1999. A framework for charactering knowledge

management methods, practices, and technologies. Paper read at Choosing
Knowledge Management Technology Panel, Februray, at Santa Clara, CA.

155



Nonaka, Ikujiro, and Hirotaka Takeuchi. 1995. The Knowledge Creating Company: Oxford
Universty Press.

Nyhan, Ronad C. 1999. Increasing Affective Organizationd Commitment in Public
Organizations. The Key Role of Interpersona Trust. Review of Public Personnel
Administration:58-70.

Nyhan, Ronald C., and Herbert A. Jr. Marlowe. 1997. Devel opment and Psychometric
Properties of the Organizationd Trust Inventory. Evaluation Review 21 (5):614-635.

ORelly, Charles A. 111, and Jennifer Chatman. 1986. Organizationd Commitment and
Psychologicd Attachment: The Effects of Compliance, Identification, and
Interndization on Prosocia Behavior. Journal of Applied Psychology 71 (3):492-
499.

ORellly, Charles A. 111, Jennifer Chatman, and David F. Caldwell. 1991. People and
Organizationa Culture: A Profile Comparison Approach to Assessing Persornt
Organization Fit. Academy of Management Journal 34 (3):487-516.

Ott, Steven J. 1989. Organizational Culture and Perspective Homewood, IL: Richard D.
Irwin Co.

Ouchi, William. 1981. Theory Z: How American Business Can Meet the Japanese
Challenge: Addison Wedey.

Peters, Thomas J., and Robert H Waterman. 1982. In Search of Excellence: Lessons from
America's Best Run Companies. New Y ork: Haper & Row.

Pettrash, G. 1996. Managing knowledge assets for value. Paper read at Knowledge-Based
L eadership Conference, October, at Boston.

Reigle, Ronda, and J. D. Westbrook. 2000. Organizational Culture Assessment. Paper read
a National Conference of the American Society for Engineering Management,
Octobre, at Washington, DC.

Rogers, Robert W, and B. Jean Ferketish. 1993. Vaue-Driven Change Process. Executive
Excellence.

Rotter, J. 1971. Generalized expectancies for interpersona trust. American Psychologist.
American Psychologist 26:443-452.

Rousseau, D. 1990. Quantitative assessment of organizationd culture: The case for multiple

measures. In Frontiersin industrial and organizational psychology, edited by B.
Schneider. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

156



Sdant, Priscilla, and Don A. Dillman. 1994. How to Conduct Your Own Survey. New Y ork:
John Wiley & Sons.

Santos, J. Reynaldo A. Cronbach's Alpha: A Tool for Assessing the Reliability of Scales.
1999 [cited. Available from http://mww.joe.org/joe/1999april /tt3.html.

Schein, Edgar H. 1992. Oraganizational culture and leadership. second ed: Jossey-Bass.
. 1999. The corporate culture survival guide: Jossey-Bass.

Schneider, William E. 1994. The Reengineering Alternative. A plan for making your current
culture work: IRWIN.

Shaw, Nancy C, and Francis D. Tuggle. 2000. A mode of organizationd culture and its
effects upon the acceptance of knowledge management. Unpublished, School of
Management, George Mason University.

Semers, Richard, and Inc. Arc Partners. 2000. KM: What'sin it for your firm. American
Banker, February 11.

Skyrme, David J., and Debra M. Amidon. 2000. New measures of success. The Journal of
Business Srategy.64-67.

SPSS. What does Cronbach's Alpha Mean?, 2000 [cited. Available from
http://www.ats.ucla.edw/'stat/spss/fag/d phahtml.

Stankosky, Michael A. 2000. KM World Specid Millenium Issue: A Theoretica
Framework: KM World.

Tannenbaum, Robert, and Warren H. Schmidt. 1973. How to Choose a L eadership Pattern.
Harvard Business Review (May-June).

Tiwana, Amrit. 2000. The Knowledge Management Toolkit - Practical Techniques for
building a Knowledge Management System: Prentice Hall.

Trice, Harrison M., and Janice M. Beyer. 1993. The Culture of Work Organizations:
Prentice-Hall.

Trochim, Bill. Center for Social Research Methods [Web site] 2001 [cited. Availablefrom
http://trochim.human.corndl.edw/kb/sampnon.htm.

Tuggle, Francis D., and Nancy C Shaw. 2000. The effect of organizationa culture on the
implementation of knowledge management. Paper reed a Florida Artificid
Intelligence Research Symposum (FLAIRS), May, at Orlando, FL.

Vroom, V. H., and P.W. Y etton. 1974. Leader ship and Decision Making. Pittsourg, PA:
University of Rittsburg Press.

157



Westbrook, J. D. 1993. Organizational Culture and its Relationship to TQM. Industrial
Management (January/February).

Wick, Corey. 2000. Knowledge management and |eadership opportunities for technical
communicators. Technical Communications (Novembey).

Wiig, Karl. 1993. Knowledge Management foundations. Vol. 1,2 & 3. Texas. Schema Press.
. 1997. Knowledge management: Where did it come from and where will it go?
Expert Systems with applications - Pergamon Press/Elsevier 14 (Fall).

Wilson, Marc Burt. 1993. A New Method For Assessing Cook and Wall's Informa Theory
of organizationd Trust: A Coast Guard Sample. Doctora Dissertation, Engineering
management, The Goerge Washington University, Washington, DC.

Zack, Michad H., and Serino Michad. Knowledge Management and Collaboration
Technologies. 1998 [cited. Available from
http:/Avww.l otus.com/serviceslinditute.nsf/550137bfe37d25a18525653a005e8462/0
00021ca.

Zand, DaeE. 1997. The leadership Triad - Knowledge, Trust, and Power: Oxford
University Press.

158



