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ABSTRACT
The aim of this study is to establishwhetherknowledgemanagementmakesa positive
in
financial
institutions.
to
success
service
contribution perceptionsof organisational
In addressingthis aim, the study developsthe twin obj ectivesof identifying the critical
successfactors for knowledge managementand then establishing which of these
factorshasan impact on perceptionsof organisationalsuccess.
The researchadoptsa mixed methodsapproach. The design of the study is in three
distinct stages.The first is a thoroughreview of current literatureregardingthe critical
is
factors
for
Stage
knowledge
two
refinementand confirmation
success
management.
financial
leading
in
key
interviews
factors
to the
through
these
services
players
of
with
developmentof nine researchhypotheses,and the final stageis a large scale survey
(n7-191)testing these hypothesesin order to establishthe relationships betweenthe
critical successfactorsand perceptionsof organisational.success.
Key fmdings of this researchare that there is a significant differencein perceptionsof
knowledge
in
for
management
a
organisational success
organisations operating
environmentcomparedwith organisationsoperatingin a non-knowledgemanagement
environment. Furthermore, this researchhas also establishedthat the portfolio of
factors associatedwith perceptionsof organisationalsuccessare different for the two
for
Additionally,
the
success
organisations
of
predictors
groups of organisations.
knowledge
in
knowledge
sharingand
routine
are
managementenvironment
operating a
knowledge sharing based reward, whilst for organisations operating in a nonknowledge management environment; they are high trust climate and effective
information technology.
Thus, this researchmakesan importani contribution to knowledgemanagementtheory
by developing a unifying framework of critical success factors for knowledge
managementin financial service institutions. The practical implications of this study
meanthat managerscan focus on the factors that make most impact on perceptionsof
organisational success. The study highlights avenuesfor future researchincluding
more in-depth exploration of the critical successfactors as well as the impact of the
interrelationshipsof the factorson perceptionsof organisationalsuccess.
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Chapter I

Introduction

1.1 Introduction

and Background

Knowledge is a broad and abstractconceptwhich has dominatedphilosophical
debates for many decades, Recently though, due to the current economic
climate which is characterised by high levels of competition, increased
globalisation, new technology and changing client demands,organisationsare
having to turn to new ways of managing their assetsin order to improve
efficiency and effectiveness(Martensson,2000). This, coupledwith the rise in
servicesectorwork which is heavily reliant on knowledgeand expertiseinstead
of traditional 'products'(Hislop, 2005), has broughtthe importanceof managing
organisationalknowledgeto the fore.
Organisationshave therefore taken an interest in knowledge as a prime asset
and as a tool to maintain competitiveadvantage(Sveiby, 1997). This has led to
the growth of the knowledge management(KM) field, first popularisea by
Nonaka in the early 1990s.
However, KM is a very young discipline (Rubenstein-Montanoet al., 2001)
been
has
in
both
little
lack
The
academic and
agreed.
of
agreement,
where
definitions
definitions
knowledge,
from
stretches
circles,
actual
of
practitioner
of KM itself, approachesto KM as well as the componentsof KM activities
(Wilson, 2002a). The diffuse and relatively scatteredperspectivesand concepts
different
label
'KM'
KM
that
the
maný
approaches
mean
encompasses
of
(Scholl et al., 2004).
Early KM literature and initiatives tended to focus on the information
technology side of KM where the aim of KM programmeswas to collect and
store organisational knowledge onto centralised databases(Malhotra, 2000).
SecondgenerationKM however,cameto the realisationthat developmentof IT
systemsdoes not guaranteeKM successdue to the complexities involved in
sharing tacit knowledge (Huber, 2001, McDermott, 1999) and the multidimensionality of KM processes. Thus, KM initiatives becamemore focused
on softer elementsof KM such as the promotion of knowledge transfer, the
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effects of organisationalculture on KM, employee perceptionsand attitudes
towardsKM programmesand innovation as a desiredoutcomeof KM.
On a personal level, my experiencein the financial servicesindustry, which
discipline.
in
interest
KM
In this
fuelled
the
spannedover seven years,
my
implications
hand,
first
I
the
to
of poor
period,
was able
experience
knowledge
information,
knowledge
and expertise are
managementof
where
either consciouslywithheld or are unavailable to the right people at the right
time. This meant that tasks and processeseither took longer to complete or
implications
The
to
of this are
standard.
a sub-optimal
were completed
industry
financial
the
the
where
services
of
complex nature
multiplied given
knowledge
information
and
constantly changing regulations require efficient
fast
level
from
to
well
as
employees,as
transfer
seniormanagement operational
adaptationto new ways of working.
The financial services industry is regulated by the FSA (Financial Services
Authority) which is an independent body responsible for all financial
institutions in the UK. The FSA regularly issuesmany guidelines by which
financial institutions must abide. Furthermore,there are many EU directives
in
by
the
into
be
to
taken
operating
organisations
consideration
which need
financial servicessector (Jones,2003). Thus, financial service institutions are
dense
highly
by
and complex rules which are constantly updated and
guided
implications
for
KM
forms
the
This
of
researchenabling
a rich area
changed.
lack of management of knowledge on how organisations operate to be
recognized.
1.2 Justification for the Study
Other than a personalmotivation to understandthe implications of KM in the
financial servicesindustry, two main reasonsjustify the pursuit of this research.
Firstly, owing to the relative newnessof the KM field, there are many areasthat
needto be explored in greaterdepth. Although critical successfactors for KM
have been researched,the majority of studies in this area tend to look at the
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relationship between singular phenomena and KM (e.g. Bock and Kim, 2002,
Carter and Scarborough, 2001, Chou ef al., 2005, Gold et al., 2001, Hall and
Goody, 2007, Johannessen et al., 1999). This research however intends to
develop a unifying framework of critical success factors that impact on KM
programmes, thereby giving a more. comprehensive picture of the pertinent
issues in managing KM initiatives.

Furthermore,researchin the KM field has been characterisedby an abundance
of theoretical or practitioner basedcase-studiesand there has been a call for
more rigorous empirical researchin the area (Chauvel and Despres, 2002,
Scholl et al., 2004). Thus, this study will use rigorous and robust research
methodsand will utilise previously validatedquestionnairesin order to increase
*
the validity and reliability of findings. This will thereforemake an important
contribution to the understandingof the requirementsof KM in the financial
servicessector.
1.3 Aims and Objectives
Given the breadthof the KM field, it was important to focus this researchon a
specific area in order to be able to reach useful conclusions. Thus, the aim of
this researchis:
9 To establish whether KM

makes a positive contribution

to

perceptions of organisational success.

To meetthis aim, two specific researchobjectiveshavebeendeveloped
To identify the critical successfactors for KM programmes
This objective will establishthe factors that have an impact on KM programme
*

success. Previous studiesin the KM field have tendedto be purely theoretical
or practitioner based case-studieswhich lack rigorous empirical research
(Chauvel and Despres,2002). This objective will therefore seek to develop
a

4

unifying framework of critical successfactors based on previous literature,
views of key informants in the industry as well as responsesfrom a large scale
surveyto employeesin financial serviceinstitutions.

e

To establish which of these critical success factors has an impact on

perceptions of organisational success.
Once a comprehensiveview of factors critical to'KM successis developed,this
impact
has
factors
on perceptionsof
an
which
ofthese
objective will establish
is
it
informs
KM
literature
This
the
on
as
pertinent
success.
organisational
impact
factors
on perceptions of organisational
an
more
of
actually make
which

be
therefore
awardedmore managementattention.
successand should
1.4 Methodology

The choice of researchmethodologyadoptedfor this study was informed by the
deemed
A
most
the
was
mixed methods approach
research.
objectives of
impacting
factors
it
on
the
exploration and refinement of
suitable as allowed
KM successthrough one-to-one interviews which led to the developmentof
key
bias
This
hypotheses.
allowed
and
method reduced researcher
research
literature.
from
devloped
factors
the
field
in
to
the
the
validate
players
Confirmation of thesefactors was then establishedthrough the testing of these
hypothesesutilising a large scalesurvey.
Furthermore,previous studies in this field have tended to use this approach
(Chauvel and Despres,2002), and although this did not affect the choice of
methodology, it was viewed as beneficial to conform to the norms of the
discipline.

Following a review of key literature, the first phaseof primary data collection
was exploratory and inductive, aligned to the interpretivist paradigm. Semistructured interviews were used with key players in financial services
organisations who had KM programmes. Using latent content analysis,
5

responses from interviews were developed into themes enabling the
identification of the main factors that were viewed as critical to KM success.
This informed the developmentof the next stageof the research.
In the second phase of data collection, a questionnaire was developed
incorporating the variables identified from the extant literature and confirmed
from the interviews. In order to increasevalidity and reliability of the findings
arising out of this survey tool, previously validated questionnaireswere used.
This also minimised researcherinterpretationand ensuredbroad coverageof the
factors, allowing the complex nature of the constructs to be empirically
capturedandthe researchobjectivesto be answered.

1.5 Contribution to Knowledge
Through this research,severalcontributions are made to the existing body of
knowledgein the KM field. Theseare split into contributionsto KM theory and
in
to
nature.
management
are
more
applied
practise,which
contributions
1.5.1 Contributions

to Theory

A number of specific contributions to KM theory have emergedas a result of
this research.Firstly, this study hasestablishedthat there is a distinct difference
in perceptionsof organisationalsuccessfor organisationsoperating in a KM
environment comparedto organisationsoperating in a non-KM environment.
This was previously an unexplored area in KM researchand therefore this
finding is an important addition to KM theory.
This researchhas also confirmed some of the factors identified by previous
literature as critical to KM successwhilst disconfirming others (e.g. Bock and
Kim, 2002, Chourideset al., 2003, Gray, 2001, Hall, 2001, Holsappleand Joshi,
2000). This therefore adds another dimension to the study of critical success
factorsfor KM which is directly applicableto the financial servicesindustry.
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Moreover,this researchhas identified the portfolio of factorsthat are associated
with perceptionsof organisationalsuccessin organisationsoperating in KM
environmentand those operatingin a non-KM environment. The combination
of factors for the two groups of organisationsis different indicating that the
introduction of KM into an organisation,changes employees' views of
organisationalsuccesstherebyenforcing a new and more complex management
agenda.
At a more general level, this research has adopted a rigorous and robust
in
be
design,
for
to
the
replicated
other
research
which allows
research
industries enabling for cross-sectorcomparisonsto be made (Scholl et al.,
2004). This is a unique contribution to knowledgein this field.

1.5.2 Contributions to Management Practise
On a more applied level, this researchhas made contributions-to management
likely
identifying
factors
by
to affect the successof
the
that
most
are
practise
KM initiatives as well asthe overall perceptionsof successin an organisation.
By establishingthe factors,viewed by key players in the field, as critical to KM
factors
implications
these
the
on
of
success,managementare more aware of
KM successand can therefore focus attention on these factors in order to
facilitate the survival and developmentof the KM programme.
Another significant contribution of this researchto managementpractise is the
identification of predictors of successfor organisations operating in a KM
environment comparedto organisationsoperating in a non-KM environment.
This study has establishedthat routine knowledge sharing and knowledgesharing based reward are the largest predictors of organisational successfor
organisationsoperating in a KM environment. The predictors of successfor
organisations operating in a non-KM environment are effective information
technology and high-trust climate. This therefore points to a completely
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different focus for the respectiveorganisations;(Nonaka, 1991)which will have
far reachingimplications and will impact on many managementdecisions.
1.6 Thesis Outline

This thesis comprisesof seven chaptersin total. This chapter introduces the
topic andprovidesa backgroundto the research. Details of eachof the other six
chaptersareprovided below.
1.6.1 Chapter Two: Literature Review
This chapter provides the context and rationale for studying KM in
by
begins
The
chapter
organisations.
establishingthe definitions of KM and
KM programmeto be used in this thesis as well as justifying the distinction
betweenorganisationsaware of KM and organisationsunawareof KM that is
drawn as a part of this research. Next, the concept of critical successfactors
and the complexitiessurroundingthe definition of successare considered. The
chapter then moves on to explore the literature regarding the critical success
factors for KM as well as a brief discussionof measurementissuesin the KM
field.

1.6.2Chapter Three: Methodology and Methods
This chapterhas the twin aims of discussingthe methodologicalapproachused
in this researchas well as detailing the methodsemployed in order to achieve

theresults.
The chapter begins by providing the rationale for the methodological
approachesusedand positioning the researchwithin establishedmethodological
frameworks. The robustnessof the chosenmethodologyand researchdesign is
also defended. This thereforeprovides a critical review of the methodological
choicesavailable,andtheir potential impact on the results.
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The chapterthen moves on to discussthe actual researchmethods employed
clarifying the developmentof the theoretical framework through successive
stagesunderpinning this research. The proceduresfollowed are outlined to
clarify andjustify the methodologicalrigour of the research.The processesthat
underpin the researchdesign, including triangulation, ethical considerations,
piloting and sampling are discussed,and details of the design of the research
stagesare provided. The analysisproceduresundertakento ensurethe validity
and reliability of the resultsare alsopresented.

1.6.3 Chapter Four: Qualitative Results
This chapter presentsthe results and analysesof the qualitative primary data
in
The
the
the
the
structured
of
research.
study
around
objectives
collected
from
interviews
this
the
of
and
results
are presented
output and analyses
in
be
led
development
hypotheses
tested
to
the
to
of research
exploratory stage
the confkmatory stageof the research.

1.6.4 Chapter Five: Quantitative Results

This chapterpresentsthe quantitative results and analysis of the questionnaire
data using correlationand regressionanalysis. This chapterpresentsthe results
only; discussionof the findings in relation to the researchquestions,the extant
literatureand implications of the resultsare addressedin depthin Chapter6.

1.6.5 Chapter Six: Discussionof Results
This chapter evaluatesthe results of this study in line with both the research
objectivesand the extant literaturein the field. The specific researchobjectives
are addressedin turn and the resultsanalysedin line with these.
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1.6.6 Contribution

to Knowledge, Limitations

and Areas for Future

Research

This chapterpresentsthe contributionsto knowledgeemergingout of this study
are presented as well as the implications for managementpractise. To
conclude,the limitations of the study are discussedand justified and the areas
for future researchidentified.
1.7 Summary

This chapterhas laid the foundations for the developmentof the thesis. The
chapterbeganby a brief outline of the topic and backgroundfor the study and
justification for the researchwas also presented. Oncethe aims and objectiv6s
description
brief
the
of the methodology was
of
researchwere established,a
provided and the contribution to knowledge was outlined. The chapter ended
with a descriptionof the structureof the thesis. The thesis now proceedswith
literature.
in-depth
the
analysis
of
an
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Chapter 2

Literature Review
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2.1 Introduction
The aim of this chapter is to present a critical review of the existing body of
knowledge on critical success factors for KM.

This is conducted bearing in

mind the objectives of this research which are:

e To identify the critical successfactors for KM programmes.
*

To establish which of these critical successfactors has an impact on
perceptions of organisational success.

The chapterwill begin with a deftition of the terms KM and KM programme,
leading onto a discussionof the literature regarding debatesaround general
critical successfa6tors. This will be followed by an introduction to the factors
affecting KM successas portrayedin the literature, highlighting the broadness
and complexity of thesefactors. This will then lead to a detailedreview of the
identified constructs.
The chapterconcludeswith a discussionof measurementissuesandtheir impact
identified
the
constructs.
on
2.2 Definitions of KM and KM Programmes

Any review of the KM literature will lead to an extensivelist of varying and at
times, conflicting definitions of the terms KM and KM programme(Blumentritt
and Johnston,1999,Housel and Bell, 2001). For example,Rubenstein-Montano
and Liebowitz et al (2001) defme KM as the "creation of value from an
organisation'sintangible assets"(p5), whereasO'Dell and Jackson(1998) view
KM as a "consciousstrategyof getting the right knowledgeto the right people
at the right time and helping people share and put information into action in
ways that strive to improve organisationalperformance"(p4). This highlights
the different perspectivesthat havebeentakento KM.
Ile terms "knowledge" and "knowledge management"encompassa variety of
conceptsand have been describedas "one of the most ramified topics in the
businesslexicon (Despres& Chauvel,2000, p55) and which for
many firms are
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ambiguous,lacking a clear definition, and therefore pose a real challenge in
operationalisingthe concept in the day-to-day workings of the organisation
(OECD, 2004).
KM researchis still grappling with definitions of tacit and explicit knowledge,
differencesbetweeninformation and knowledge, classificationsof knowledge
and sourcesof knowledge(Blumentritt and Johnston,1999).This is problematic
in that there is limited unified understandingof the conceptas a whole, and the
absenceof a systematic, clear and agreed terminology ultimately leads to
varying expectationsof outcomes(Mouzughi et al., 2005).
Furthermore, the details of what is entailed in a KM programme vary
depending
in
is
being
the
the
on
organisation
which
programme
significantly
*
introduced as well as the required outcomesof the programme. For instance,
someorganisationspursueKM programmesin order to captureexisting explicit
knowledgeand thereforeare highly focusedon introducing suitableIT facilities
that allow efficient knowledge storageand dissemination. Other organisations
are more interestedin encouragingemployeesto share tacit knowledge and
therefore focus on developing an organisational culture which fosters
knowledge sharing and transfer. Increasedorganisationalinnovation may be
another. desired outcome of KM programmes and this would require
organisationsto encourageinteraction and co-operationamongstemployeesin
order to develop new creative ideas thereby leading to the generationof new
knowledge(Davenportet al., 1998,Nonaka, 1991).
Arguably, all financial service orgardsationsmanage knowledge; however,
making a formal effort to manage knowledge indicates that there is an
appreciationof the importanceof knowledgemanagementfor the successof the
Organisation and therefore provides a distinctive approach differentiating
betweenorganisationsthat formally manageknowledge and those that do not
(see2.2.1 below). Hence, given the debatearound what constitutesKM and a
KM programme,it is very difficult to arrive at a preciseand universally agreed
definition of KM or KM programme (Kakabadseet al., 2003, McKenzie and
Van Winkelen, 2004). For the purposesof this thesis though, and bearing in
mind the objectivesof the research;any attemptto formally manageknowledge,
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either in its tacit or explicit form will be considereda KM programme. This is
considered appropriate given the lack of agreement in the KM literature
regardingwhat constitutesa KM programme.
2.2.1 Awarenessof KM vs Non-Awarenessof KM Dichotomy
One of the centraltenetsof this researchis the distinction betweenorganisations
that are aware of formal efforts to manage knowledge and those that are
unawareof formal attemptsto manageknowledge.
Although it is acceptedthat all organisations have knowledge which they
manageby some means,the comparisonbetween organisationýthat show an
awarenessof formal concertedefforts to manageknowledge and those that do
not, allows for the developmentof a comparativebasebetweenthe two groups
of organisationsin order to assesswhetheror not the critical successfactors for
organisationsthat are awareof formal KM efforts are different to organisations
that are unawareof formal efforts to manageknowledge. This is a common
approach in business research and has been used widely in KM research
(McAdam and Reid, 2000b). This also addressesthe secondobjectives of this
research.
Furthermore, much of the KM literature discussesthe emergence of the
'knowledge economy' (Davenport and Prusak, 1998, Grant, 1996, Hislop,
2005) and its impact on the strategic approach taken by organisations.
Fundamentalto dealing with the knowledge economy is the concept of KM.
Yet, not all organisationshave graspedthe idea of KM at the samerate or in the
same manner (Hislop, 2005).

This difference in uptake of KM is best
exemplified by the comparisonbetweenpublic and private sectorapproachesto
KM where public sector organisations have lagged behind and are just
beginning to adopt KM as a methodof increasingcompetitive advantage
within
their departments(McAdam and Reid, 2000b, McAdam and Reid, 2000a).
Thus, this gives further credenceto the study of the factors
which impact on
successin organisationsgiven their awarenessof KM. It is important to note at
this stagethat for the purposesof this thesis,the nomenclaturethat will be used
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for the two groups of organisations; is "organisations operating in a KM

enviromnent"and "organisationsoperatingin a non-KM enviromnent".

2.3 General Critical SuccessFactors

The concept of critical successfactors was first introduced in the 1960's by
Daniel (1961) and was later popularisedin the 1970'sby Rockart (1979). Since
then, many definitions of critical successfactorshave beenproposedbut one of
the most universal definitions is provided by Boynton and Zmud (1984) who
define critical successfactors as "those few things that must go well to ensure
success"(p 17). This definition appliesto organisationsoperatingin both public
and private sectorsand encompassesthe many elementsthat may impact on
organisationalperformance.
A numberof techniqueshave beenused in the identification of critical success
factors. Thesetend to focus on three levels. The first or macro level dealswith
the economic socio-political environment, whilst the second deals with the
industry environment and the last deals with the firm specific environment
(Leideckerand Bruno, 1984). All three levels have the potential of identifying
factors that can impact on the effectivenessof the organisation.For example,
firm specific analysis allows the firm to focus on the internal aspects that
influence successWhilst industry level analysisallows firms to assesshow the
overall industry is operating in order to evaluate organisational strategy.
Finally, economic socio-political analysisgoesbeyond the confinesof the firm
and industry to assesshow the internal workings of the organisationand the
industry as a whole may be impactedby the larger environmentin which they
operate.
More recently though, the utility of the conceptof CSFshasbeendebatedbased
on the unit of analysis used as well as the necessity and sufficiency of the
conceptsidentified (Markus and Robey, 1988).Markus and Robey (1988) argue
that the level of analysis(either micro or macro) will impact on the phenomena
identified as some phenomenaconsideredat the
micro level would have a
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different impact when consideredwith a macro focus. Thus assumingthat
CSFs can be generalisedacross levels of analysis may lead to incorrect
conclusions. Furthermore, establishing whether any given CSF is both
necessaryand sufficient is critical in establishinga causalrelationshipbetween
antecedentsand outcomes (Markus and Robey, 1988). Hence, any factors
identified need to be necessaryand sufficient in order to ensure accurate
analysisof the relationshipbeing studied. For the purposesof this research,the
three stagedresearchdesign coupled with the continuous developmentof the
theoretical framework ensured that the factors identified were indeed both
necessaryand sufficient to ensureaccurateanalysis.
The underlying premiseof critical successfactors is that decisionsmade using
the concept are more effective becausethey are basedon information that is
specifically linked to the organisation'sstrategic goals (Cooke-Davies,2002).
Critical successfactors are an explicit representationof key performanceareas
in an organisation and therefore assist in the identification of priorities for
allocation of resourcesand organisationaldecisionmaking.
Even given the criticisms of the concept of CSFs as discussedabove, critical
successfactors proved their usefulnessin aiding decisionmaking in the field of
information technology. Once the benefits of critical successfactors were
industries
borrowed the concept and applied it to their own
realised, other
fields. A prime example of an industry where critical successfactors have
becomeimportant is that of project managementwhere the concepthas gained
hugepopularity and is usedwidely (Field and Keller, 1998).
Thus, given the importanceof critical successfactors and their usefulnessfor
organisations;in achieving their organisational plans and objectives, it is
understandableand logical that they are applied to a large numberof industries
and projects. One such field that may benefit from the application of the
concept of critical successfactors is KM- This is becauseknowledge has no
confinesand therefore,KM operatesat the firm specific level, the industry level
as well as the economic socio-political level. Thus, the application of the
conceptof critical successfactorsis very relevantto the KM field.
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2.4 Successand KM
Given the importanceof critical successfactors as discussedabove, this lends
credenceto the application of this conceptto the field of KM. However, in
order to be ableto examinethe critical successfactorsidentified in the literature
independently,an analysisof 'success'of KM must be undertakenfirst.
The importanceof understandingthe necessaryconditions for a successfulKM
programmeis an issuethat has beenrecognisedby many researchersin the KM
literature (Davenport et al., 1998, Malhotra, 2002, Shan and Scarborough,
1999). Yet, despitethe saliency of this topic, the literature fails to arrive at a
consensusfor defining success(Davenportet al., 1998, Shanand Scarborough,
1999).
Primarily, this is becausesuccessis an ambiguousterm especiallywhen applied
to a broad conceptsuch as KM. It is arguedthat knowledge spansmany levels
decisiondomain
A
knowledge
perspectiveof
analysescontent; a
of analysis.
impact
individuals;
analyses
use
and
on
an organisational
perspective
making
perspectiveinvestigatescreation,memory and use of knowledge within a firm;
and a market perspective explores the exchangeand sharing of knowledge
between individuals and organisations(Gold et al., 2001, Malhotra, 2002).
Thus to try to establisha unified model of a successfulKM programme is a
challenging task as organisations will view success depending on their
respective desired outcomes of the programme. Hence, what is deemed a
successfor one organisationmaybe viewed as a failure for another (O'Dell et
al., 1999).
Despitethe difficulties and challengesin developinga framework for successful
KM, an identification and evaluation of the key pre-conditions for a KM
initiative to flourish is viewed as critical (Gold et al., 2001). Perez & Hynes
(1999) contestthat analysingwhethera KM programmehas a predispositionto
succeedcan be achievedthrough focusing on the initiative itselL They argue
that continuous analysis of a programme allows for early identification of
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Hynes,
for
(Perez
therefore
action
and
remedial
weaknessesand
an oppoMmity
1999).

In a surveyof 31 KM projects,Davenport& De Long et al. (1998) identify two
levels at which KM projectscontributeto success.At the more achievablelevel
function
impact
that
those
or
within an
on a particular process
are
projects
development,
include
Examples
these
software
product
new
organisation.
of
developmentand patent management. The link betweenthe successof KM
however,
has
in
limited
these
success
areasand overall organisational
projects
influence
KM
to
the
be
The
aim
to
projects
more ambitious
established.
yet
firm
the
the
through
operatesor even
the
way
changing
organisation
whole of
facilitating fmn survival. Thesetypes of projects are very rare (Davenport et
al., 1998).
Other projects attemptto distinguishbetweenthe obj ectivesfor KM initiatives.
Some organisationsview KM as merely a route to operationalsuccess,where
there is no need to establish a link with overall organisationalperformance,
being
KM
at the core of strategy and a
view
as
organisations
while other
2002).
is
(Armistead
Meakins,
critical
and
visionary approach
Further, due to the variable nature of KM programmesit is difficult to assess
Volpel,
2001)
(Davenport
and
performance purely on economic returns
it
is
initial
in
the
set-up
years,
and
more useful to monitor a number
especially
(Arora,
2002,
development
the
to
the
programme
of
of proxy variables reflect
Davenport et al., 1998). Growth in the resourcesattached to the project,
including people and money; growth in the volume of knowledge content and
individuals;
two
the
the
one
or
usage;survival of
and
supportof
project without
someindication of financial return are the factors identified by Davenport& De
Long (1998) as proxy variables indicating successof the projects. Although
these variables are used for assessingthe effectivenessof business change
projects, an obvious flaw is evident in that an increasein resources(money,
people or time) is not necessarilyan indicator of successbut may well be an
indicator of the reverse. Others go further, arguing that the successof KM
projectsshouldbe judged on the recognition of invisible assetsthat add value to
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the organisation through innovation and the fostering of a knowledge sharing

culture (HolsappleandJoshi,2000,Martensson,2000).
Given the complexitiesassociatedwith the definition of successas highlighted
in
be
for
the
thesis,
this
success
will
used order
above,
self-reported
purposesof
to assesswhether or not KM projects are perceived to impact on overall
organisationalsuccess.Thereis supportin the managementliterature for the use
of objective self-reportedmeasures(Creswell and Plano Clark, 2007, Dess and
Robinson, 1984, Perez and Hynes, 1999) and this is common practise in the
discipline. Thus the use of these self-reported measuresin this research is
its
levels
fair
of
of
perceptions
considereda
representationof an organisation's
success.

2.5 KM Critical SuccessFactors
Although KM is a young discipline (Moffett et al., 2003), therehasbeena lot of
facilitating
into
KM
the
a
successful
programme.
various
aspects
of
research
Researchershave investigatedthe need for KM (Davenport and Prusak, 1998,
Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995),the usesof KM (Despresand Daniele, 1999), the
tools necessaryfor KM (Martensson,2000) aswell asthe actualmanagementof
KM programmes(Holsappleand Joshi,2000).
Given the breadth of literature on the antecedentsto successfulKM, it is
important for this researchto identify the factors that are both necessaryand
sufficient to establishthe relationshipbetweenperceptionsof successand KM.
The table below highlights, in chronological order, the studies carried out on
factors affecting KM success. Although this is not a comprehensivelist of all
studiescarried,it gives an indication of the breadthof literature in this area.

19

Table 2.1: Studieson FactorsAffecting KM Success
Date

Title

Author(s)

Factor(s)

1986

What you Needto Know
About Organizational
Culture.

Schein

Culture

1991

The KnowledgeCreating
Company
CorporateClimate
Post Capitalist Society

Nonaka

What'sMine Is Ours, Or Is
It? A Study Of Attitudes
About Information Sharing
The knowledgeCreating
Company:How Japanese
CompaniesCreatethe
D amicsof Innovation
Wellspringsof Knowledge:
Building and Sustaining
Sourcesof Innovation
Understandingand
ManagingOrganizational
Behavior
KnowledgeManagement
and OrganizationalDesign
Creatinga Climate and
Culture for Sustainable
OrganisationalChange

ConstantýKiesler &
Sproull

Knowledgesharing,
Culture, Reward
Climate
Innovation,Knowledge
sharing
Knowledgesharing,
Reward

1993
1994

1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

2001

The KnowledgeAdvantage
The Knowledge-based
Organisation:An
InternationalSurvey
Twenty Questionson
Knowledge in the
Organisation
SuccessfulKnowledge
ManagementProjects
The Role of Tacit
Knowledge in Group
Innovation
Ile Stateof Notion;
KnowledgeManagementin
Practise
Aspectsof Innovation
Theory Basedon Knowledge
Management
Possessionis Nine Tenthsof
the Law: Managing a Firm's
KnowledgeBasein a
Regimeof Weak
Ap ropriability
KnowledgeManagement(s)
KnowledgeManagement:
An Organizational
CapabilitiesPerspective
Stimulating Lifelong
ProfessionalGrowth by
Guiding Job Characteristics
A Confirmatory Factor

Furnharn
Drucker

Leonard-Barton

Knowledgesharing,
Reward,Innovation,
Organisationalstructure,
IT
Innovation

George& Jones

Culture

Myers

Organisationalstructure

Schneider,Brief & Guzzo

Climate

Prusak
Chase

IT
Culture

Young

Culture

Davenport& DeLong

Culture, Reward,IT

Leonard& Sensiper

Innovation

Ruggles

Knowledgesharing

Olsen&
Johannesen,
Olaisen

Innovation

Boist & Griffiths

Reward

Despres& Daniele
Gold, Malhotra & Segars

IT
Culture, Organisational
structure

Heijden & Brinkman

Job satisfaction

Mak & Sockel

Job Satisfaction,

Nonaka& Takeuchi
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Date

Title
Analysis Of IS Employee
Motivation andRetention
OrganisationalClimate and
CorporatePerformance:An
Empirical Investigation
AssessingKnowledge
ManagementInitiative
Successes
as a Function of
OrganizationalCulture
OvercomingCultural
Barriersto Sharing
Knowledge
Towardsa Second
Generationof KM? The
PeopleManagement
Challenge
SocialExchangefor
KnowledgeExchange
Transferof Knowledge in
KnowledgeManagement
Systems:U4exploredIssues
and SuggestedStudies

2002

2003

2005

2006

Review: Knowledge
Managementand
KnowledgeManagement
Systems:Conceptual
FoundationsandResearch
Issues
ManagingEffective
KnowledgeTransfer:An
integrativeFrameworkand
SomePractiseImplications
Breakingthe Myths of
Rewards:An Exploratory
Study of Attitudes about
KnowledgeSharing
Foundationsand
Applications of a Knowledge
ManagementScan
Knowledgeasa Contingency
Variable: Do the
Characteristicsof
KnowledgePredict
OrganisationalStructure
KnowledgeManagementin
Organisations
Storing and Sharing
I Knowledge

Author(s)

Factor(s)
Motivation, Retention

Kangis & Williams

Climate

Riberie

Culture, Knowledge
sharing

McDermott & O'Dell

Culture, Knowledge
sharing

Carter& Scarborough

Knowledgesharing,
HRM

Hall

KnowledgeSharing,
Reward
Knowledgesharing,IT,
HRM, Reward

Huber

Alavi & Leidner

IT

Goh

Knowledgesharing,IT

Bock & Kim

Knowledgesharing,
Reward

Van Den Hooff, Vijvers
& De Riddcr

Culture, Organisational
Structure

Birkenshaw,Nobel &
Ridderstale

OrganisationalStructure

Hislop

Knowledgesharing,
Organisational.Structure,
Innovation,IT
Knowledgesharing,IT

Coakes

Analysis of findings from thesestudiesformed the first stagein developmentof
the theoreticalframework for this research. The studiespointed clearly to eight
distinct factors that had an impact on KM success,either directly or indirectly.
Other factorswere also identified, suchas HRM or markettrendsbut there were
limited studiesas to the relevanceof these factors as well as limited empirical
support for a relationship betweenthese factors and KM success.Tbus these
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factors were not included in the research. The eight identified factors, coupled
with the researchers'own observationsof the importance of time for KM
successprovided the nine factorsthat were usedas the basisfor interviews with
key playersin the industry.
Hence, the variables identified in the literature as well as from researcher
fall
KM
impacting
the
under nine
programmes
of
observation as
success
on
themes that can be grouped into three generic influences, namely:
environmental,managerialand resourceinfluences. Although this classification
has been borrowed from Holsapple and Joshi (2002, p268), the factors within
each category are different. The original researchby Holsapple and Joshi
(2002) was basedon a Delphi method wit4 academicsand practitioners(n--31)
between 1997 and 1998, and referred to factors such as control, measurement,
Given
Delphi
that
the
technology.
method utilised previous
and
markets
literature which was deemedquite dated for the purposesof this research,the
three-fold framework suggestedby Holsapple and Joshi (2002) was used as a
borrowed.
labels
the
only
were
and
point
starting
Thus, environmentalinfluences, covered in part one of Us research,include
knowledge
job
Environmental
sharing
and
satisfaction.
climate,
culture,
influences refer to factors that are in the surrounding environment of the
organisation and that cannot be quickly changed. Things such as culture,
climate, the knowledgesharingattitude of oneselfas well as that of colleagues,
and the levels of satisfactionwith the job will all have an effect on people's
attitudesto KM initiatives.
Part two; managerial influences, include organisational structure, innovation
and reward. As the name suggests,managerial influences refer to those
resourcesthat are directly underthe influence of management.Primarily, issues
such as how the organisationis structuredas well as how the resourceswithin
the organisationare deployedwill be considered.
Finally, resource influences discussed in part three covers information
technology and time. The sectiondealswith the actual resourcesthat can either
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help or hinder KM efforts. Although time was not identified in the literature as
a factor affecting KM success,it was added based on the researchers'own
observationson the importanceof time for KM success.This will be confirmed
in the interviewswith key playersin the industry.
It is important to note at this stage that the constructs are highly complex
involving varying issues and dimensions. Culture for example, is a multifacetedconstructthat can be viewed from many different angles. This is also
true for climate where some writers arguethat culture and climate are one and
the same thing while others view them as completely distinct concepts.
Organisationalstructureis anotherexampleof a constructthat can be analysed
from many different perspectivesdependingon the objectives.of the analysis.
This bringing together of such broad constructs forms one of the original
contributionsto knowledgeemanatingfrom this study.
Thus, for the purposesof this thesis, the constructswill initially be reviewed
from a general perspective and then be reviewed from a KM specific
individual
identifying
how
the
aim
construct can
of
each
perspective with
impact on the successof a KM initiative. Relative weightings have been
assignedto the construct as some of the constructsare more complex than
however,
This
have
therefore
required
more
analysis
and
review.
others and
does not reflect on their importance in this particular research as all nine
constructsare initially viewed as having equal importanceto the successof KM
initiatives.
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Part One: Environmental

Influences

Enviromnental influences refer to factors in the internal organisational
environment that will ultimately have an effect on the way knowledge is
captured,stored,sharedand disseminatedwhich are the four main processesin
any KM programme(Gold et al., 2001, Davenportand Prusak,1998).

2.5.1 Culture
One of the main environmental influences is the prevalent culture in the
it
as
affects almost all aspectsof work. In a survey of 431
organisation
in
found
be
Europe
US
(Young,
1998)
the
to
the
and
culture
was
organisations
biggest impedimentto the successof KM initiatives. The literature on KM is
in
introduction
biggest
that
the
the
culture
poses
one
of
problems
of KM
agreed
from
1997).
has
been
(Chase,
More
though,
there
a
call
recently
programmes
in
researchers the KM area not to view culture as the main barrier to KM
success(Hall and Goody, 2007) but to addressthe component issueswithin
culture that impact on KM programmes.
Furthermore,it is importantto note at this stagethat there is a body of literature
which argues that culture is an emergent property from the structure and
systemsof the organisation(Gloet and Berrel, 2003), however,for the purposes
of this research,culture will be dealt with as an independentconstruct which
has been the precedent set by many authors in the KM field (for example
Davenport et al., 1998, Gold et al., 2001, McDermott and O'Dell, 2001, Van
Den Hooff et al., 2003).
Organisational culture, as a concept, emerged through the early works of
Hofstede(1980), Pettigrew(1979), Peters(1978), and Deal and Kennedy(1982)
amongstothers. "Culture is to a human collectivity what personality is to an
individual" (Hofstede, 1981,p2). All organisationsconsist of both formal
and
informal dimensionsand it is not possibleto understandan organisation
without
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developing an understanding of its informal character (Blau and Scott, 1962).
Pettigrew (1979) argues that organisational cultures inform people's thinking,
reasoning and decision making processesand also notes that at its deepest level,
organisational culture defmes the way in which an organisation conducts its
business (Pettigrew, 1990).

The existence of subcultures; where groups of

people within an organisation who interact regularly, identify themselves as a
different group within the organisation and share values, beliefs and a common
set of problems (Van Maanen and Barley, 1984), adds a further dimension to
the already complex issue of corporate culture.

Hofstede (1980), based on an extensive researchof IBM employees in 66
countries,put forward four specific dimensionsof culture:
Individualism - people's orientation towards self-interestas opposedto
an orientationto the interestsof the group to which they belong
9 Uncertainty avoidance - minimisation of uncertainty as opposed to
toleranceof ambiguity
*

Power distance- formal and distant relationshipsbetween subordinate
infonnal
to
as
opposed
superior,
close
and
and
relationships

*

Masculinity - assertivenessand ambition define successas opposedto
caring and nurturing (Wallaceet al., 1999).

Although the dimensionsidentified refer to national cultures,they can all have a
direct impact on the managementof knowledge. Individualism does not
facilitate knowledge sharing which is critical to effective knowledge
management. Unwillingness to share knowledge can manifest itself in two
ways; information about failures or mistakes,althoughvaluableto the company,
may be withheld for fear of lay-offs, and positive knowledgemay be withheld
in protection of job security and personal value within the organisation
(Davenportet al., 1998).
Formal and distant relationships also do not facilitate an open and honest
working environment which is necessary for efficient knowledge sharing.
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Purther, knowledge sharing is dependanton the existence of a caring and
nurturing environment in order to facilitate the free and easy exchange of
knowledge.

Criticism has however beendirected at organisationalscientistswho adopteda
reductionist approachand studied singular phenomenasuch as leadership or
structure as being indicative of organisational culture (Louis, 1983). Loius
(1983) contendedthat thesephenomenaare only meaningful when considered
as part of a complete organisational social system. The work of Louis
developedthe conceptof organisational.culture into a more holistic approachto
organisationalinquiry (Wallaceet al., 1999).
Although the conceptof organisati6iialculture has beenwith us for decadesand
has becomea common term in businessresearch,there are a number of issues
that haveyet to be resolved.
The first issueis the confusion over the definition of organisationalculture and
its components. It is argued that one may take two routes in an attempt to
define organisationalculture (Deal, 1986). The first "hard" approachwould be
to attempt to define, operationalise,measureand test culture in order to link
culture to certainoutcomes. This is a route supportedby many researcherswho
offer typologies of culture that aid in the definition of the concept. The
organisationalculture matrix developedby Goffee and Jones(1998) is a prime
exampleof this.
The other route, or the "sofV' approach,proposesobserving,apprehendingand
exploring culture (Deal, 1986) in order to be able to predict certain behaviours
and outcomes. Schein (1986) argues that for any group or organisation, a
substantial group history of acceptedvalues, norms and attitudes needs to
developbefore a culture is apparent.
Schein(1986) further arguesthat not all groups or organisationshave
a culture
at all. For a culture to evolve, a relatively stable group of people needto have
shared emotionally involving problems in order to formulate the norms and
26

values necessary for a culture.

The term "culture" is often used when it is

trusting relationships amongst individuals that is being referred to (Schein,
1986).

A further complication presentsitself in that the terms culture and climate are
issue
different
This
fact
interchangeably
in
things.
they
mean
often used
when
will be discussedin section2.4.2.1.
Finally, culture will havea different impact on organisationsdependingon their
have
1986).
New
in
life
(Schein,
the
organisations
organisational
cycle
stage
human
different
resource
well
as
as
strategic,
operational
completely
dynamic
'Of
the
to
those
nature of
mature organisations and
requirements
decisions
important
the
made
rol6'in
an
will
undeniably
play
culture
corporate
in theseorganisations(Schein,1986,Rashid,2004).
2.5.1.1 Culture and KM

Many researchershaveidentified a knowledgefriendly culture as one of the key
factors influencing KM programmes(Van Den Hooff et al., 2003, McDermott
and O'Dell, 2001, Gold et al., 2001, Davenportet al., 1998).
The literature on culture in respectof KM is divided into two opposingschools
be
to
the
the
those
that
thought:
argue
culture
of
organisation
needs
who
of
changedand adaptedto supportthe KM programme(Gold ct al., 2001, Smith,
2001, Richert, 1999) and thosewho assertthat the KM programmeneedsto be
adaptedand modified to suit the existing organisationalculture (McDermott and
O'Dell, 2001, Davenportet al., 1998).
In the first schoolof thought,knowledgeis seenas integral to the survival of the
firm. Culture is not viewed as a barrier to the managementof knowledge but
rather, the main drivers in the managementof knowledge are questionssuch as
what knowledge matters; who needsit and how will it be used (O'Dell et al.,
1999). A prime example of an organisation which views knowledge as its
central service is PriceWaterhouseCoopers where knowledge is a critical
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component of every single one of the services offered and the culture of the
organisation revolves around this premise (O'Dell et al., 1999).

An alternative view is that the culture of the organisation dictates the outcome
of a KM initiative. This view argues that a knowledge-friendly culture has such
a strong influence on all aspects of organisational life, such as levels of
knowledge sharing, acceptance of new knowledge and levels of knowledge
creation, that it is vital for new programmes to fit into the well-established
prevalent culture (McDermott and O'Dell, 2001, Davenport et al., 1998).

It can be arguedthat there is no one correct way to introducea KM programme
into an organisation,and that the situation the organisationfinds itself in will
dictate the nature of the KM programmeintroducedas well as the expectations
of outcomesfrom this programme.
Given that the introduction of a KM programme is in essencea change
future
i.
from
the
to
state
e.,
a
movement away
a present state
programme,
(George and Jones, 1996), an understandingof the prevalent organisational
culture is a critical successfactor for the KM programme.The classification of
different types of cultures is important when consideringKM successin that
indicated
has
that organisationalculture has an influence on attitude
research
toward organisationalchange(Rashid,2004).

Also, certain types of cultures

are more acceptingof changeprocesseswhile others may not readily facilitate
thesesamechangeprocesses(Rashid,2004).
In an attempt to better understandthe conceptof corporateculture, Goffee and
Jones (1998) developed a framework categorisingorganisationalculture into
four main types based on two well-established sociological dimensions
sociability and solidarity. Sociability is a measureof "friendliness" amongst
membersof a group. Through the naturally occurring friendships,which are a
hallmark of sociability, values, beliefs and attitudesare sharedamonga group.
Also, in the sociability dimension, friendships carry no expectation of
immediatefeedbackand actionsare takenthat benefit othersandnot necessarily
the organisation as a whole. Solidarity on the other hand, is much more
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concemed with people's ability to pursue shared organisational goals and

individuals.
The solidarity
impact
their
on particular
objectives regardlessof
dimension is not concernedwith people's relationships with each other, but
more so that they can work together effectively and efficiently to achieve
dedicatedorganisationaltasks.
When the two dimensionsof sociability and solidarity are placed on an axes,
four different culturesare identified as in figure 2.1 below.
Fig. 2.1: CorporateCulture Framework

Hig
Networked

Communal

Fragmented

Mercenary

Sociability
Low
II
High

Low

Solidarity
Source:

(Goffee and Jones, 1998. The Character of a Corporation: How your Company's

Culture Can Make or Break your Business.London, Harper Business)

Communal cultures (high sociability, high solidarity): typically, these show
strong friendship ties betweenemployeesas well as a strong commitmentto the
achievement of organisational goals.

There is a clear awareness of

organisationalidentity and the mission and vision of the companyare apparent
to everyone. Also, social eventsare common. Thýstype of corporateculture is
typical in new, fast growing or start-uporganisations.'
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Fragmented cultures (low sociability, low solidarity): employees in these types
of cultures show very limited belongingness to organisational membership, and
feel that they work on their own but identify with other professional groups as
opposed to the organisation itself.

There is limited sharing of information

amongst members in this community together with limited social interaction.
Professions such as academics and lawyers tend to fit into this category.

Networked cultures (high sociability, low solidarity): these types of cultures
display strong social connections between members evident in long
conversationsand frequent lunches. However, there is little commitment to
achieveorganisationalobjectivesand goals. This type of culture posesobvious
problems to managersin that although tacit knowledge is being shared and
transferredquite regularly, it is not being utilised to benefit the organisation.
Mercenary cultures (low sociability, high solidarity): tend to be focused on
in
the
marketplaceand achievingorganisationalobjectives an efficient
winning
limited
Personal
and most
manner.
relationships
are
and effective
business
fact,
focused.
Due
to
this
are
poor performersare not
communications
toleratedand are encouragedto leaveor improve their performanceto fit in with
the norms of this particular cultural type.
It is important to note that the classification of organisationalculture into four
different types gives the impressionof mutual exclusivity, but considering the
conceptof subculturesdiscussespreviously above,all four culture types can coexist within the sameorganisation(Joneset al., 2005).
However, the Corporate Culture Framework model has gained popularity and
has been applied to a number of researchstudies. For example,in a study of
258 Malaysian manufacturing fmns, using the Goffee and Jones (1998)
organisationalculture matrix, Rashidand Abdul Rahman(2004) concludedthat
not only doesorganisationalculture have an effect on changeprocessesbut that
the two most receptive cultures to organisationalchangewere the mercenary
culture and the networked culture. The mercenary culture adapted well to
organisationalchangebecauseit is driven by achievinggoalsand objectives and
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survival in this type of culture is dependant on meeting goals and objectives set
by management. With regard to the networked culture, although employees in
this type of culture have a positive attitude towards change, the proposed
changes must not affect their fellow workers. Managers need to be skilful in
presenting any changes so that they are viewed as being primarily beneficial to
the group.

Although this researchprovides someinsight into the importancefor managers
of identifying the characteristicsof the culture prevalentin the organisation,it is
limited in a number of aspects. Firstly, it only dealswith manufacturingfmns
which are inherently different from serviceorganisations. Secondly,it is based
on Malaysian organisationswhich have d:ifferent cultural values and norms to
Westernorganisations.Both theselimitations restrict the generalisabilityof the
findings.

In another study of 58 large corporationsin the US and Europe, again using
Goffee and Jonesorganisationalculture matrix (1998) assessingKM successas
a function of organisationalculture (Ribiere, 2001), it was found that a KM
programmeintroduced in a communal culture would have the most likelihood
of success. In a mercenaryculture, a KM initiative focusing on a codification
strategy- i. e. people-to-document,was also likely to be successful.
This researchsupportssome of the findings from Rashid and Abdul Rahman
(2004) in that a mercenaryculture is most acceptingof changeyet it contests
the findings with regard to the networked culture. This is an indication of the
influence of the culture in which the researchis carriedout.
The extant literature on culture discussesknowledgesharing as the main hurdle
to be overcome in developing a knowledge-friendly culture. Arguably,
knowledge-friendly cultures characterisedby higher levels of trust and cooperation amongst employees are more likely to display higher levels of
knowledgesharing(Ribiere, 2001). The literature falls short of analysingissues
such as people's acceptanceof knowledge and new ways of working together
with people's motivation, will and endeavourto use the knowledge that is
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shared (this is discussedfurther in section2.4.3.2). In order to be able to reach
a conclusion on whether organisationsneedto changetheir culture to fit their
KM approach, or design a KM programme that fits their existing culture,
researchneedsto addressthis obvious gap and focus on people's motivations
towards knowledge. Ultimately, if the "cultural soil" is not fertile for a KM
programme,cultural changeor adaptationof the programmewill not achieve
the desiredresults(McDermott and O'Dell, 2001, Davenportet al., 1998).
Although there are differing descriptions of the type of culture that is most
receptive to KM programmes such as a mercenary culture or a networked
is
in
(Goffee
Jones,
1998);
the KM
there
consensus
culture
and
generally,
a
field that a knowledge-friendlyculture is a pre-requisitefor the successof a KM
'
programme(Ribiere, 2001, Davenport et al., 1998). Much of the literature on
KM refers to a knowledge-friendly culture as being highly significant in the
initiation of a KM programme,(Ribiere, 2001, Davenportet al., 1998).
From the discussionabove, it is evident that there is a need to further explore
the association between a knowledge-friendly culture and perceptions of
organisationalsuccessand KM success. As part of the developmentof the
theoretical framework for this research,this associationwill be tested in the
interviews with key playersin the industry.
2.5.2 Climate

The concept of organisationalclimate is generally attributed to the work of
Lewin (1951) and was popularised in the 1960s and 1970s through the
publications of Litwin and Stringer (1968) and Forehand and Von Gilmer
(1964). However, although this concept has been under discussion by
researchersfrom different disciplines such as psychology and managementfor
over five decades,the concept remains ambiguous and controversial (Gray,
2001, Kangis and Williams, 2000, Stetzeret al., 1997, Schneideret al., 1996,
Schnake,1983,Furnhamand Gunter, 1993).
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In an attempt to operationalise the concept of organisational climate, many
researchers revert to the definition provided by Forehand and Von Gilmer
(1964, p362) who describe organisational climate as "the set of characteristics
that describe an organisation and that (a) distinguish one organisation from
another (b) are relatively enduring over a period of time and (c) influence the
behaviour of people in the organisation." This definition will be discussed in

more detail below.

Addressing each one of these characteristicsseparately,it is evident that
organisationalclimate, similar to organisationalculture, differentiatesbetween
organisations since it is the shared perceptions employees have of basic
componentsof the organisation in which they work, and this separatesthem
from any other group of employeesin any other organisation(West et al., 1998,
Moran, 1992, Moran and Volkwein, 1992). However, the idea that similar
in
by
the majority of
of
working
an
organisation
are
shared
perceptions
employeesmay not be acceptablesince it is arguedthat different departments
within an organisation, especially large organisations,will have completely
different views of the organisation. Climate is peoples'perceptionsof policies,
day-to-day
Litwin,
(Burke
the
and
and
activities
within
work
unit
procedures
1992). Hence, the term organisational.climate may be invalid but it may be
more appropriateto refer to a departmentalclimate where employeesare more
likely to share common perspectivesof daily activities encounteredin the
department(Payne,1990).

The secondcharacteristicnoted by Forehandand Von Gilmer (1964), is that
organisational climate not only develops over a long period of time, it is
difficult to changeunlessthis changehappensnaturally. Schneider,Brief et al.
(1996) agree,noting that organisationalclimate encompasses
many elementsof
an organisation'sroutine activities and add that this makesit difficult to change
the climate.
Finally, and most importantly from a KM perspective,organisationalclimate
has an impact on people's attitudesand behavioursin the organisation. This is
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critical in that the success of KM initiatives is highly dependant on employee
acceptance of such initiatives and if the organisational climate does not support
new programmes or initiatives, KM's

chances of success are significantly

reduced. The impact of organisational climate on KM successwill be discussed
in more detail in section 2.5.2.2.

2.5.2.1 Organisational Climate vs Organisational Culture

One of the main obstaclesto understandingorganisationalclimate is that it is
often associatedwith organisationalculture (Kangis and Williams, 2000) or the
terms are usedinterchangeably(Burke and Litwin, 1992). This is becauseboth
of the conceptsdealwith someelementof employeeperceptionsandbeliefs.
An important distinction betweenclimate and culture though is that climate is
forefront
it
deals
because
the
at
of
employees'
perceptions
with
much
very
habitual activities whereasculture is much more in the background; dealing
beliefs
(Kangis
Williams,
2000, Schneideret al., 1996).
and
values
and
with
Moreover, the level of analysisfor climate is the group or work unit, while for
is
it
(Kangis
the
organisation
and Williams, 2000).
culture
Although both organisational culture and organisational climate deal with
employees' shared perspectives of the organisation in which they work,
organisationalculture dealswith a deeperlevel of perceptionsregardingthings
such as beliefs, values, norms, attitudes and assumptions (Gray, 2001).
Organisationalclimate on the other hand can be viewed as "the sum of the
effectsof culture" (Gray, 2001 p 105).
Organisational climate is concerned with the day-to-day workings and
environmentin which employeesoperate. Hence, the level of analysis is the
work unit as it is the work unit that the employeeis interacting with on a daily
basis. The use of the organisationas a whole as the unit of analysisfor culture
reflects the interaction of the individual with the holistic organisational
structure.
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One way of avoiding, as opposed to overcoming, the culture vs. climate
differentiation is to talk of employee perceptions in general.

These will

obviously differ depending'on department, length of service, seniority, job

satisfactionetc. and theseperceptionswill both influence and be influenced by
organisationalbehaviour(Furnharnand Gunter, 1993).

2.51.2 Climate and KM
Having discussed the definition of organisational climate in general as well as

the differentiation betweenorganisationalclirnate and organisationalculture, it
is now possibleto discussthe effectsof organisationalclimate on KM success.
It is important to note at this stagethat there is limited researchin the KM
literature that has drawn a direct link betweenorganisationalclimate and KM
success. However, considering the impact organisational.climate has on
individuals' behaviourwithin organisations,which will in turn have an effect on
individual's attitudestowards KM initiatives, it is surprising that KM research
has not really focused on the effect of this concept on the successof KM
initiatives. This gappresentsan avenuefor further research.
Hence,of particular relevanceto the current study is the apparentfailure of KM
researchto adequatelyaddressthe link betweenorganisationalclimate and KM
programmesas well as perceptionsof organisationalsuccess.Considering the
importancethat the KM literature places on culture, and if it is acceptedthat
climate is "the sum of the effects of culture" (Gray, 2001) and that climate
exertsan influence on culture (Burke and Litwin, 1992),then fin-thertheoretical
developmentsin the KM field needto be concernedwith this topic.
This need is supportedby recent research,which has proved that a high-trust
climate (where threat, uncertainty and unfairness are minimised and where
security, stability and individual contribution are maximised) offers the, most
favourable environment for project success (Gray, 2001) and overall
organisational performance (Kangis and Williams, 2000). Thus, it may be
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argued that organisations which display characteristics of high-trust climates
will be more receptive to the introduction of KM programmes as there are
greater levels of trust and stability with regard to new developments within the
organisation as well as reduced levels of perceived threat from changes to work
requirements necessary in the introduction o KM programmes. This apparent
relationship will be tested finther in interviews with key players in the industry.

2.5.3 Knowledge Sharing

Knowledge sharingis the third environmentalinfluence to be discussedfor the
purposesof this thesis. Many would argue that the sharing of knowledge or
lack thereof is a direct result of the knowledge-friendlinessof the culture as well
in
levels
trust
the climate of the organisation(Carter and Scarborough,
the
of
as
2001, Hall, 2001, Huber, 2001). This is based on the assumptionthat the
managementof knowledge is oýly successfidif knowledgeis being sharedyet
knowledgewill only be sharedunder certain environmentalconditionsand with
certainpeople.
The KM literature theorises over the importance of developing knowledge
sharing activities and typically, this literature has tended to concentrateon
barriers to knowledge sharing as opposedto enabling factors (Homburg and
Meijer, 2001). Yet organisationsneed to translatethesetheoriesinto methods
for motivating employeesto sharewhat they know (Hall, 2001). This can prove
problematic becauseemployeeshave complete discretion over the knowledge
that they hold, whetherthey chooseto shareit (wholly or partially) or hoard it,
is a decisionwhich only they can make.
Further, knowledge sharing as pointed out by Huber (2001) is not a natural
human tendency but humans are more likely to hoard knowledge and look
suspiciously upon knowledge from other sources. Organisationscan try to
encourageknowledge sharing behavioursand discourageknowledge hoarding
behavioursby offering rewardsthat may be either tangible or intangible. The
issueof rewardwill be discussedin more detail in section2.5.7.
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2.53.1 Theoretical Frameworks for Knowledge Sharing

Research into knowledge sharing draws upon two main theoretical frameworks;

namely, social exchangetheory and the theory of reasonedaction. Each of
thesewill be dealtwith separately.
e SocialExchangeTheory
Social exchangetheory derivesits roots from economics'rational choicetheory
which arguesthat individuals assessalternative coursegof action in order to
achieve the best value at the lowest cost from any transactionthey engagein
(Hall, 2001). Social exchangetheory differs from classical economictheories
in that social exchange theory is based on long-term relationships where
individuals are familiar with each other, whereasclassical economic theories
assumethat partiesdo not and will not know one another(Molm, 2001,p260).
The three common structuresto social exchangetheory are; 1) direct exchange
where two people (actors) are dependant on one another, 2) generalised
exchangewhere there are more than two actorsand the dependenceis indirect
and 3) productive exchangewhere both actorsmust co-operatein order to gain
any benefit (Molm, 2001,p261).
The conceptof exchangeis further developedby Nahapiet and Ghoshal(1998)
who arguethat exchangecan only take place if certain conditions are satisfied.
These conditions are firstly, that the opportunity exists to make the exchange.
Secondly,those involved in the exchangemust expect to createvalue from the
exchangeand finally, thoseinvolved must believe that it is worth their while to
be party to the exchange(Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998). Building on this
theory, managersneed to create an environment where exchangeis not only
possible, but is also effortless and routine. Further, the exchangeneeds to be
seento help the organisationor the group as well as rewarding the individual in
someway.
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This leadsonto the conceptof the "knowledgemarkef' (Nahapietand Ghoshal,
1998) where knowledge sellersevaluatethe benefit of sharing with a potential
knowledge buyer. The knowledge buyer on the other hand assesseswhether
they are capableof offering somethingin return either now or in the future. The
conceptof the knowledgemarket shedssomelight on the motivators that must
precedeany knowledgesharingactivity.
9 Theory of ReasonedAction
The secondtheoreticalframework upon which knowledgesharingis built is the
Theory of ReasonedAction (TRA), which is a generally acceptedmodel in
social psychology to explain practically any human behaviour (Fishbein and
Ajzen, 1975). This theory is basedon the assumptionthat humansare rational
beings and make logical use of information available to them. The theory
arguesthat a person'sbehaviouris determinedby their iýtention to perform this
behaviour. This intention is determined by both their attitude and their
subjectivenorms. Their attitude, in turn, is determinedby their salient beliefs
whereas their subjective norms are based on their normative beliefs.
Weightingsare assignedto eachin order to provide a useableformula.
TRA can be useful in explaining the knowledge sharing behaviours of
individuals in organisations as it argues that behaviour is only influenced
indirectly through the influence of attitudes,beliefs and norms (Bock and Kim,
2002) and hencethe link with the impact that a knowledge-friendlyculture and
a high trust climate may have on knowledgesharingtendenciesas both of these
affect attitudes,beliefs and norms of individuals in an organisation.
This theory was deployed by Bock and Kim (2002) in order to develop an
understandingof knowledge sharingbehavioursin an organisationalcontext of
467 employeesin four large public organisationsin Korea. This study focused
on three factors, namely, expectedrewards,expectedassociationsand expected
contribution.

Surprisingly, the results indicated that attitudes towards

knowledge sharing were negatively related to expectedrewards which
many
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researchershave identified as a major motivator for knowledge sharing
behaviours(Bock andKim, 2002).
However, althoughthis researchprovides interestingnew results,it is important
to note that the unit of analysisusedis the individual and no considerationwas
given to social factors and pressures surrounding the individual. Other
limitations of the researchinclude the fact that it was conductedin public sector
organisationsin only one country. In order to increasethe generalisability of
the findings, similar research needs to be carried out in private sector
organisationsas well as differing countriesto take into accountorganisational
and cultural characteristics(Bock and Kim, 2002).
2.53.2 Knowledge Sharing and KM

Since the very first publication on KM (Nonaka, 1991) knowledgesharinghas
beenat the heart of many of the debatesthat have taken-place,so much so that
the terms KM

and knowledge sharing have sometimes been used

synonymously. Although referred to generally as one element, knowledge
be
divided
into
two parts; the sharing of tacit knowledge and the
can
sharing
sharingof explicit knowledge. This differentiation is important asthe two types
of knowledge are so different and therefore pose completely different
challenges.
The regular and routine sharing of tacit knowledge is the foundation for any
knowledge creation activity in an organisation (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995).
In Nonaka, and Takeuchi's (1995) five-phase model of the organisational
knowledge creationprocess,it is arguedthat knowledge creation cannot occur
without the interaction of individuals in what is termed a "knowledge field" in
order to facilitate the exchangeof experiences,emotions, feelings as well as
mental models. However, as the nature of tacit knowledge doesnot lend itself
easily to transfer, regular interaction with others is crucial for effective
knowledge creation. This is paramountin order to build trusting relationships
whereknowledgecan be effortlessly shared.
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Nonaka.and Takeuchi'smodel (1995) focuseson the sharingof tacit knowledge
not only as the starting point for knowledgecreation, it is also imperative that
this is ongoing as the model is cyclical and the process does not end at the
cross-levellingof knowledgebut returnsto the sharingof tacit knowledgeonce
again.
The needfor the existenceof a social settingwheretacit knowledgeis routinely
shared is also realised by Lave and Wenger (Lave and Wenger, 1991) who
introduced the concept of Communitiesof Practise. Although the concept of
Communitiesof Practiseis placedvery much within the organisationallearning
literature, it echoesthe samethemeasthat of knowledgesharingwithin the KM
literature.

Communities of Practise are a group of people with shared relations where
in
in
interact
have
been
for
longer
those
the
with
who
community
newcomers
for
is
in
hand.
learn
The existenceof
to
the
task
requirements
order
whatever
these Communitiesof Practiseis a prerequisitefor the existenceof knowledge
(Lave and Wenger, 1991). Communities of Practisefacilitate both tacit and
explicit knowledge but are originally aimed at the tacit knowledge due to the
difficulties involved in sharing"soft" knowledge.

The sharing of explicit knowledge, on the other hand, has received a
considerableamountof coveragein both KM literature and practise. This stems
from the early days where KM was closely linked to IT. First generationKM
literature was basedon 3 key assumptions:

-

peopleare willing to shareknowledgefreely

-

tacit knowledgecan be easily convertedinto explicit knowledgei. e. it is
codifiable

-

all knowledgecan be sharedthrough IT systems(Hislop, 2005)
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Thus, much of the early literature was concernedwith identifying the correct
intranet or devising a corporateyellow pagesand so on in order to facilitate the
alleged transfer of knowledge. Although these are necessaryto enable the
is
in
information
flow
knowledge
this
organisation,
only a
an
smooth
of
and
small part of the knowledgesharingconcept.

The importance of sharing explicit knowledge rests not on the fact that this
knowledge needs to be shared (since this has been agreed), but on the
practicalitiesof providing the right personwith the right knowledgeat the right
time. This is a much more cumbersometask. The real needto shareknowledge
has been highlighted by many authors (Hislop, 2005, Homburg and Meijer,
2001, Huber, 2001, Maltz et al., 2003) but the challenge lies in equipping
it
be
is
knowledge
identify
to
the
where
can
needed,
what
resources
peoplewith
found and how it can be usedeffectively.

Debatein KM field has however developedsignificantly from first generation
KM literature where there was an assumptionthat people are willing to share
knowledgeand that knowledgeis codiflable and can thereforebe transferredvia
IT systems(Hislop, 2005).
Many surveyshave indicated that the main barriersto successfulKM initiatives
been
has
has
As
KM
human
there
a realisation
matured,
research
related.
are
that a focus on humanfactors is a necessaryantecedentto successfulknowledge
sharing. This is demonstratedby a number of surveys,for example,Ruggles
(1998) in a survey of 431 US organisationsfound that a culture that inhibited
knowledgesharing(i. e. a non knowledge-friendly culture) was one of the main
reasonsfor the failure of KM initiatives. This finding is further confirmed by
researchby KPMG (2000) and ManagementReview (1999). All this suggests
that knowledge sharing continues to pose a problem for organisations and
further researchneedsto be concernedwith this area.
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One of the most basic problems involved in the sharing of knowledge is the
tacit natureof knowledge. Primarily, organisationalknowledgeis built up over
interaction
through
the
of employees. This
years
experience and routine
knowledge is embodied in people and is personal to their own world-views.
Attempting to codify this knowledgeis not an easytask sincethe knowledge is
basedon valuesand assumptionswhich the knowledgeholder may not even be
awareof and thereforemay not be able to articulate (Hislop, 2005). Thus, this
cognitive problem reduces the willingness and motivation to share (Huber,
2001).
The tacit-explicit dichotomy is further complicated by the fact that sharing
knowledge is not a natural human tendency (Huber, 2001, Davenport and
Prusak, 1998). Possessionof knowledge provides a power base which
knowledge
to
the
allows
up,
Whilst
retention
of
give
wish
may
not
employees
for competitiveadvantagewithin the organisation(Goh, 2002, Huber, 2001).
However, researchby Constant et al (1994) suggeststhat employeesrespond
differently to requestsfor sharing different types of knowledge as they entail
involving
benefits.
485
In
undergraduateand
and
a
study
costs
social
varying
postgraduatestudents,it was found that subjects were more willing to share
tangible information such as a computer programme, because there is a
has
it,
it
belongs
to
therefore
to
the
that
this
a
right
organisation
and
perception
is
because
there
they
a perceived
would
share
personal
expertise
whereas
interesting
in
is
finding
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future).
(either
This
the
an
now
or
personal
becauseit indicatesthat the systemssupportingthe sharing of knowledge need
to reflect the type of knowledge being shared. Therefore, an effective, userfriendly IT system is critical in supporting the sharing of explicit knowledge
whereasthe sharingof tacit knowledgeis more complex and is dependanton a
co-operative,collaborative knowledge-friendly culture (Goh, 2002). TbIs is in
agreementwith previous researchwhich indicated that collaborationsamongst
people is heavily influenced by their friendships and personal contacts
(Constantet al., 1994).
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In the multi-facetedissueof knowledgesharing,lack of absorptivecapacityhas
been identified as yet another barrier to the successfulsharing of knowledge
(Hislop, 2005, O'Dell et al., 1999,Zahra and George,2000). The most widely
cited definition of absorptivecapacity has been the one offered by Cohen and
Levinthal (1990, Moran and Volkwein, 1992)who view it as the firm's ability
to value, collate and apply new knowledge from external sources. The
argumentis that althoughthe possessorof the knowledgemay wish to share,the
recipient may lack the ability to take in this proffered knowledge. As discussed
earlier, knowledge is personal, context dependantand develops over time
through the values, norms and experiencesof the individual. Therefore, a
difference in the backgroundsof the knowledgeholder and recipient may lead
to a lack of absorptivecapacity(Huber, 2001).
Similarly, althoughthe knowledgemay be offered by the knowledgeholder, the
recipient may lack the resources(either time or money) to identify, absorband
apply the knowledge(O'Dell et al., 1999).
It is obvious that there is no easy solution to the knowledge sharing problems
faced by organisations. The tacit-explicit dichotomy doubledwith issuesover
ownership of knowledge, social cost and benefit considerationsas well as
absorptivecapacitymake this a very complex areain KM research. Although a
lot of researchhas been concernedwith identifying the barriers to effective
knowledge sharing, there has been limited research into the socialpsychological forces that underpinthe behavioursrelatedto knowledge sharing
(Huber, 2001). However, one common strand in the knowledge sharing
literature is the importanceof regular and routine knowledge sharing activities
in order to facilitate effective knowledge sharing (Bock et al., 2005, Coakes,
2006, Garvey and Williamson, 2002). Even given the issuesconcerning the
tacit / explicit dichotomy, absorptivecapacityand knowledgesharingnot being
a natural human tendency as discussed above, it is argued that routine
knowledge sharing efforts through regular interaction leads to more
effective
knowledge sharing as individuals becomemore acquaintedwith others'
norms
and attitudes (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995, Schneideret al., 1996) making it
easierto absorb, share and internalise knowledge as well as developing more
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trusting relationshipstherebyincreasingthe utilisation of the knowledgemarket
concept(Nahapietand Ghoshal,1998).

Even given the problematic nature of sharingknowledge discussedpreviously,
it is not somethingthat can be ignored as it is arguedthat the more routine and
strongerthe knowledge sharing environmentin an organisation,the higher the
degree of organisationaleffectiveness(Yang, 2004). This is ultimately the
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knowledge creation, increasedknowledge transfer and ultimately, improved
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Basedon this, the associationbetweenknowledge sharing and KM successas
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be
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of
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success
with
will
well as perceptions
from industry in the interview stage.
2.5.4 Job Satisfaction

The fourth and final environmental influence is that of job satisfaction. Job
satisfactionis one of a number of other factors that are coveredby the overall
conceptof motivation. Motivating factors can be both intrinsic or extrinsic and
differ from one individual to anotherbut may well also differ from one industry
to another(Feratt and Short, 1988).
Job satisfaction is typically defined as "a positive emotional state reflecting
affective (fondness)attitude or responsetowards the job situation" (Mak and
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Sockel, 2001 p.268). Job satisfactioncentresaround feelings towards a job as
opposedto being a personaltrait althoughdifferent individuals will be satisfied
to differing degreesby the samejob. Thus,the notion ofjob satisfactionis very
important for organisationsas it may have an effect on employeeperformance,
absenteeismand turnover (Mowday et al., 1982) which will in turn impact on
overall organisationalperformance.
2.5.4.1 Theoretical frameworks for job satisfaction

The conceptof motivation (with job satisfactionbeing one of its prime factors)
is underpinnedby three main theories. Thesetheoriesare Maslow's Hierarchy
of NeedsTheory (1970), Herzberg'sDual Factor Theory (1959) and HackmanOldham's Job CharacteristicTheory (1975). All thesetheoriesare basedon the
premise that the fulfilment of employeeneedsis an integral part of motivating
*need
to be a part of the job in order to achieve
the
motivators
employeesand
this.
Although it is not the intention of this thesis to review or add to the debateon
important
it
is
to understandthe basic concept in order to make a
motivation,
connection with, and assessits impact on KM. The following is a very brief
descriptionof eachof the abovetheorieswhich will then lead to a discussionof
the relationshipbetweenjob satisfactionand KM.
o Maslow's Hierarchy of Needs
Abraham Maslow (1970) deals with motivation from a psychological
perspectiveidentifying five different levels of needsthat must be met in order to
achieve motivation. The lowest unmet need must be addressedin order to
motivate an individual beforemoving on to the next level of needs.
The five levels of needsare physiological, safety and security, social, esteem
and self-actualisationas depictedin the diagramoverleaf.
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Fig. 2.2 Maslow's Hierarchy of Needs0 970)
o Herzberg'sDual Factor Theory
Herzberget a] (1959) on the other hand believe that job satisfactionis affected
by two different sets of factors. The first, hygiene or maintenancefactors are
necessarybut not sufficient in order to motivate individuals. Hygiene factors
may include things such as company policy, supervision and working
conditions. Thus, according to Herzberg's theory (1959) the absenceof these
factors can lead to job dissatisfaction, yet their presence does not create
satisfaction.
Motivating factors on the other hand are aspectsthat enrich a person'sjob. Five
motivating factors in particular were identified. These are: achievement,
recognition, the work itself, responsibility, and advancement(Herzberg et al.,
1959).

Therefore this two-dimensionalparadigm relates the motivating factors to the
person's relationship with the job, whereasthe hygiene factors relate to the
situationin which the persondoestheir job.
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e Haclanan-OldhamModel
Hackman and Oldham (1975) beganby identifying the "critical psychological
states" necessaryfor high levels of internal motivation. These states are
meaningfulnessof thejob, responsibility for outcomeand knowledgeof results.
It is arguedthat the presenceof these key psychological statesleadsto better
performance, lower absenteeismand turnover as well as higher levels of
motivation. In order to achieve these states,five core job characteristicsare
identified, which are skill variety, task identity, task significance,autonomyand
feedback.

Thus the model purports that these five job characteristicslead to desired
in
lead
improved
to
turn
performance(Steers and
psychological stateswhich
Mowday, 1977). However, not all employeeswill react in a similar fashion to
have
job
because
The
that
suggests
employees
environment.
model
an enriched
differing levels of "growth need strengths" (GNS) which is the need for a
in
job,
levels
higher
those
accomplishment
of GNS will
a
with
challengeand
respond favourably to an enriched environment and those with a lower GNS
will reactlessfavourably.
2.5.4.2Job Satisfaction and KH

In respect of KM, there has been some research into the effects of job
satisfaction on the successof KM initiatives per se. Ultimately, a key to
understandingthe reasonsfor the successor failure of KM initiatives is the
identification of the preconditions that enable KM to develop and succeed
within an organisation(Chou et al., 2005).
Therefore, given that routine knowledge sharing is viewed as one of the main
tenets of a successfulKM programme (Davenport and Prusak, 1998, Huber,
2001, Nonaka, 1991), knowledge sharing will only occur if people are happy
and securein their jobs (Mak and Sockel,2001, Mowday et al., 1982)or if there
is an expectedreward (either intrinsic or extrinsic) to be gainedafter the sharing
processhas been conducted. Further, van der Heijden and Brinkman (2001)
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argue that higher levels of job satisfaction results in employees who are more
capable of building fruitful

relationships, and who are more comfortable

communicating with others due to their positive outlook on their jobs and the

organisationto which they belong.
Although high levels of job satisfactionon their own may not guaranteethe
successof KM programme,they may be consideredone of the preconditions
that contribute to the successof such initiatives. Based on this, this research
will explore the effects of the levels of job satisfaction on KM successand
perceptions or overall organisational successthrough interviews with key
playersin the industry.

This section has discussedsome of the literature regardinghow environmental
influencescan have an effect on KM. The next sectionis concernedwith how
organisational factorscan havean influence on the successof KM initiatives.

Part Two: Organisational Influences
Organisationalinfluences, as the name suggests,are factors that are within the
control of the organisationand thereforecan have an impact on the progressof
organisationalinitiatives. The literature indicatesthat organisationalstructure,
innovation and rewards are key organisationalfactors that have an effect on
KM.

2.5.5 Organisational Structure

The way in which organisationshave beenstructuredhas changedconsiderably
In the industrial age, organisations were structured
predominantly on a functional basisso that specialisedknowledgewas grouped
together. The aim of this structurewas to maximise efficiency, but there was a
over the years.

trade-off as this structureis less flexible and doesnot optimise cross-functional
learning (McKenzie and Van Winkelen, 2004).
48

This limitation was overcomeby the introduction of divisional structuresthat
were groupedaroundproductsor services. However,thesealso presentedsome
limitations as thesedivisions had very specific mandatesand scopeof operation
which did not allow flexibility for new productsor services.
The limitations presentedby thesehierarchicalstructureswere overcomeby the
introduction of more flattened structures that allowed for flexibility and
increased collaboration (McKenzie and Van Winkelen, 2004) and these
structurestend to be more prominent in today's organisations.
However, it is important to note that the definition of 'structure' is vague as
structure can mean how employeesare grouped together to perform certain
tasks, but can also refer to how technology is used to enhancethe functions of
the organisation. Others also believe that culture (Gold et al., 2001) can be
manifested through organisational structure as hierarchical structurestend to
reflect rigid organisations and flatter structures indicate more flexible
organisations. Reward may also be seen as an element of structure as some
organisationsuse reward to achieve conformanceto the desiredorganisational
structure.
For the purposesof this thesis,the term "organisationalstructure" will be used
to mean how employeesare groupedtogether to achievethe firm's objectives.
Factors such as-technology, culture and reward are consideredseparatelyin
other partsof the thesis.
2.5.5.1Frameworks for Organisational Structure in KM Environments

Since it is argued that knowledge is the key asset for today's organisation
(Davenport and Prusak, 1998, Scarboroughand Carter, 2000), the structure of
the organisationneedsto reflect the main task in hand- i. e. to be innovative and
flexible (Handy, 1995). In theory, flatter organisationalstructuresallow better
access to each individual's core competencies,thereby increasing valued
knowledge as well as potential for cross-functionallearning. However, there
are obvious reservationsto this theory in that tapping knowledge competencies
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is dependanton individuals' willingness to share (as discussed in section
2.5.3.2) and is not a mere function of organisationalstructure.
Whilst it seemslogical that the way an organisation is structured would (or
should) have an effect on how KM operateswithin the organisation,there are
limited empirically groundedstudiesthat explore this area.
One distinct organisational structure that has received coverage in the KM
literature is the Hypertext organisation (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995). The
following is a discussionof this structure.
Hypertext Organisation

Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) arguethat current organisationstructuresdo not
facilitate the creation, capture and transfer of knowledge that is required in
today's organisations. Historically, organisationsswayedbetweentwo types of
highly
bureaucratic
hand,
On
the
are
structures, which
one
structures.
formalised, emphasisecontrol and work best in stable conditions and on the
flexible.
dynamic,
decentralised
force
hand,
task
and
structureswhich are
other
Task force structuresbring togetherrepresentativesfrom different parts of the
organisationin order to completea particular job or task. The strengthof this
structurelies in the flexibility and adaptabilitythat the structureoffers (Nonaka
and Takeuchi, 1995).
However, each of these structuressuffers from some disadvantages.Namely,
bureaucraticstructurescan createtensionand red tape as well as reducedlevels
of motivation in an organisation. Whilst encouraginginnovativenessand the
creationof new knowledge,task force structures,due to their temporarynature,
do not optimisethe captureand transferof the knowledgethat is created.
Although an array of organisational structures has surfaced (including
"adhocracy", "inverted pyramid" and "spiderweb" structures)all with the aim
of striking a balancebetweenbureaucracyand task force, they are all useful in
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specific situations and not others, and are dependanton specific supporting
structurein order for them to be effective.
The model presentedby Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) claims to achieve the
correct balance between the two extremes of the centralised bureaucratic
structuresand decentralisedtask force structuresallowing an organisation to
capture,utilise and disseminateknowledgein a cyclical process.
The "Hypertext Organisation" is made up of three layers or contexts: the
business system, the project team and the knowledge base. The "business
system" refers to the day-to-day routine activities of the organisation. This
layer is predominatelybureaucraticas this is claimed to be the most effective
in
layer
The
top
the
of
managing
a
stable
environment.
method
organisation
is
the project team where, as the name suggests,people are brought in from
different parts of the organisation in order to achieve a certain task. The
orientationof this layer is task force in order to allow for creativity and problem
base"
bottom
layer
from
forms
knowledge
"Knowledge
the
the
where
solving.
two other layers is capturedand re-contextualised. Although this bottom layer
does not exist as a real entity within the organisation, it resides within the
corporatevision and culture of the firm.
Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) arguethat the co-existenceof theselayers allows
organisations;to draw on the different strengthsof eachlayer as the need arises.
Therefore,in times of stability and routine operations,the core businesssystem
layer is most active whilst in more dynamic situations,the project team layer
can be utilised. The key strength of this model lies not only in the flexibility
that the structure offers but in the ability to capture and contextualise
knowledgethat is createdat the different layersof the organisation.
However, a number of limitations seem evident. One of the fundamental
assumptionsmadein the model is that membersof the project team,once a task
is completedand new knowledgehas beencreated,will move to the knowledge
basein order to make an inventory of their new knowledge. This assumptionis
flawed on two counts; primarily, employeesare not necessarilyalways willing
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and/orable to shareknowledge. Hence,assumingall knowledgecreatedwill be
capturedis not valid. Secondly,since the knowledge basedoes not exist as a
is
highly
dependant
knowledge
the
real entity,
on the
capture and sharing of
structuresand forces within the organisationsuch as culture and reward which
can either motivate or hinder the processof knowledge capture. Although the
two top layers may operateeffectively in terms of utilising the strengthsof the
different structuresdependingon the situation,the final layer is more difficult to
manage. Further,as there is little empirical researchinto the implementationof
the hypertext structure,it is unclearhow an organisationcan migrateto this new
structureand overcomethe problemsthat they may encounter.
2.5.5.2 Organisational Structure and KM

The way an organisationis structuredcan have important implications for KM
efforts. Although organisationalstructuresare usedto maximise efficiency and
in
they
result
sometimes
unintentionally
can
productivity amongstemployees,
inhibiting collaborationand knowledgesharingwithin the organisation(Gold et
al., 2001).
In order to maximise an organization's capability to leverageknowledge, the
organisationmust adopt a flexible structurethat supportsthe different types of
knowledgeand communicationprocessesthat are necessaryto optimisethis key
asset(Davenportand Volpel, 2001).
One of the prime factors that may have a direct impact on the choice of
brganisational structure, and the level of flexibility of the organisational
structure,is the size of the organisation;although this factor has been largely
neglectedin the KM literature (Hislop, 2005). In today's society, the typically
dispersedand fragmentednature of knowledge within organisationshas meant
that one of the main challenges is, for firms to collate and manage this
knowledge. However, asthe size of the organisationincreases,it becomesmore
and more difficult to locate, coordinate and manage the knowledge base,
making the need for rigid and formalised structures more pressing (Myers,
1996).
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This is finther complicated by a number of issues. Firstly, the rise in the
number of global and multinational companiesmeans that although a lot of
knowledge may be created, it becomesincreasingly difficult to capture and
disseminate. In addition, the fact that peopleare geographicallydisperseddoes
not allow for social interaction on a regular basis or the developmentof strong
in
is
factor
Hansen
(1999)
the routine transfer
ties
social
which,
argues, a major
of knowledge. The sharing of knowledge only takes place given a degree of
trust and expectedreciprocity for the knowledge. This is difficult to achieve if
people are not able to have regular social interactions. Further, maintaining
these regular social relations is a time consuming and expensive effort and
requiresflexibility to be built into the operationof the organisationwhich is not
locations.
dispersion
the
of
organisational
alwayspossiblegiven
geograýhical
Secondly, the geographical dispersion of departments or units within an
organisation also brings socio-cultural issues to the fore. Even employees
interpretation
for
have
different
the
of the
working
same organisationwill
a
organisational ethos and mission based on their own system of beliefs and
is
language
knowledge
lack
The
that
values.
of a sharedcommon
may mean
interpreteddifferently by different people and in different contexts. Therefore,
knowledge sharing across socio-cultural boundaries can prove very difficult
(Hislop, 2005). This is of particular relevancefor organisationsthat outsource
certain functions to cheaperregions of the world in an effort to cuts costs.
Although the immediate financial gains may seem appealing,the longer term
impact on the creationand managementof knowledgemay be quite serious.
Finally, the organisationalstructurewill impact on the type of knowledgethat is
System embedddednessand
captured, shared and ultimately utilised.
observability of knowledgeare two dimensionswhich have an influence on how
System
and which knowledge is shared (Birkenshaw et al., 2002).
embeddednessrefers to the extent to which knowledge is embeddedin the
systems of the organisation or is a function of the context in which this
knowledge is developed. Observability on the other hand, refers to knowledge
which can be gainedby observingthe processes,
of the organisation. The more
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the knowledgeis embeddedin the organisationalsystem,the more difficult it is
to sharewhereasthe more observableknowledge is the easierit is to transfer.
Birkenshaw, Nobel et al (2002) argue that hierarchical structures are only
appropriatewhen the knowledge baseof the organisationis highly observable
and knowledge can be easily codified and shared. Flexible structureson the
other hand are more appropriate when organisational knowledge is highly
embeddedin the organisationalstructureto allow for more effective knowledge
sharing (Birkenshaw et al., 2002). Therefore,the design of the organisation
needsto take into accountthe type of knowledge basewhich the organisation
has in order to ensurethe captureof the tacit aswell asthe explicit knowledge.
Another factor which has had wide coveragein the managementliterature in
generaland has strong links to KM is that of 'comniunities of practise' (Cop).
Lave and Wenger (1991, p98) define a community of practice as: 'a set of
in
relationsamongpersons,activity, andworld, overtime and relation with other
tangential and overlapping communities of practice.' They argue that a
for
knowledge
is
intrinsic
the
of
community of practice an
condition
existence
primarily becausethe community provides the interpretativesupportnecessary
for making senseof its heritage.By definition, theseCoP are characterisedby
high levels of flexibility in order to allow the support mechanismsto operate
effectively. However, if the existenceof a Cop is a necessaryantecedentto the
sharingof knowledge,then, drawing on Brown & Duguid's (1991) analogythat
an organisation is a community of communities, one may conclude that the
more subunits (sub communities) there are, the more difficult it is to coordinateand manageknowledgeand its processes.
This sectionhas exploredthe impact that flexible organisationalstructuresmay
have on KM successand overall organisationalperformance.. Primarily, the
size of the organisationwill have an impact on how knowledgeis transferredas
well as the nature of knowledge that is transferred. Further, socio-cultural
barriers can impact on the interpretations of knowledge. The system
embeddednessand observability of knowledge add another dimension in the
considerationof organisationalstructure and fmally, CoP further complicates
the issuesby giving rise to small sub-unitswithin a department. Hence, these
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issueswill be exploredfin-therin the interview stageof this researchto confirm
if a flexible organisationalstructuredoes have an impact on KM successand
perceptionsof organisationalsuccess..
2.5.6 Innovation
It may be arguedthat increasedinnovation is the main objective of most KM
initiatives (Ernst and Young, 1997). In today's 'knowledge society' (Drucker,
1993, p7) the need not only to manage existing knowledge but to regularly
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(Rogers,
as
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"the application of knowledge to produce new knowledge' (1993, p173). A
broader definition which will be used as a guide for this thesis is provided by
the UK Departmentof Trade and industry as "the successfulexploitation of new
ideas" (1998).

2.5.6.1Frameworks for Innovation

Innovation incorporatesmany aspectswhether it is the pure creation of new
knowledge or whether it is the utilisation of exiting knowledge in new
scenarios. However, a number of characteristicsare common to all innovation
processes(Kanter, 1996). Theseare:
9 Uncertainty: on one side, the source of innovation and the intervals at
which an innovation occurs are unpredictable. It is not possible to
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schedulefor innovationswhich obviously makesthe managementof the
innovation process difficult. On the other side, the outcome of an
innovation is also uncertain. There is no guaranteethat the innovation
processwill initially be fruitful and even if it is fi-aitful, that it will yield
the desiredreturnsfor the organisation.
Knowledge intensiveness:in order for innovation to occur,there is a big
reliance on humancreativity. The innovation processcan only progress
if there is interactive learning amongstindividuals facilitated by regular
and close communication between participants to ensure knowledge
transfer. As the knowledge is uncodifiable at this stage,turnover of
participants in the innovation processbreaks the chain and erodes the
accumulatedknowledge.
Political: unavoidably, the allocation of resourcesto the innovation
processmeansthe diversion of theseresourcesfrom other organisational
processes. This can obviously lead to competition for resourceswhich
can either stifle or help the innovation effort to flourish.
Cross-boundary: generally, innovations will have roots in many
functions or will draw from different areasof the organisationas it is
rare for a product or processto be containedexclusively within one unit.
Furthermore, the development of the innovation will have knock-on
effects in other units of the organisationeither due to a change of an
existing product or procedure,or the needto develop a new product or
procedureto supportthe innovation.
Obviously, the nature of these characteristicswill have implications for the
managementof innovation processesas well as the effects of innovation on
KM. Thesewill be discussedin greaterdetail in the next section.
Whilst the literature on innovation proposesdifferent theoretical perspectives,
initially there was general agreementon the stagemodel of innovation theory
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(Hislop, 2005). This theory suggestsa number of discretestagesof innovation
from initial idea generation to the institutionalisation of the idea into the
organisation. The stagesare depictedin the diagrambelow.
Fig 2.3: Typical Componentsin stagemodel of innovation

Idea
Conception

Appraisal of
Needs

Design / Buy

Implementation

Instiflutionalisation/
Routinisation

Source: (Hislop, 2005. KnowledgeManagementin Organisations.Oxford, Oxford University
Press,p 159)

In the 1990s,the linearity of this model was challengedin that the model does
not reflect the extent to which the stagesare inter-related. The stagesare not
mutually exclusive but rather interdependentand at times iterative in order to
develop the innovation (Leonard-Barton,1995). Further, innovation processes
are perceivedas being increasingly interactive as the knowledge necessaryfor
innovation is no longer all contained internally within the organisation but
needs to be sought externally. This requires interaction with external
participantssuchas customers,suppliersand stakeholders.The developmentof
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both internal and external networks is necessaryto the achievementof this
interaction so asto supportthe innovationprocess.
Thus the newer model of innovation theory is more cyclical involving the
interactive use of networks and differing bodiesof knowledge. This is depicted
in fig. 2.4 below:

Fig 2.4 Key characteristicsin contempoLaaconceptualisationof innovation
processes

Interactive

Utilisation of
internal & external
networks

Diverse bodiesof
knowledge
typically necessary

Source: (Hislop, 2005. KnowledgeManagementin Organisations.Oxford, Oxford
University Press.p 160)

The uncertain, fragile, political and cross functional nature of innovation
discussedabove,aswell asthe complex relationshipsinvolved in the innovation
difficulties
to
the
entailed in the whole concept. Yet,
process point
organisations realise the importance of this phenomenon. Not only are
organisationsaware of the significance of knowledge as a key organisational
asset but they are also aware of the need to constantly update existing
knowledge and createnew knowledge. This is seenas the basisfor maintaining
competitive advantagein today's knowledgeeconomy(Sveiby, 1997).
The current state of rapid changein today's market createscontinuouschange
in knowledgerequirementsleadingto new statesof disequilibriurn and potential
profit opportunities (Johannessenet al., 1999). A firm's ability to routinely
innovate, either by generatingnew ideas or using existing ideas in different
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ways, faster than the competition allows them to tap these opportunities and
achieve competitive advantage. Whilst interviewing 50 of Europe's top
managers with regard to requirements for survival in the 21" century,
Johannessenand Olaisen (1999 p119) found that regular innovation was
consideredkey for firm survival. Actions gearedtowardssupportinginnovation
included working collaboratively with educationalinstitutions and developing
partnerships with local smaller firms to utilise their flexibility
innovativeness.

and

Unfortunately, the generationof new ideasor the use of existing ideasin novel
ways does not maintain a firm's competitive advantagefor long as levels of
imitation within the market are very high (Johannessenet al., 1999). The
constant strive for new ideas and better application of ideas into different
contexts spirals competition creating a continuous state of disequilibrium and
new opportunities. This highlights the need for organisations to develop
systemswhere regular and routine innovations can take place in order to stay
aheadof competition.
Hence, the need for organisationsto support innovation is apparent. The sole
possessionof knowledgeis no longer sufficient to ensurecompetitiveadvantage
but it is the processof acting on knowledgethat differentiatesorganisations.
2.5.6.2 Innovation and EM

Although the concept of innovation is a multi-faceted issue (as discussed
below), the KM literature is in agreementabout the necessityof regular and
routine innovation in order to remain competitive in the 'knowledge economy"
(Johannessen
et al., 1999,Leonard-Barton,1995,Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995).
Although there is a realisation that not all innovations will lead to successful
application or adoption in the organisation, the higher the number of
innovations, the more likely that some will lead to fruitful ideas and thereby
competitiveadvantagefor organisations.
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The majority of KM literature regardsknowledge creationprocessesas the key
drivers behind innovation (e.g. Chou et al., 2005, Leonard and Sensiper,1998,
Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995). In particular,Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) argue
that in order to 'explain' innovation, we need a new model of organisational
knowledge creation. Thus, continuousknowledge creation is at the heart of an
organisation'sability to innovate. This idea is currently being challengedwith
knowledge creation being viewed as only one element of the multi faceted
concept of innovation. Innovation is seen as an incremental process of
knowledge developmentas opposedto knowledge replacement(Hislop, 2005).
Further, innovation not only includes the creation of new knowledge but also
the search for external knowledge, together with the ability to absorb or
'internalise' this external knowledge as well as the application of existing
knowledgeto different contextsor situations. The integration and co-ordination
innovation
different
bodies
is
knowledge
processes.
aspect
of
of
of
yet another
Hence, innovation is a combination of complex processescarried out at the
individual aswell asthe organisationallevel.
Considering the move away from the linear model of innovation and the
introduction of the more integrated and cyclical model, some writers have
questionedthe ability of organisationsto manage such a fluid and creative
activity as innovation (Kanter, 1996). Innovation is dependenton the creativity
of humans given certain contexts and certain raw materials. However, the
precisenature of humansand their individuality makesit difficult to predict the
outcome of the interaction with the raw materials let alone whether or not an
innovation will emerge. Thus, trying to encourage, manage or measure
innovation has sometimesbeen viewed as a futile task. Indeed, it has been
suggestedthat innovations occur despite organisations and not because of
organisations due to the rigid and procedural characteristic of organisation
design(Leonardand Sensiper,1998).
Yet from a KM perspective,routine innovation is key to sustainingcompetitive
advantage. The ability to regularly create,captureand utilise knowledge is the
emphasis of KM programmes. Further, knowledge, both tacit and explicit
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As described previously, innovation is a multi-faceted concept but the KM
literature has focusedon three main areas;theseare idea generation,knowledge
2006).
information
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(Adams
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repository and
The concept of idea generationhas had a lot of coveragein the management
literature but the importanceof the continuousgenerationof sufficient numbers
is
ideas
facilitate
development
to
generally accepted
or
process
of
a
product
of
(Adams et al., 2006). Ideas form the basis for innovation and therefore it
follows that the more ideas are generated, the greater the likelihood of
innovation o'ccurring. However, this is the stagewhich is most susceptibleto
difficulties from a managementperspectiveas it can be quite fuzzy requiring
be
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that
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may
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The issueof time will be discussedin greaterdetail in section2.4.9.
If knowledge forms the basis of innovation and ultimately, competitive
is
knowledge
i.
knowledge
the
this
then
repository,
resides, e.
where
advantage,
of great importanceto the organisation. Central to discussingthe knowledge
repository is the differentiation betweentacit and explicit knowledge. Much of
the early KM literature had focused on the development of knowledge
knowledge.
but
this
concerned
with
explicit
repositories
was primarily
Obviously, the captureand storageof explicit knowledgeis much easierand it
is relatively simple to set up knowledge banks or documentwarehousesetc for
explicit knowledge. However, secondgenerationKM is still dealing with the
issue of storing or accounting for tacit knowledge. For innovation in an
organisationalcontext, it is not just individual tacit knowledge that is relevant
but more so collective tacit knowledge. As Leonardand Sensiper(1998, pl 18)
put it:
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"When a group of diverse individuals address a common challenge, each
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schemataandpatterns or she understands
perspectives... ...producing energy that is channelled into new ideas and
products."
This high level interaction between individuals is necessary to generate
innovation, however the literature has not fully addressedthe questionof how
this group tacit knowledge can be stored for organisationaluse. Leonard and
Sensiper(1998) arguethat some tacit knowledge can never be codified and as
individuals are socialisedtogether,they develop a sharedschemataand mental
development
help
in
innovation
The
that
the
of this shared
process.
models
if
Primarily,
is
for
important
for
two
an
reasons.
organisations,
schemata
individual leavesthe organisation,they do not take the tacit knowledge with
them completely as it is shared with others in the organisation. Secondly,
becausethe tacit knowledge is developedcollectively through the socialisation
of individuals, it is impossible to imitate by the competition as no two
individuals will have exactly the same tacit knowledge and will interact in
exactly the sameway as any other two individuals. Arguably, the more the
interaction betweenindividuals, the strongerthe sharedschemataand therefore
the higher the likelihood of innovationsoccurring.
Thus, it may not be the aim of organisationsto capture tacit knowledge in
knowledge
in
develop
but
tacit
the
to
which
will
reside
collective
repositories
organisationat a more abstractlevel.
Information flows is also an important area for innovation within KM. The
flow of information into and out of an organisationhighlights the organisation's
ability to collect and share knowledge not only internally, but with external
parties as well (Adams et al., 2006). The ability to use external information to
aid in the innovation process is a key requirement in order to remain
competitive. However, central to this is the concept of absorptive capacity
(Cohen and Levinthal, 1990) which argues that an organisation's ability to
recognisethe value of, assimilateand apply new external knowledge is crucial
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for any innovation process. This is dependanton a firm's prior knowledge and
the structures that are set up to utilise or absorb new knowledge. This is
obviously challenging as new external knowledge emanatesfrom different
cultures and has different values and thereforeinterpreting this knowledge can
prove troublesome. Although it is not possible to predict what the "correcf'
level of absorptive capacity should be for any particular firm (Cohen and
Levinthal, 1990) it has been indicatedthat higher levels of absorptivecapacity
appearto be positively relatedto innovationandperformance(Tsai, 2001).
Thus, a numberof managerialimplications can be drawn from the discussionof
Principally, the importance of routine innovation to aid and
key
has
been
to KM as well as
recognisedas
maintain competitive advantage
innovation.

organisationalsuccess(Johannessen
et al., 1999,Leofiard-Barton,1995,Nonaka
and Takeuchi, 1995). Further, the realisation. of the importance of tacit
knowledgeto the innovationprocessis crucial and it has beensuggestedthat an
its
knowledge
to
tacit
representsa measure of
organisation's ability
utilise
innovation ability (Leonard and Sensiper, 1998). An awareness of the
importance of tacit knowledge as the basis for generatinginnovations allows
organisationsto put in place frameworks to encouragethe sharing of tacit
knowledge in order to develop a collective organisationaltacit knowledge base
from which innovationsmay occur.
Additionally many of the barriers to sharing tacit knowledge discussed in
section 2.4.3 are the same barriers to innovation. Parallels can be drawn
betweenthe routine sharingof knowledgeand routine innovation. For example,
rewarding innovation is important, but more important is rewarding knowledge
sharing which enables innovation.

Organisational cultures that facilitate

knowledge sharing are crucial. Further, flexible organisationalstructuresthat
support communication in order to enable knowledge sharing are also vital.
Innovation is not a stand alone process within organisationsor within KM
initiatives. It is highly dependenton, and inter-relatedwith other organisational
functions and frameworks.
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The development of innovations ultimately means change and many
organisationsare resistant to change. Although the literature discussesthe
importance of innovation for KM, there is little empirical researchinto the
levels of acceptanceof innovationsin organisationsand how many innovations
arc actually adopted at an organisational level. Another gap in the KM
literature with regardto innovation is that of measurement.Generally,KM has
initiatives
KM
to
can or should be
yet
reach a consensuson whether or not
measuredbut due to the uncertain nature of the innovation process,it seems
logical that measuresshould be put in place in order to establishsome sort of
cost benefit analysisof the process.
Tbus it is evident that, at a theoretical level, routine innovation is vital for KM
innovation
Routine
for
as
well
as
performance.
success
overall organisational
initiatives,
but
KM
has
impact
direct
the
also
of
success
a
not only
on
maintaining competitive advantageand thereby organisationalsuccess. This
theory will be testedfin-therin interviews with key playersin the industry.
2.5.7 Reward
The issue of reward or incentives has been identified as a key factor for KM
initiatives and a prime topic for KM research(Alavi and Leidner, 1999). Much
of the KM literature discussesreward in light of knowledge sharing or as an
enhancementto knowledge sharing initiatives. However, for the purposesof
this thesis,reward will be discussedseparatelyas participating in the sharing of
knowledge is, to a greateror lesserdegree,an individual's choice whereasthe
offering of a reward packageis an organisationalchoice and thus this construct
fits in with the organisationalinfluences.
Motivating employeesto conform to particular behavioursor culture through
performance-basedrewards is a topic which has received vast coveragein the
managementliterature in general and the KM literature in particular (Huber,
2001). However, there are still a myriad of issuesthat impact on the discussion
of this topic. The next sectionwill highlight someof the main issuesidentified
in the literature ashaving an effect on reward systems.
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2.5.7.1 Frameworks for Reward

Initially, reward can be defted as either outcome-basedor behaviour-based
(Lucas and Ogilvie, 2006). Outcome-basedincentives reward the successful
sharing of knowledge or the improvementsgained as a result of the sharing of
knowledge. Behaviour-basedincentives on the other hand act as triggers to
motivate individuals to engagein the sharing processand therefore reward a
changein behaviour. It is arguedthat both types of rewards are necessaryto
induce,as well asmaintain the desiredknowledgesharingbehaviour. However,
absentingtheserewardsmakesindividuals revert back to their old non-sharing
behaviours (Kohn, 1993) thus indicating that incentives only facilitate
temporarycomplianceto organisationalgoals.
The literature doesnot addressthe issue of timing and regularity of iewards as
be
factor
for
knowledge
Although
transfer.
viewed as
may
rewards
an enabling
better
facilitate
temporary
may
rewards
a
way of ensuring'compliance,regular
knowledgesharingbehaviourover longer periods of time.
A fin-ther considerationin assessingreward is the type of reward to be given.
Explicit or hard rewards tend to be generally viewed as econoniic incentives
such as bonusesor performancerelatedpay but other hard benefits may include
accessto information and careeradvancementopportunities(Hall, 2001).
Soft or intangible benefits on the other hand appeal to the self-actualisation
be
in
individuals
1970)
(Maslow,
and can manifested things such
needsof some
as a better reputation amongstpeer, improved statuswithin the organisationor
the altruistic pleasuregainedfrom sharingwith others. Thesehavebeentermed
the "social-psychologicalforces" that impel people to share (Constant et al.,
1994).

Another confounding factor in the reward construct is the issue of rewarding
tacit knowledge. In comparison, rewarding explicit knowledge is relatively
simple in that employees are rewarded for submissions to a database,or
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documentsto a knowledge repository. The social exchangeis easier as the
be
is
i.
knowledge,
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product, e.
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tacit knowledge is more complex as it is more difficult to communicateand
knowledge
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is
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knowledge
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the
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of
only
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of
making it impossiblefor the organisationto value and ultimately, reward. Thus,
given that it is at the knowledgeholder's discretionwhetheror not they identify
their knowledge and chooseto shareit, it is up to them to determinepotentially
acceptablerewardsfor this knowledgein order for them to give the knowledge
up (Huber, 2001).
The problematic nature of knowledge sharing basedreward systemsis further
industries
in
by
inherent
differences
the
and their respective
exemplified
in
is
it
For
that
workers the consulting
perceptionsof reward.
argued
example,
industry are primarily motivated by extrinsic rewards (Huber, 2001) whereas
other industries are motivated by less tangible rewards. This has obvious
implications for multi-national corporationswhich operatein different sectors
where standardisationof reward systemsmay prove problematic. Furthermore,
not only is the type of sectorlikely to have an impact on the type of reward but
the nature of knowledge being shared will elicit different expectations of
reward. It is argued that people would share explicit knowledge (e.g. a
computerprogramme)as the organisationhas a right to it but they would share
benefits
in
doing
to
they
personal expertise since
expect receive personal
so,
(Constantet al., 1994).
Tbus, from the discussionabove, it is obvious that reward is a complex and
multi-dimensional construct. The choice for organisationsbetween outcomebasedor behaviourbasedrewardstogetherwith the distinction betweenintrinsic
or extrinsic rewards and timings of rewards is a difficult one. This is further
complicatedby the tacit nature of knowledgeheld and the industry norms and
expectationsin which the knowledgeplayers act. The implications for KM of
utilising a reward systemarehuge. This is discussedin the next section.

66

2.5.71 Reward and KM

There is a lot of agreementin the literature with regard to the importance of
knowledge sharing basedreward systemsfor KM initiatives (Bock and Kim,
2002, Boist and Griffiths, 1999, Coakes,2006, Hislop, 2005, Leonard-Barton,
1995) and this importanceemanatesfrom the assumptionthat knowledge is a
key assetfor an organisationand as the knowledge is held by individuals who
to make
can opt to shareor not sharethis knowledge,it is vital for organisations;
the sharing of knowledge a rewarding experiencefor the knowledge holder.
Boist & Griffiths (1999) state that "the capture of knowledge involves more
than simply making it easier for employeesto articulate their idiosyncratic
do
it
involves
to
know
how.
their
It
while
so"
worth
making
experiencesand
(Boist and Griffiths, 1999,p662).
There is a generalconsensusin the KM literature regardingthe importance of
knowledge sharing as a predecessorto effective KM (Davenport and Prusak,
1998, Huber, 2001, Nonaka, 1991) and there are extensivelinks being drawn
between knowledge sharing behaviour and reward systems. The concept of
knowledge
knowledge
behaviours
the
existence
of
recognises
rewarding
sharing
i.
for
holders
knowledge
their
the
goods, e.
seek value
markets where
knowledge,in order to part with it or exchangeit (Davenportand Prusak, 1998,
Huber, 2001, Nonaka, 1991). This value can take many forms suchas financial,
prestige,promotion etc.
From a theoretical perspectiveemploying economic exchangetheory, it seems
logical that certain rewardswill elicit certain behaviours. However, it has been
found that rewardsdo not necessarilyencourageknowledge sharingbehaviours
(e.
in
instances
have
the
g. Bock and Kim, 2002,
effect
negative
and some
may
Lucas and Ogilvie, 2006). The KM literature is divided into two distinct
schools of thought in respect to the effects of rewarding knowledge sharing.
The first argues that reward is an essential criteria in eliciting sharing of
knowledge (Hall, 2001) whereas the second school of thought argues that
reward does not lead to knowledge sharing and in some circumstancesmay
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have the oppositeeffect (Bock et al., 2005, Lucas and Ogilvie, 2006). Both of
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2005), this has implications for rewarding this knowledge and managing
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Conversely, others (e.g. Bock and Kim, 2002, Bock et A, 2005, Lucas and
Ogilvie, 2006) have found that becauseparticipants are rational, incentive
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knowledge
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hindering their efforts to maintain competitive advantage within the
organisation.
A number of other reasonshave been cited regarding why knowledge sharing
basedreward schemesfail to encouragethe desiredbehaviours(Bock and Kim,
2002). It is important to note at this stage that these reasons are mere
explanations of an empirically tested negative relationship; the reasons
themselveshavenot beentestedin the knowledgesharingcontext.
Initially, it is argued that rewards may have a punitive effect, so that if an
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employeesmay feel that if the task must be incentivised,therefore it must not
be a good thing creating negative feelings towards sharing in general (Kohn,
1993).

A number of themestherefore can be drawn from the discussionof reward to
inform KM Practises. Generally,there seemsto be a consensusthat providing
extrinsic rewards alone does not guaranteeimproved knowledge sharing and
ultimately overall organisational.performance(Bock and Kim, 2002).
Extrinsic rewards serveto initially align practisesso that employeesengageto
some degree,in knowledge sharing and trigger a changein behaviour (Lucas
and Ogilvie, 2006). However, the impact of these extrinsic rewards is short
lived and may suffer from diminishing returns on investment. Thus, the
incentives need to build knowledge sharing behaviour into the organisational
culture so that it becomes a norm within the organisation. One suggested
method of achieving this is collective rewards so that teams are rewarded
collectively as opposedto people being rewardedindividually. Huber (2001)
identifies a numberof issuesthat needto be taken into considerationin trying to
instil knowledge sharing as a rewarding group activity. These issuesinclude
ensuringthat no organisationalpolicies negatively affect sharingby rewarding
individuals; communicatingmanagementvaluesas to the importanceof sharing
being the 'right' thing to do; leading by example; publicising the positive
effects of sharmigas well as celebrating occasionswhere sharing has been
fruitful for the organisationalmembers.
Where extrinsic rewardsare being usedto encouragegroup sharing,the timing
of rewards is crucial. Sharing consumesboth time and effort and therefore
rewardsneedto be offered at different stagesof the sharingprocessin order to
be inclusive of all participants(Lucasand Ogilvie, 2006).
A more challengingtask for KM initiatives is to provide intrinsic rewardsto aid
knowledge sharing. This is closely connectedwith the literature on culture
where the focus for KM is to develop a knowledge-friendly organisational
culture that supportsknowledge sharing. There is very little empirical research
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that addresseshow intrinsic rewards can practically be used to support
knowledgesharing. Furthertherehasbeena call for rigorous researchinto how
the different types of knowledge being sharedmay call for different forms of
reward as well as the effect of reward on KM programmesuccessand general
organisationaleffectiveness(Bock et al., 2005).
For the purposes of this research, the next stage will seek to confirm if
knowledge-sharingbased reward systems are viewed by key informants in
industry as critical to KM successand impact on perceptionsok organisational
success.
Part Three: Resource Influences

Tberehas been a large emphasisin the KM on the importance of getting the
right organisationalculture which supportsknowledge sharingtherebyallowing
for knowledge creation. This is facilitated by a high-trust organisational
climate, high levels of job satisfactionand some expectedknowledge sharing
based rewards. However, the successof KM may also be dependenton the
availability of certain resources. The following section will discusstwo main
resourcesthat can promote or hinder the progress of KM initiatives in an
organisation. One of theseresources,information technology (IT) has had vast
amountsof coveragein the KM literature whilst the other, time, has received
very little attention and is a result of observationsby the researcherwhilst
working in the financial servicesindustry.
2.5.8 Information Technology

Since the 1980s,there has been extensive focus on the use of IT in order to
improve organisationalefficiency. IT was used to operationalisethe existing
organisational functions more effectively. This was later enhancedby the
introduction of IT tools for communication (Johannessenet al., 1999) which
revolutionisedthe way organisationsoperated.
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An important distinction needs to be drawn between IT in general and
knowledge based systems (KBS) in particular (sometimes referred to as
knowledge managementsystems). IT is the generalumbrella term applied to
any technologicaltool usedto deposit,store,shareor communicateinformation
(Hislop, 2005). KBS on the other hand focus purely on knowledge and
knowledge related activities (Hendriks, 1999) and aim to portray this
knowledge in specific contextsor problem situations. More explicitly, KBS are
defined as "IT-based systems developed to support and enhance the
organizationalprocessesof knowledge creation, storage/retrieval,transfer and
applicatioif'(Alavi and Leidner, 2001,p 115).
For the purposesof this thesis,the term "IT" will be usedfor two main reasons.
Firstly, much of the literature"refers to all technological tools used in KM
efforts as IT (Davenport et al., 1998, Despresand Daniele, 1999, Goh, 2002,
Hislop, 2005, Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995, Prusak, 1996) and therefore, it is
sensibleto keep within this tradition. Secondly,the distinction betweenwhat is
termed as explicit knowledgeand what is termedas information is very fine and
thus it is deemedadvisableto use a generalterm that appliesto both knowledge
and information.
2.5.8.1 IT: Organisational Performance, Tacit Knowledge &Knowledge
Creation

There has been some recognition in the literature of the impact IT has had on
organisationsin terms of improving processingcapacity, speedingof learning
curves as well as improved consistencyOf decision making, whilst on the
negative side there is a realisationof the potential of IT systemsto create more
tedious tasksin de-humanisedorganisationswhich may lead to the deskilling of
the employeebase(Hendriks, 1999). Nonetheless,organisationsare convinced
of the importance of using IT in their processes,yet given the amounts of
money being invested in ensuring that the most up-to-date IT systems are
purchased,there is emerging empirical evidenceas to the lack of support of a
positive relationship betweenIT and organisationalperformance(Nonaka and
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Takeuchi, 1995, Powell and Dent-Micallef, 1997). This has been termed the
"productivity paradox of information technology".

NWhilethe literature is still uncertainof the causesof this paradox,a number of
reasons have been cited. Primarily, the interplay between IT and tacit
knowledge is a field that has received limited attention from academicsand
practitionersand has suffered from a lack of empirical research(Johannessen
et
Given the relative consensusin the literature regarding the
al., 1999).
importance of tacit knowledge (Huber, 2001, Leonard and Sensiper, 1998,
Polanyi, 1966)and its impact on sustainingcompetitiveadvantage(Nonaka and
Takeuchi, 1995, Spender and Grant, 1996, Teece, 1998) there is very little
evidenceof this being translatedinto how IT is usedwithin the organisation.
Strategically,tacit knowledgeis critical to the creationof new knowledgewhich
enhancesinnovation and maintains competitive advantagein the marketplace.
Yet most IT systemsfocus on the explicit knowledge base as it is easier to
capture, store and disseminate(Johannessenet al., 1999). This has serious
implications for organisations as a lack of focus on tacit knowledge deemphasisesthe centralrole it plays in maintaining competitiveedgeas the focus
is only one part of the organisation's knowledge base thus undermining the
organisationscompetitive abilities. Further, as IT is mostly available to all
organisationsin a competitive market, by focusing on explicit knowledge only,
this drives down the firm's dynamic capabilities(Johannessen
et al., 1999).
The research by Johannessennet al (2001) emphasisesthe importance of
focusing on both the explicit as well as implicit knowledge baseswithin an
organisationstatingthat the effective use of IT is crucial in ensuringthe speedy
transfer of explicit knowledge. However, the researchdoesnot addresshow IT
can help in the transferof tacit knowledgewhich is a major gap in the literature.
Another reasonoffered for the negativelink betweenIT and performanceis the
lack of considerationby firms of "socio-technical" factors (Coakes,2006). It is
arguedthat although use of technology is critical in today's organisation,there
is a warning against the over reliance on technology alone to ensure
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competitiveness(Davenport and Prusak, 1998, Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995).
Socio-technical theory argues that people, task, process as well as
environmentalfactorsneedto be consideredalongsidetechnologyto get a better
understandingof how bestto implementtechnologyin an organisation(Coakes,
2006). This is especiallyimportant for multi-national fmns wherethere is a big
reliance on technology as the main transmitter of knowledge and information
but this is moderatedby cultural, time and virtuality factors.
An added factor for consideration in the discussion of IT is the design of
effective IT systems. The technologicaltools needto reflect the requirements
of the organisation and its goals. It is argued that the easier it is to access
information, the more likely it will be re-used (Watson and Hewett, 2006)
which has cost and time saving implications for the organisation. Further,
training has a big impact on the use of IT. Increasedtraining results in greater
ease of use leading to higher intentions of use (Watson and Hewett, 2006)
which would indicatea higher return on investmentfor organisations.
Nonaka, Umemto et al (I 996a)posit that technology can play a leading role in
creating knowledge in an organisation. Five enablersare identified as helping
the creationof knowledgethroughIT.

*

Organisational intention: IT (such as e-mail) can help in disseminating
organisational intention and goals. This is important for knowledge
creation in order to establish which knowledge is valuable to the
organisationin light of the overall organisationalgoals.

*

Individual and group autonomy: advancesin IT allow users to act
autonomouslyeither as individuals or as groupsthus allowing spacefor
creativity and knowledge creation. This is manifestedin the increased
use of portable computersand wireless networking allowing users to
work from diverseplaces.

*

Fluctuation1creativechaos: organisationssuffer from both internal and
external fluctuations and this can create a state of chaos within the
organisation. However, this unstableperiod can allow for creativity as
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people question norms and ftameworks. The use of IT can help monitor

the situation and transmit information both internally and externally in
order to regain stability.
9 Informational redundancy:the provision of information that is beyond
the immediate requirementsof the task in hand allows for knowledge
creation in two ways. Firstly, by providing increased amounts of
information, there is an increasedchanceof sharing of tacit knowledge
as membersview information from other perspectivesthereby allowing
crossingof functional boundaries. Also, 'redundantinformation' allows
individual to place themselveswithin the organisationand understand
,s
where they fit within the organisationalgoals. However, there needsto
be a balancebetweenprovision of redundantinformation and time lost
in searchingfor the necessaryinformation.
Requisitevariety: by having requisite variety, an organisationis able to
integrate internally as well as adapt to external changes. The use of
large scale knowledge databasesallows for the storageand retrieval of
knowledge which can facilitate job rotation to allow for integration
within the organisationaswell as accumulationof knowledgein order to
adaptto the extemal envirorunent.
There is almost completeconsensusin the literatureregardingthe importanceof
developingeffective IT systemsfor organisationsin today's economyin general
(Coakes,2006, Hansen, 1999,Johannessen
et al., 2001, Nonaka et al., 1996b).
However, there is a varying continuum of views with regardto the importance
of IT for KM in particular and how much effort should be exertedon IT and the
levels of impact it can have on organisationalperformance. Ile next section
discussesspecific issuesregardingIT and KM.
2.5.8.2 IT Systems and KM

Much of the debatein the KM literature surroundsthe recognition of the value
of knowledge to organisations;and the impact knowledge requisition and
preservation may have, not only on the success of firms, but more
fundamentally,on their survival. A number of critical organisationalfunctions
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have been identified that help offer beneficial working conditions in order to
forefront,
key
knowledge
At
the
the
effective IT, which
enhance
processes.
'
enables easy access, storage and dissemination of both tacit and explicit
knowledge, has been considereda primary component of any KM initiative
(Johannessen
et al., 2001). Historically, in the first generationKM literature, IT
was synonymouswith KM and much organisational effort was focused on
developing and introducing IT tools as a means of managing knowledge
(Stoddart, 2001). Furthermore,the results that these tools were expectedto
deliver were simplistic and unrealisable. Three main problemswith IT tools are
identified in the literatureasmyths (Malhotra, 2000, pl 1). Theseare:

4P KM technologies can deliver the right information to the right person at

the right time
o KM technologiescan storeintelligenceand experience
9 KM technologiescan distribute humanintelligence
Obviously, given the current researchon the implications of the sharingof tacit
knowledge as well as absorptive capacity when dealing with explicit
knowledge, it becomes evident that these are indeed myths and such
expectationsof any IT tool are unrealistic. Although researchhas proved that
technology is a key driver for KM implementation and development,it only
achievesshort-termbenefits (Moffett et al., 2003). Longer term benefits need
to addresssocio-technicalfactors that are more likely to impact on the success
of KM programmes(Coakes,2006).
This is not to imply that there needsto be less focus on IT. On the contrary,
effective IT is recognisedas an important enablerfor KM. This is reflected in
the amount of investmentby firms in IT where a recent survey predicted that
organisationalinvestmentsin IT searchsystemswill rise by approximately25%
every year moving from $1 billion in 2005 to $2.6 billion in 2010 (Jacobsonand
Prusak, 2006), although a causal link between IT and improved performance
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has yet to be achievedin the literature (Johannessen
et aL, 2001, Sherif et al.,
2006).

The discussionof IT with referenceto KM can quite easily be divided into two
streams. The first discussesthe importanceof developingeffective IT systems
from a technological perspectiveand how IT can facilitate the fast, easy and
convenient storage,transfer and sharing of organisationalknowledge. VA-1ilst
the second,which evolved asthe KM field matured,looks at designingeffective
IT systems from a social Perspectiveand how IT can help build trusting
communities within an organisationthat work more effectively together. Both
viewpoints are necessaryand important for the successfulimplementationof IT
for KM initiatives, however, many organisationsare still embeddedin the
technological perspectiveand have yet to realise the full potential of effective
IT from a social perspective(Hislop, 2005).
From a technologicalperspective,the three main usesof IT for KM have been
identified as storage of lessons learned, accessto expertise and creation of
knowledgenetworks (Sherif et al., 2006) which are key to any KM programme.
Coakes(2006) adds a fourth dimensionby including knowledge creation as a
main factor in IT systems.The diagram below identifies the four main uses of
IT as well as examplesof tools for each.
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Fig 2.5 IT for ManagingKnowledge
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(Adapted from Coakes, 2006. Storing and Sharing Knowledge. The Learning
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However, some limitations of the technological perspective are the over
optimistic view of how much tacit knowledge can be codified as well as how
much knowledgecan be collectedin a centralrepository;the lack of recognition
of the fragmentedand context - dependentnature of organisationalknowledge,
together with the unrealistic view that tacit and explicit knowledge are
completely separable(Hislop, 2005).
Further, an important distinction to be made in IT systemsfor KM are 'push'
and 'pull' systems. As the namessuggest,'push' systemssendout information
to organisationalmemberswhereas'pull' systemsrequire membersto retrieve
information from a central repository or information bank (Coakes, 2006).
There are obvious implications of both systems in terms of effectively
managing knowledge. Although push systemsare useful in providing large
amounts of information to a large audience, this may create a situation of
information overload and both time and effort are wasted in sifting through
Pull systems are also useful in collecting
unnecessary information.
organisationalknowledge but posea similar problem in that if large amountsof
information are posted to a central repository, retrieving a single piece of
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information may be deemedtoo difficult, the searchis abortedand suboptimal
information is used in making organisationaldecisions. Therefore a balance
needsto be soughtin the typesof systemsusedand the information delivered in
order to ensurethe most effectiveIT systemsfor the organisation.
The social perspectiveon the other hand arguesthat althoughthe technological
perspectiveon effective IT for KM is important, it does not fully realise the
potential of IT systemson KM efforts. The social perspectivestemsfrom the
organisational learning and communities of practise literature (Brown and
Duiguid, 1991) and posits that IT and communication software in particular,
facilitate close social interactionbetweenmembersof an organisation(Sherif et
develop
dispersed.
Members
2006)
be
ýt
al.,
who may well
geographicallyvery
sharedvocabulary and common languageand are therefore able to exchange
knowledge more easily (Sherif et al., 2006). Also, as repositoriesact as group
memory, it is easier for new membersto absorbthe organisationaland group
culture. Arguably, the better designedthesesystems,the more effective they are
at establishinga well-fimctioning community of practise.
Researchis divided as to the effects of using IT on the levels of trust amongst
organisationalmembers. In order to contributeto, and use IT systems,a certain
level of trust needsto exist in the community and expectationsof reciprocity
and recognition need to be present. However, some research(Jarvenpaaand
Leidner, 1999) has found a negativerelationship betweenuse of IT and levels
of trust as well as more displays of opportunistic behaviours. Others on the
other hand (Piccoli and Ives, 2003, Townsend et al., 1998) report increased
levels of co-operationthrough use of IT systemsas new membersconform to
norms more quickly and with reduced levels of pressure. Obviously, this is
outside the scope of this researchbut is a prime area for further empirical
researchin order to establishthe true effects of IT on how communitiesinteract
within an organisation.
Also from a social perspective,the contribution of knowledge to, and adoption
from knowledgerepositorieshas implications for the culture of an organisation
and knowledgesharingbehaviours(Watsonand Hewett, 2006). Thus, effective
IT systemsdesignneedsto take into considerationhow the systemis to be used
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and the overall organisational.goals in order to ensure strategic aligrunent.
Merely having a knowledge repository does not guaranteesuccessful KM
(Kankanhalli et al., 2001) or improvedorganisationalperformance.
Thus, although there has beena lot of emphasison how IT can aid knowledge
co-ordination in organisationsand this has been a focal point for many firms,
there has been less emphasison how IT can help resolve problems faced in
knowledgetransferand knowledgere-use. Although researchhas indicatedthat
organisationsthat are capableof developingand designingeffective IT systems
are better able to utilise and transfer knowledge (Jennexand Olfman, 2003),
there are still a lot of gapsin the literaturewith regardto how IT can help in the
transfer of tacit knowledge as well as the impact of this on KM successand
organisationalperformance. Interviews with key players in industry will be
usedto confirm if effective IT systemsare viewed as critical to KM successand
organisationalperformance.
2.4.9 Time

The secondand final issueto be consideredunderthe resourceinfluencesis that
of time.. Time is a critical resourcefor any organisationastime hasimplications
on costs as well as quality of work performed (Maylor, 2005). Surprisingly,
time has been almost completely overlooked in the KM literature and any
literature that does refer to time, only does so in passing. There is a complete
lack of empirical researchinto how time can impact on KM initiatives. The
consideration of time for the purposesof this thesis has been based on the
researchers'own observationsasto the importanceof time in the KM processin
a financial servicescontext.
Two approachesto the discussionof time can be taken. The first approach
considerstime as a resourcewhich needsto be madeavailable for employeesto
utilise. VAiilst the second approach considers the time lag between the
knowledgebeing transferred,or the learning taking place, and the impact on the
task in hand. For the purposesof this thesis, the focus will be on time as a
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identify
factors
is
have
to
that
thesis
theme
the
the
an
resourcesince
central
of
effect on the successof KM projectsand organisationalperformance..
2.5.9.1Time and KM

Intuitively, it seemsreasonableto make a link betweenthe availability of time
and the successof KM initiatives. This is basedon a number of assumptions.
Primarily, knowledge creation, as has been discussedpreviously, is dependant
on knowledge sharing. Among the conditions that need to be presentfor the
sharing to take place, trust (Huber, 2001), reward (Nahapiet and Ghoshal,
1998), and reciprocity (Constant et al., 1994) have been identified as key
factors. Yet, the presenceof all of these factors is dependant,to varying
degrees,on time investmentsfrom both the employeesand management.Trust,
for example,grows over time; it is not somethingthat can be instilled quickly.
Trust developsthrough interactions with others which are perceived to yield
positive outcomes.
Reward and reciprocity are also time consuming efforts since there is a
requirementto identify potentially rewarding knowledge sharing activities and
knowledge sharingpartnersthat may provide useful reciprocal knowledge. For
employees, the search for the rewards and the potential partners can be
extremely time consuming. Time implications for managementinclude the
considerationof suitable reward systemsas well as the provision of sharing
opportunitiesand possibilities of reciprocalarrangements.
Another factor which has beenidentified as a major obstacleto successin KM
initiatives (Ribiere, 2001, Davenportet al., 1998)and which is highly dependent
on the availability of time, is culture. Much of the literature discussesthe
importance of a knowledge-friendly organisational culture that supports the
developmentof sharingrelationshipsfacilitated by face-to-facecommunication
as well as communicationthrough the use of technologicaltools. Comparisons
drawn between Japaneseand Western culture (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995)
highlights the significanceof informal meetingsas a way of sharinginformation
and strengtheningthe organisationalculture. Yet, it seemsevident that this is
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reliant on the availability of time so that employees can invest the scarce
resourceof time without feeling that it is being wastedor feeling that their job
security is threatened.
The impact of time has been identified by Kanter (1984) as critical to the
innovation
is
basedon both
innovations.
The
of
generationof
whole concept
the interaction of individuals (Leonard and Sensiper, 1998) as well as the
application of mental models and fi-ameworksto problems in order to come up
with a solution (Kanter, 1984). Both of theseentities are time consuming and
require an understandingfrom both employees and managementthat time
investedmay not necessarilygeneratethe required results yet still needsnot to
be viewed as wastedtime.
Further, much of the KM literature refers to the problems posed by IT in
creating information overload (McDermott, 1999). Amongst the frenzy in
organisationsto acquire faster and more efficient tools, little considerationhas
beengiven to the amountof time employeesare both willing and able to give up
in order to learn how to use thesetools. Even with an ability to use the tools,
knowledge repositories are today capable of holding vast amounts of
information and knowledgemeaningincreasedtime and effort in order to locate
any requiredpiece of information. Contributing to the knowledgerepository as
well as keeping the information updatedis also a time consumingtask and may
be consideredunrewardingdependingon the culture of the organisation.
One counterargumentthat hasbeenposedis that no specific percentageof time
integral
be
is
KM
KM
to
to the working
to
as
needs
allocated
seen
activities as
of the organisation and therefore all tasks and processesshould take a KM
perspective(O'Dell et al., 1999). Although this is an acceptablephilosophy to
pursue, it seemsfoolish to completely disregardthis factor and undertake no
researchinto its impact on the developmentof KM in organisationsand the
ultimate effects on organisationalperformance.
Thus it seems logical to expect that availability of staff time will have a
significant impact on the successof KM initiatives yet this is not reflected in the
81

academicliterature. Guptara (1998) cited the lack of time as one of the key
reasonswhy KM fails as orgapisationsaretoo busy to invest in activities that do
not immediately affect the bottom line. Hence, although there is a lack of
empirical evidenceto support this, the next stageof the researchwill confirm
with key playersfrom industry whetheravailability of time is viewed as critical
to KM successand organisationalsuccess.
2.6 Measurement Issues
Measuring KM activity is a strongly debated topic in both academic and
practitioner circles and although it is not the purposeof this thesisto attemptto
measureknowledge in any particular organisation, it is imperative that the
...
faced
in
knowledge
challenges
are considered.
measuring
From a practical perspective,the rise in interest in measuringknowledge is
evidencedby the numerous models that have surfaced in an attempt to aid
organisations in quantifying their knowledge base and can be viewed as
indicator of the inappropriatenessof traditional measurementsystemsthat focus
primarily on financial-basedmetrics (Kakabadseet al., 2003, Marr et al., 2004).
However, from a theoretical perspective,a pre-requisiteto managinganything
would be that one had defined what is to be managed(Housel and Bell, 2001),
but the inherently intangible nature of knowledge makes it very difficult to
assessor evaluate. Further, from a methodologicalperspective,the dynamic
nature of knowledge means that the most any of these models can aim to
achieveis a snapshotin time assessment
of the value of knowledge(Marr et al.,
2004) which does not reflect the changes that can occur as knowledge
participants interact with each other and with the infrastructure of the
organisation.
The KM field is divided into two schools of thought with regard to the
measurementof knowledge; those who believe that knowledge can and should
be measured(Chourideset al., 2003, Housel and Bell, 2001, Marr et al., 2004)
do
knowledge
be
and thosewho arguethat
cannot measuredand any attemptsto
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Stemmer,
2002).
The
Cope,
2000,
2004,
be
futile
(Ahn
Chang,
so would
and
following sectiondiscusseseachof theseviewpoints.

2.6.1 The Argument Against

The first school of thought in the knowledge measurementdebatearguesthat
impossible
be
it
knowledge,
to
fluid
the
virtually
would
given
characteristicsof
define andthereforemeasureknowledge.

To begin with, the tacit nature of knowledge meansthat not all knowledge is
develops
heads
in
1966).
Knowledge
(Polanyi,
and
exists people's
codiflable
through the person's experience,interactions and personal understandingof
knowledge
if
to
Therefore,
the
alf
share,
not
attempts
situations.
person
even
knowledge
be
Furthermore,
transferred
may
although some
can
or replicated.
be transferredby observation,other knowledge needsto be transferredvia use
different
language
has
in
language
that
of
which poses another problem
OECD,
2004).
2003,
Zeithaml,
different
(King
to
and
meanings
people

The secondcharacteristicof knowledgeis that it is context specific. Knowledge
is
it
in
depending
time
usedand therefore
the
which
can change
and situation
on
the interpretation of a piece of knowledge becomesopen to question (OECD,
2004). The fact that knowledge is context specific challengesthe models that
claim knowledge can be captured, disseminated and then used with no
considerationfor the contextin which the knowledgewas originally created.

The intangible characteristicsidentified above mean that knowledge does not
lend itself readily to management,monitoring or measurement.

Another viewpoint is that any measurementof KM projects should be basedon
the recognition of invisible assetsthat add value to the organisationthrough
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innovation and the fostering of a knowledgesharingculture (Martensson,2000,
Holsapple and Joshi, 2002). However, the term assetcarries an indication of
return and one of the disagreementsin the literature surrounds how these
intangible assetswould be evaluatedor quantified.
Others (Drucker, 1993, OECD, 2004, Polanyi, 1966) believe that knowledge
should not be viewed as a "thing" or a possessionthat can be owned, traded,
monitored or measured. Alternatively, knowledge should be viewed as a
processor an activity which adds value to the organisation. Such processes
would include the creation, assimilation,use and re-useof both individual and
organisationalknowledge.

2.6.2 The Arjument For

The opposing school of thought argues that in this era of the "knowledge
economy" it is not organisationsability to out do one anotherbut their ability to
out know one anotherthat ensuressurvival (Houseland Bell, 2001).
The argumentin favour of measuringknowledgehingeson the assumptionthat
in today's society, competitive advantage is underpinned by knowledge.
Competitive advantageis madeup of the organisation'score competencies. In
order for organisationsto grow and nurture this competitive advantage,they
needto managethe knowledgeon which it is based(Marr et al., 2004). At the
individual level, these include personalknowledge, skills and talents, while at
the organisationallevel, they include the organisationalinfrastructure,culture,
trade secretsand the relationshipsamongstakeholders(Bontis et al., 1999).
Although thesecharacteristicsmay well be intangible and difficult to quantify,
increasingly,there is a realisationthat the value of a companydependson these
intangibles. The difference between the book value of a company and its
market value is accreditedto these intangibles. Tberefore their measurement
will aid in attxactingventurecapital andpartnerships(OECD, 2004).
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Somefirms have indeed managedto successfullyquantify the benefits of their
knowledge managementefforts. Chevron for example managedto realise a
$170 million annual saving through the collection and sharing of knowledge
that had beendispersedin its offices acrossthe world (Housel and Bell, 2001).
Further, the expansionof the marketsfor knowledge,signalled by the increase
in patent applicationsand sharprises in intellectual property costs,point to the
importance of the knowledge economy. However, one of the main
characteristicsof this knowledgeeconomyare inefficient markets(Teece,1998)
where it is not clear to buyers or sellers who has what or indeed who needs
what. KM in general and knowledge measurementin particular assumesthe
role of reducing the inefficiencies 9f this market by quantifying knowledge
assets(OECD, 2004).
Another case made in support of measuring knowledge is that appropriate
metrics are necessaryto further convincemanagersand stakeholdersalike of the
benefitsof investmentin KM and its effect on the bottom-line (Houseland Bell,
2001, Liebowitz and Suen, 2000). Old accounting and finance metrics are
inadequateor largely inappropriatefor the emerging intangible assetsthat are
being proffered asthe key organisationaldrivers of the future.
Finally, the nature of today's society as well as the current economic climate
dictates that proof of effectiveness needs to be provided for continued
investmentinto any project. This is the casefor KM. In order to ensurethe
sustainabilityof KM initiatives, KM measurementtools needto be able to make
the casefor the importanceof KM as a whole. How thesetools are used and
what they measureis still debatable.

Thus, the KM field is still not agreed with respect to the basic concept of
whether or not knowledge should, or indeed, can be measured. Further, even
for those who argue that knowledge should be measured,the lack of suitable
measurementtools that realistically reflect knowledgeassetshas led to a call by
researchersfor fin-ther investigation into this area in order to arrive at a
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generally accepted KM measurement fi-amework providing the discipline with
further credibility (Marr et al., 2004, Liebowitz and Suen, 2000, Holtshouse,
1998).

However, although there is a need to arrive at a universally agreed unit of
measurement in order to ensure the sustainability and credibility

of the

discipline (Housel and Bell, 2001), there is a lack of focus in the literature on
measuring the impact of KM efforts on overall organisational performance.
Given the complexity in measuring actual knowledge, it seems that measuring
the impact of KM on performance (Drucker, 1993, OECD, 2004, Polanyi, 1966)
is a more beneficial

approach.

However, there is also a dearth of

methodologically robust research that seeks to address. this gap in the KM
literature.

This researchwill therefore explore the impact of the critical successfactors
identified in the literature on perceptionsof organisational success. These
factors will be testedthrough interviews with key players in the industry. This
will form a major contribution to knowledgein the KM field. As discussedin
section2.3, self-reportedmeasuresof successwill be usedas they representthe
views of the key playersin the field.
2.7 Conclusion

In this chapter,the extant literature on critical successfactors for KM has been
in
has
been
base
literature
broad
A
covered
explored and critiqued.
order to
addressa numberof pertinentareasin the KM field.
Initially, a general discussion of critical success factors identified the
importanceof this conceptand its wide use in the managementfield. Building
on this, a discussionof the specific conceptof successwas developedsince the
idea of successis a fluid concept and therefore can be interpreted in many
different ways and it was thus important to establish how successwould be
defmedfor the purposesof this thesis.

86

Having established the concepts of critical successfactors and success,a
detailed discussion and critique of the actual critical successfactors for KM
ensued. In total, nine critical successfactors were identified from the extant
KM literature. Each of these critical success factors was discussed
independentlyas well as in relation to KM. Thesefactorswill be explored with
key players in industry in the interview stagein order to assesswhich factors
are viewed as critical to KM successand overall organisationalsuccess.
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Chapter 3

Methodology and Methods
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3.1 Introduction

Researchdesign is defined by Kumar as "a proceduralplan that is adoptedby
the researcher to answer questions validly, objectively, accurately and
functions
definition
This
(2005,
of research
entails two
economically"
p84). *
design. The first deals with the developmentof the researchproblem or the
in
hand,
For
be
thesewere
the
to
that
study
answered.
researchquestions
need
in
detailed
Chapter2.
literature
through
the
the
established
review of
The second function of research design is to establish the validity and
is
findings.
This
in
the aim
the
to
the
rigorousnessof
methodsused order reach
is
in-depth
latter
integral
to
this
the
this
an
analysis
section
of
part of
chapter.
'questions
in
justification
for
the research thus
the
the
used
scales
and
of
establishingthe rigorous and robustbasisof the research.
However, before a useful discussion of researchdesign can be developed,
by
the
be
to
the
to
undertaken
researchapproach
consideration needs
given
study explaining the major different research approaches available, and
justifying the reasonsfor the particular approachtaken. T'his is coveredin the
first part of the chapter.
Although

the

terms are sometimes used synonymously and
interchangeably,this chapter makes the distinction between methodological
two

for
i.
the research
the
assumptions
considerations- e.
underlying philosophical
approach;and methods,which is the actualtools and techniquesusedto collect
the data (Easterby-Smithet al., 2004, Fisher, 2004). Thus the first part of the
chapter deals with the methodologicalaspectand the secondpart moves on to
discussthe actualmethodsused.
3.2 Philosophical Approaches

The*distinction between epistemology. and ontology forms the basis for the main

managementresearchapproaches. Initially, epistemology is concerned with
identifying the things which can be regardedas knowledge, evidenceor proof.
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Ontology on the other hand deals with the question of whether a particular
in
interpreted
be
the sameway by different
phenomenaor social event would
basis,
2000).
From
Jankowicz,
(Bryman
Bell,
2003,
this
social actors
and
different researchapproachesstem.
Although others exist (e.g. feminism, critical social science,post modernism
etc.), positivism, interpretivism and realism are the three major approachesto
research. The next section discusses each of these schools of thought
independently.

3.2.1 Positivism
Positivism is the researchparadigmmost closely aligned to the natural sciences
where the aim is to uncover facts that are measurableusing experiments or
is
idea
Central
(Remenyi
1998).
the
to
the
tools
of
positivism
survey
et al.,
belief in the external existence of the social world which can be measured
objectively and not through reflection and intuition. August Comte (1853)
explainedthis view by saying
"All good intellectshaverepeated,since Bacon's time, that there can be
no real knowledgebut that which is basedon observedfacts."
Ontologically, Comte's explanationassumesthat reality is not only external but
is
it
knowledge
Further,
that
also observable.
only
epistemologically assumes
of value if it is based on measurableobservations of this external reality
(Easterby-Smithet al., 2002).
A number of other characteristicsidentify positivism. Initially, positivism
formulate
in
be
hypotheses
is
to
to
that
the
theory
able
argues
order
purposeof
that can be testedand allow explanationof laws or what is termed deductivism.
Further,true knowledgeis achievedthrough the collection of facts that generate
laws or inductivism (Bryman and Bell, 2003). Also, in arriving at these laws,
positivism assumes an objective role held by the researcher so that the
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researcheris totally independentof the research as well as any resulting
findings (Remenyiet al., 1998).
Thus, positivism views the role of researchas the collection of empirically
verifiable data which can be usedto derive generalisablepropositionsthat can
be rigorously testedin order to arrive at laws or theories.
In order to arrive at theselaws or theories,positivists tend to utilise statistical
analysiswhich requireslarge samplesizes. This is believedto increaseexternal
validity and generalisabilityof the findings (Hair et al., 1987).

3.2.2 Interpretivism

The contrastingresearchphilosophy to positivism is that of interpretivism, or
what is sometimestermed phenomenologyor social constructionism. For the
purposesof this thesis,the term interpretivismwill bp used.
Fundamentally, interpretavisits believe that the subject matter of the social
sciencesis completely different from that of the pure sciencesand therefore
cannot be treatedand researchedin the samemanner(Bryman and Bell, 2003).
Considering that social sciencesare concernedprimarily with the study of
humans,interpretivists argue that the researchapproachtaken needsto reflect
the distinctive nature of the subjectmatter. Tbus, in essence,the main pursuit
of positivists is to explain human behaviour, whereas interpretivists aim to
understandhumanbehaviour(Bryman and Bell, 2003).
The interpretivist view arguesthat the norins, beliefs and value systems that
individuals hold, influence their interpretation of reality as well as their
interpretationof how other people view reality. The combination of these two
interpretationsleadsto a socially constructedreality (Fisher, 2004). Therefore,
in an attempt to understandthis socially constructedreality, the interpretivist
approachto researchrejectsthe existenceof a universal truth and focusesmore
on the plurality and complexity of the topic trying to understandit from the
point of view of the actorsinvolved in the event (Bryman and Bell, 2003).
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A centralfeatureof the interpretivist viewpoint is that any researchfindings will
be coloured by the researchers'own values and beliefs. Hence one of the
requirementsof this type of researchapproachis a knowledgeand appreciation
of one's own beliefs and valuesor what is termedreflexivity (Fisher,2004).
Given the above underlying principles of interpretivist research, the
characteristicsof this approachinclude a smaller samplesize which allows for
in-depth analysis of individual human behaviour, especially the use of verbal
and non-verbal communication which is one of the main tools used in this
approach(Bryman and Bell, 2003). This is in contrastto the positivist view
factors
large
to
to
confounding
which uses
sample sizes and attempts remove
enablestandardisation.
The importanceof social constructssuchas languageand culture is reflected in
the collection and interpretationof qualitative data generallyusing an inductive
approach(Silverman, 2005). This implies a processwhere observationsand
patterns precedetheory. Again, this is in contrast to the positivist approach
which relies more heavily on deduction and aims to test theory through
observationand investigationof hypotheses.However, it is important to note at
this stagethat these two methodsare not mutually exclusive and most social
researchwill include elementsof both inductive and deductive approachesat
different times (Saunderset al., 2003).
Further, the interests of the researcherplay a major role in the interpretivist
approachas it is the individual who ultimately decideswhat constitutesan event
and interpretsfindings of any suchevents(Jankowicz,2005).
The table below summarisesthe main differencesbetweenthe two approaches
of positivism and interpretivism.
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Table 3.1: Key Features of Positivist and Interoretivist Paradigms

"OSITIVIST
I'AIIADIGNI

Basic
beliefs:

0 Theworld is externaland
objective
0 Observeris independent
0 Scienceis valuefree

Researcher
should:

0
0
0
i,

Preferred
methods
include:

0
0
I

INTERIIIETIVIST
I'MIADIGINI

0 Theworld is sociallyconstructed
and
subjective
0 Observeris partof whatis being
observed
0 Scienceis drivenby humaninterests
Focuson facts
0 Focuson meanings
Look for casualtyand
0 Try to understand
whatis happening
fundamental
laws
0 Look at thetotalityof eachsituation
Reducephenomena
to simplest 9 Developideasthroughinductionfrom
elements
data
Formulatehypotheses
andthen
testthem
Operationalising
0 Usingmultiplemethodsto establish
conceptsso
differentviewsof phenomena
thattheycanbemeasured
Takinglargesamples
Smallsamplesinvestigated
in depth
overtime

Source: (Easterby-Smithet al., 1999, OrganizationalLearning: DebatesPast, Present
and Future.Journalof ManagementStudies.Vol. 37, Issue6, pp. 783-796)

3.2.3 Realism

In many respects,realism falls between the two extremesof positivism and
interpretivism on the continuum of researchapproaches(Fig 3.1). Realists
sharewith positivists the belief that a reality exists outside and independentof
humanthoughtsand beliefs (Saunderset al., 2003). Within the social sciences,
this externalreality is reflected in the existenceof large-scalesocial forces that
impact on peopleregardlessof whetheror not they are awareof the existenceof
these social forces. However, realists also accept that human beings are not
mere scientific objects that can be studied but that socially constructedbeliefs
will impact on their behavioursand interpretationsof events (Saunderset al.,
2003). In this respect,realists sharesomeof the samebeliefs as interpretivists.
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Thus, realism makesa less ambitious attempt,than positivism, to confirm true
knowledge since some social phenomenaare context dependentmaking them
difficult to measure. Nonetheless,realists attempt to label and measurethese
phenomena,taking into accountthe social forces that may affect any resulting
findings (Fisher,2004).

Within the realism school of thought, critical realism goes fin-ther by arguing
that there are different layers to our understandingof knowledge. Bhaskar
(1975), who first developedthe theory of critical realism arguesthat there are
three levels of reality. Experienceforms the first, and most limited level of
reality; this is what is seenon a personallevel but doesnot necessarilymiffor
reality. At the secondlevel, eventsare things that a persondoesnot have first
hand experienceof but interpretsthroughtheir own experiences.Finally, at the
deepestlevel, mechanismsare the causesfor the occurrenceof events,as events
do not happenout of nothing. A featureof this third and most complex level is
that although there is an awarenessthat mechanismsexist, they cannot be
directly experiencedand can only be logically inferred (Fisher,2004).
Thus, the main driver for critical realists is an attempt to uncover the deep
mechanismsthat underlie the reality which is seen and observed. Bhaskar
(1989, p2) arguesthat "we will only be ableto understand- and so change the
social world if we identify the structuresat work that generatethose eventsand
discourses".

It is important to note at this point that it would be naYveto assumethat any
researcherwithin a particular schoolof thought would agreewholly with all the
characteristicsof that particular school of thought. The central tenets of the
aboveresearchapproacheshavebeendevelopedover time and have collectively
come together to representthe different philosophies (Easterby-Smith et al.,
2002). The philosophies in themselvesshow varying degreesof extremism
depicting different characteristics. This continuum is shown in figure 3.1
below.
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Fig. 3.1: Objective- SubjectiveContinuum
Approach

t o Social Scien ces

Interpretivist

Positivist

Reality as a
concrete
structure

Reality as a
concrete
process

Reality as a
contextual
field of
information

Reality as a
realm of
symbolic
discourse

Reality as a
social
construction

Reality as a
projection of
human
imagination

Source: (Morgan and Smircich, 1980,The Casefor Qualitative Research.Academy of
ManagementReview. Vol 5, Issue4. pp.491-500)

3.3 Approaches of Existing Research
Due to the immaturity of the field, much of the KM literature tends to be
findings
lacks
based
tested
empirically
research
practitioner
case-studiesand
(Moffett et al., 2003, Chauvel and Despres,2002). However, what research
doesexist, mainly exhibits characteristicsof the positivist approach. Generally,
it attempts to operationalise and measure certain variables indicating an
be
based
that
truth
sought.The main
causality
can
assumption
on
an objective
tools used to achievethis are questionnairesand surveysusing relatively large
samplesizeswhich are anothercharacteristicof this approach.
Whilst not all researchwithin the KM field adopts a positivist approach,the
below
The
table
this
to
method.
gives
majority of popular studiesseem assume
has
been
the
approach
utilised.
examplesof major studieswhere
positivist
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Table 3.2 Examples of Maior Studies in KM
Year
1997

1997

1998
1998
1999

1999
2000
2001
2001

Title of Study

Initiator(s)

Methodology

No. of
Cases
ru-rope'sStateof
CranfieldBus.Schoo I Physicalquestionnaire 260
the Art in KM
with somepersonal
interviews
Creatingthe
Physical& web based
Journalof KM 143
Knowledge-based Benchmarking
questionnaires
Organisation
ExchangeBestPractise
Club
KM Research
Physicalquestionnaire 100
KPMG - Harris
Report
ResearchCentre
Whaton Earthis a
Physical
Earl & Scoff
20
CKO
&
questionnaires
Interviews
Surveyon KM
Management
Review
Physicalquestionnaire 1626
andAMA Research
Institute
KM in France
Physicalquestionnaire
Arthur Anderson68
Trivium - Valoris
KM Research
Longitudinalstudy
KPMG - Harris
423
Report
ResearchCentre
EnqueteKM
Physicalquestionnaire
KM Technologies
49
& web-based
questionnaire
AssessingKM
Web Survey
Riberie
70
Initiative's Success
asa Functionof
Organisation
Culture

Source: Adapted from Chauvel, D&

Despres,C (2002), A Review of Survey Researchin

Knowledge Management:1997-2000,Joumal of Knowledge Managemen Vol 6, Iss 3, p207,
223.

3.4 Approach Taken by this Study
Given the discussionand the table above,there seemsto be a precedentin the
KM field of leaning towards the positivist end of the researchphilosophies
With regard to this study however, the choice of research
philosophy was made independentlyof previous researchand was based on a
continuum.

considerationof the original objectivesof the research.
The two broad objectives of the researchare firstly to establish the critical
successfactors for KM, and secondly,to establishwhether the existenceof a
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KM programme makes a positive contribution to perceptions of organisational

success.
In meeting these objectives, a mixed methodsapproachwas employed. The
first stageof the researchutilised an interpretivistapproachin order to establish
and confmn the critical successfactors to be used in the research.This was
done through the analysis of findings from interviews with key players in
industry coupled with the use of the researcher'sown observationsand prior
knowledge of the industry. This reflects the interpretivist approachgiven the
small samplesize and in-depth analysisof meanings.
The secondstageof the researchemployeda positivist approachthrough the use
of a large scale survey to assessthe relationshipbetweenthe identified critical
successfactors and KM programmesand perceptionsof organisationalsuccess.
Measurement of certain variables is one of the key characteristics of the
positivist approach. Further, the developmentand testing of the nine research
hypothesesdevelopedas a result of the interview with key players gives finther
credence to the use of this methodology as formulation and testing of
hypothesesis a key featureof the positivist approach.
Another major aspectof the positivist approachis the objective stand that the
researchertakes when conductingthe research. This was viewed as critical to
the credibility of the researchas the researcherhas lengthy experiencein the
Financial Servicesindustry which would have coloured her interpretation and
analysis of findings from the large scale survey. Arguably, this would be an
acceptableand integral part of the researchunder the interpretivist approachbut
consideringthe secondaim of the researchof objectively measuringthe impact
of eachvariable on the successof KM initiatives, this was deemedinappropriate
for the purposesof the researchin hand.
One of the reasonswhy a mixed methodsapproachwas chosenand a purely
positivist or a purely interpretivist approachwas rejectedwas becausea purely
positivist approachwould not enablethe researchto incorporate the views of
key players from industry which confirmed findings from the literature and
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made the research more robust. A purely interpretivist approach was rejected
however becausethis approach relies heavily on the in-depth analysis of a small
number of cases in order to understand behaviour (Bryman and Bell, 2003).
Given that the purpose of this study is to identify which variables have an effect
impact
initiatives
KM
their
the
on perceptions of overall
on
success of
and
organisational success,the use of a small sample may give an indication of what
the key variables are but it would be difficult
conclusions regarding the whole population.
approach was deemed inappropriate.

to infer any reasonable

Hence a purely interpretivist

This is especially important given the

size of the industry in which the study is being carried out.

Many of the reasonsfor rejecting the interpretivism approachalso apply to the
is
The
realism approach.
main aim of realists to uncover the underlying
mechanismsbehind reality (Fisher,2004). However, the purposeof this study
is to identify which variables are more central to the success of KM
is
behind
find
the case.
this
to
the
why
programmes and not
reasons
out
Although this may be a valuablepursuit, this has been identified as an avenue
for further researchand is not within the scopeof the current study.
3.4.1 Positioning of this Study

The extreme characteristicsof the positivist-interpretivist continuum are based
on a one-dimensionalperspectiveof researchphilosophy. In order to expand
this focuseddebateand introduce anotherdimension,The Frameworkof Social
Theory (Burrel and Morgan, 1979) was developed. It is arguedthat all social
theorists can be located within this fi-ameworkand as such, this framework is
popular and commonlyusedin managementresearch.
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Figure 3.2: The Framework of Social Theojy

THE SOCIOLOGYOF RADICAL CHANGE

Radical
Hmmnist

Radical
Structuiulist

OBJECTIVE

Irterpretive

Fumflonalist

ME SOCIOLOGYOF REGULATION

Source: Burrel, G. and Morgan, G. (1979) SociologicalParadigmsand OrganisationalAnalysis.
London, Heinemann,p22.

As shown in figure 3.2 above, this framework has a two-dimensional matrix
dimension
four
The
subjective-objective
structurewith
alternativeparadigms.
is coupled with the consensus-conflictdimension to produce four different
paradigms. On the horizontal axis, there is an obvious similarity with the
traditional positivist-interpretivistview of research. However, the vertical ayis
representssocial changewithin society and whether people act on their own
free will or their actionsare determinedby their environment.
Thus, eachof the resulting cells representsa set of meta-theoreticalassumptions
(1979)
Morgan
Burrel
the
argue
and
about
nature of social scienceand society.
that the paradigms are mutually exclusive even though they may share some
following
is
The
features
their
paradigms.
common
neighbouring
with either of
a brief outline of eachof the paradigms:
e FunctionalistParadigm
Closely aligned to the positivist tradition, the functionalist paradigm is
'
underpinnedby the assumptionthat social structureshave observablefunctions
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that revolve around rational human actions. This approachtakes an objective
point of view.
o InterpretiveParadigm
Whereasthe fimctionalist paradigmis closely alignedto the positivist approach,
the interpretive paradigm, as the name suggests,is rooted in the interpretivist
tradition. This paradigm espousesthe importance of human thought and
interpretationin the formation of social reality which is basedon a set of shared
meaningsand assumptionsbetweenthe actorsin that socialreality.
e Radical StructuralistParadigm
Sharing the objective approach of the functionalist paradigm, radical
structuralistsview changeas a result of socio-economicclassstruggles. Radical
structuralism views the occurrence of change through conflict, domination,
contradictionand deprivation.

o

Radical Humanist Paradigm

The radical humanistparadigmon the other hand is more closely aligned to the
interpretivist tradition focusing more on subjectivity and human thought. In
order to achievechange,radical humanistsbelieve in the needto remove social
constraintsthat can limit humanpotential.
Given the discussionin section 3.4, it is evident that the current study best fits
betweenthe interpretiveparadigmand the functionalist/positivistparadigmwith
the focus being on interpreting views from actors in the social reality together
with an objective analysis of the factors that lead to the successof KM
programmesand their effects on perceptionsof organisationalsuccess.
It is important to note at this stagethat there is a trade-off betweenbreadth and
depth of the research which runs parallel to the positivist/interpretivist
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continuum. The positivist approach allows for a broader range of data as large
sample sizes are utilised.

However, in doing this, the richness of data is

somewhat compromised. Conversely, the interpretivist approach allows for the
is
but
limited
in
in-depth
data
the
through
collection of rich
smaller sample sizes
range of data collected. Thus, adopting a mixed methods approach overcomes
these constraints and it is suggested that this is sometimes more beneficial
(Saunders et al., 2003) and can minimise the limitations posed by the breadth
versus depth debate. The design of the research is discussed in greater detail in
the following sections.

Thus, in summary, this chapter has so far considered the underpinning
assumptions of the three main methodological approachesof positivism,
interpretivism,and realism. Further,theseapproacheswere exploredin relation
to the current study and justification was made as to the choice of research
&
Framework
philosophy adopted. This discussionwas then developedusing
for Social Theory (Burrel and Morgan, 1979) which is an influential model in
managementresearchand was usedto position the study.
The chapternow turns to the considerationof the actual researchdesign. The
following sections deal with the methods employed to collect the data.
Developmentof the survey instrument and rationalization for the scalesused
will also be presented.This is centralto the study and providesthe rigorous and
robust base upon which the researchwas built. Further, issues of piloting,
sampling and details of the administration of the questionnairewill also be
described. Proceduresundertakento ensurevalidity and reliability of the results
are discussedand fmally dataanalysisproceduresarepresented.
3.5 Triangulation

Given the growing body of opinion favouring the use of multi-methods in
collecting data (Saunderset al., 2003), triangulation was used in this study as a
framework for the developmentof a three stageresearchdesign(seefigure 3.3).
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Triangulation, a term borrowed from navigation,is where a minimum of three
referencepoints are usedto check an object's location (Smith, 1975). This can
be applied in social researcheither through triangulation of theories, where
theoriesfrom anotherdiscipline are usedto explain a situation; triangulation of
data where data is collected from different sources or over different time
frames; or triangulation by investigatorswhere people collect data on the same
subjectindependentlyand findings are then compared. Further,triangulation of
analysis entails the use of different methods of analysis in order to verify
findings (Denzin, 1988).
It has been suggestedthat researcherscan strengthen confidence in their
findings as a result of employing triangulation(Bryman, 1995) since it adds an
extra dimensionof rigour and allows for bettergenerlisability. For the purposes
of this study, triangulation of data was utilised and data was collected initially
through a thorough review of the literature, then from semi-structured
interviews and finally from a large self-completedquestionnaire.
The next section provides a discussionof the developmentof the theoretical
framework underpinning the researchand a descriptionof eachof the research
stages.
3.6 Development of Theoretical Framework
Paramount to establishing a rigorous and robust research design is the
development of the theoretical framework underpinning this research. As
outlined in the table below, a three stagedapproachwas adopted in order to
allow the developmentof theory at every stageto inform subsequentstages.
Thus, to ensurethat the factors identified in the first stageare indeedthe correct
and comprehensiveset of factors that impact on KM initiatives, the first stage
was a broad review of KM literature which highlighted key areas of
investigation in the field such as measurementof knowledge, and also
confirmed the importanceof the study of CSFsto the KM field (Davenport et
al., 1998).
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The critical review of literature identified a wide range of factors that
potentially could have an effect on KM success. Ibus the next stagewas an
iterative process,whereby eachof the factors was assessedindependently,with
the aim of establishingwhich of these factors were recurring in the literature
and were linked to KM successandperceptionsof organisationalsuccess.
The result of this processwas that somefactors such as "size of organisation"
(Bennet, 2001) and "financial position of organisation"(Brooking, 1996) were
impact
for
in
literature
limited
the
there
the
of these
eliminated as
was
support
factors on KM successand perceptionsof organisationalsuccess.Other factors
in
into
heading
that
the
majority
of
research
were combined
one
which covered
particular area. An exampleof this is "innovation" which coversareassuch as
creativity, group think, and outcomesof communitiesof practise.
A final outcome of the iterative literature searchprocesswas the confirmation
of somefactors. Primarily, factors such as culture and knowledgesharingwere
confirmed as key factors impacting on KM success and perceptions of
organisational.success. In total eight factors were identified as recurring
factors, in the literature, associatedwith KM success and perceptions of
organisational success. One more factor was added, based on researcher
experienceand observation,which was that of time. Thus, in total, nine factors
were identified as affecting KM successand perceptions of organisational
success. This stage formed the basis for the developmentof the theoretical
framework underpinningthis research.
The next stage utilised the outcomes of the literature review to confirm or
disconfirm findings from the first stage. Key players from industry were
interviewed with the objective of establishing whether the nine identified
constructs were indeed viewed as necessaryand sufficient factors for KM
successby thoseactively operatingin industry. The interviews also had the aim
of crystallising the constructsand terminology as understoodby key players in
industry. This was a very important step in the developmentof the theoretical
framework underpinning this research as the identified constructs are very
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broad and needed to be clarified in order to be able to arrive at useful
conclusions. For instance, much of the literature identified in stage I
highlighted the importance of culture for KM successand perceptions of
organisationalsuccessbut there was a degreeof variancein the type of culture
most associatedwith KM success. Thus, the interviews served to confirm
which type of culture was perceivedby key playersin industry as impacting on
KM success.
The interview processindicatedclearly that four out of the nine constructswere
perceivedby key players in industry as impacting on KM success. This raised
the questionof whetherthe other five constructsshould be eliminated from the
researchprocess at this stage or not. For the purposes of inclusivity, the
decision was taken that all constructswould be carried forward into the final
stageof the research.This was becauseit was deemedmore viable to eliminate
constructsas not having an impact on KM successpost the final stage of the
researchthan post the interview stage. Although the aim of the interviews was
to confirm or disconf= the associationbetweenthe identified factors and KM
success,findings from the literature indicated the existenceof other constructs
as well and hencethese could not be disregardedand were carried forward to
the final stageof the research.
The findings from the interview stageenrichedthe outcomesof the researchand
allowed for a deeperanalysisof resultsto be undertaken. This deepanalysis of
findings was reflected in the developmentof the final stage of the research
further strengtheningthe theoreticalfraniework underpinningthe research.
Thus, having reviewed the literature and analysedthe interviews, the final stage
was a large scale survey with the aim of establishingthe associationbetween
the nine constructsand KM successas well as perceptionsof organisational
success. Pre-validatedsurvey tools were usedfor all but one of the constructs,
in order to increase the validity and reliability of findings. For the time
construct, as no pre-validated survey tool could be found, a new tool was
developed. The pre-validatedsurvey used tools were not merely adopted but
were adaptedto suit the financial services industry in which the survey was
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being conducted. This adaption process was primarily informed by feedback
different
interviewees
from
the
constructs as well as
regarding
and responses
their perception of KM as a whole.

Thus, as discussed above, the three staged research design allowed for the
development of the theoretical framework underpinning this research to be
informed by findings from each stage of the research and relevant actions and
findings.
based
be
incorporated
into
these
to
the
on
amendments
research

The table below outlines the steps taken in every stage of the research together
is
followed
by
for
This
justification
stage.
a
every
with
and resulting outcomes
diagram surnmarising the research protocol.

Table 3.3 Research Stages,Justification & Outcomes
Steps Taken

Justification

Outcome

STAGE 1
CSFS

To establish developments of
previous research in the area

Identification
of
most
common/recurring CSFs

Wide array of literature on
CSFs - needed to focus on
factors identified as having an
impact on KM & perceived

Review
literature

of

KM

oroanisational success

-Previous research generally
focused on singular
phenomenon affecting KM
success
Identification of 8 key factors
&
that impact on KM
perceived
organisational
success (plus one additional
factor added from researcher

STAGE 2
Semi-structured
interviews
with 9 key players in industry

Testing
understanding
constructs by key players

of

Clarification of
term inology/terms of
reference

Use of latent content analysis
to analyse finding

findin'-'s 110111
stiloc
I
for
other
-Allow
be
to
themes/constructs
presented
constructs
-Broad
-e. g.
culture, therefore need to
establish what key players
understand by construct
if understanding is
-Confirm
from
to findings
similar
literature
KM is new area - thus needed
to establish clear
understanding of
term inology/terms of
ellerence
Common method of analysing
qualitative data
-

Con I Irillat ion 01 .1 out ()1 1) (d
the factors

of
-Clearer understanding
constructs
inform
development
to
-Used
of survey tool & Theoretical
framework for research

-Clear terms of reference
established
inflorin
development
to
-Used
of'survey tool
Development of themes
regarding CSFs & perceived
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Steps Taken
Development
hypotheses

of

research

Justification
Allows for testing of research
findings using rigorous &
t 111C111OLIS.
I-OhW',

I

Outcome
organisational success
Development of 9 research
hypotheses that can be tested.

STAGE3
Rcvicýk ol' con.structs in liolit
of interviews

All constructs i-cvlc\,vcd to
ensureresults from interviews
are incorporated into survey
too]

Or purposes ot, ifichisiN itN,
all 9 constructs used - no
constructs were removed

Choice of survey tool

is to
of
research
-Purpose
identify CSFs for KM - not to
develop new measurement
tool. Therefore pre-validated
tools used.
-Use of pre-validated tools
increases validity & reliability
of results
in
tools
used
-Pre-validated
different contexts & for
different purposes - thus
needed to be adapted for
purposes of this research.
findings
incorporate
to
-Need
from stage 2 into
development of survey
instrument - e.g. term "KM"
may provoke fears in some

-Identification of survey tools
that can be adopted / adapted.
-For "time" construct - no
pre-validated tool existed

Wider data collection through
self-completed questionnaires

-Use of self-completed
questionnaires reaches wider
audience - increases ability to
confirm findings from
interviews
in
method
-Preferred

191 completed questionnaires
from respondents in Financial
Services industry

Data Analysis using SPSS

from larl
findings
-Confirm
scale survey
&
robust method
-Rigorous
in
practise
-Common
positivist approach

Findings
established
detailed in Chapter 4

Refinement of survey tools
based on interviews and aims
of current research

instrument
survey
-Refined
-Development of new survey
instrument for time construct

as
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Fig 3.3 ResearchProtocol

Secondary Stage

The next sections describe the practicalities of each of the three stages of' the

research.
3.7 Stage 1: Literature

Review

The first phase of this research was completed through a comprehensive critique
of current literature. Given the size and scope ofthe literature concerning KM,
the main focus of the literature review was to identify the factors that affect tile
successof KM initiatives, and to ensure that the factors identified are indeed the
correct and comprehensive set of factors that impact oil KM initiatives.

III

order to have confidence in the identified factors, the review offiterature was a
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multi-stage process incorporating an iterative structure. The first stage was a
broad review of KM literature which highlighted the key areas in KM and also
confirmed the importance of the study of CSFs to the KM field (Davenport et
al., 1998).

As was discussedin Chapter 2, this review revealed that much of the KM
literature lacked empirical testing and was predominantly practitioner based
(Chauvel and Despres, 2002, Moffett et al., 2003). Further, much of the
researchin the field is correlational in nature attempting to establishwhether
and to what degree a relationship exists between isolated variables and KM
success.A prime exampleof this is the focus in the KM literatureon the impact
of culture on KM success(Garvey and Williamson, 2002, Gold et al., 2001,
Hislop, 2005). This study however analysesthe -relationshipbetweenvarious
independentvariablesand success.This forms one of the original contributions
to knowledge as this researchtakes a multi-dimensional perspective on the
factors that impact on KM success. Also, owing to the difficulty in defining
success(Davenportet al., 1998,Shanand Scarborough,1999),the review of the
literature included a discussionof the notion of successin order to enable the
operationlisationof this concept.
The critical review of literature identified a number of factors that potentially
could have an effect on KM success.The next stagesoughtto assesswhich of
these identified factors was a recurrent theme in the KM literature and was
continually linked with KM successand perceptionsof organisationalsuccess.
While some factors were eliminated (e.g. size of organisation and financial
position of organisation)others were confirmed as being associatedwith KM
success.In general,certain factorshad to be groupedunder one comprehensive
headingas different researchgavedifferent labels to similar areas. For example
creativity, group think, and outcomes of communities of practise were all
groupedunderthe innovation heading.
Finally, the iterative literature searchprocessconfirmed some factors as being
continuouslylinked with KM successand perceptionsof organisationalsuccess.
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In total, the literature review arrived at eight factors identified as associated
with KM successand perceptionsof organisationalsuccess. One more factor
was added,basedon researcherexperienceand observation,which was that of
time. Thus, this stageidentified the nine factorsthat were to be carried forward
to the next stageand were to be confirmedthrough interviews with key players
in industry. This stageformed the basisfor the developmentof the theoretical
framework underpinningthis research.
3.8 Stage 2: Exploratory

Research

The aim of this secondstageof the researchwas to confirm and understandthe
nature of the influences that the variables identified in the literature had on
success,and ensurethat they reflect the main concernsof the participantsin the
KM industry. The researchadoptedan inductive approachfor the exploratory
stage in order to ascertain the main factois that lead to success in KM
programmes. As was highlighted previously, much of the researchin KM is
theoretically basedand it was deemedessentialto explore whetherthe variables
proposedby the theory as impacting on KM successwere validated by those
actively using KM. Also it was important to establishwhether these factors
were viewed as necessaryand sufficient for KM successby key players in the
industry (Markus and Robey, 1988).
Tberefore,in order to confirm the variablesand ensurethat no others emerged;
one-to-onesemi-structuredinterviews were used. The interviews were semistructured in order to addressa particular topic but also to allow for any
emergentthemesto develop (Jankowicz,2000). The flexibility offered by this
type of interview format allowed for a numberof themesto be explored yet did
not restrict the topics covered or the flow of conversation (Kumar, 2005,
Saunderset al., 2003). This was integral to the aim of this stageof the study
which was to confirm variables identified from the literature but also allow
other issuesto be presented.
Further, as a sampleof the population was usedto carry out the interviews; this
reducedpotential researchbias in, the selection of variables to be used in the
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numberof minor changeswere madeasa result.
A total of nine interviews were conductedover a threemonthsperiod. Eight of
the interviews were fýce-to-face and one interview was conducted over the
telephone due to difficulties encounteredin arranging a mutually convenient
time and location.
The intervieweeswere all senior managersfrom both public and private sector
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denominators
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were
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all
main common
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directly
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both
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difference between the two and it was vital to validate this in the interviews
(McAdam and Reid, 2000a). However, the understandingof the financial
her
to
ask
enabled
the
and
credibility
services sector enhanced
researcher's
interviews.
in
the
richer and more probing questions
Further, although the total population was compiled of organisationsthat both
had and did not have a KM programme,for the purposesof the exploratory
KM
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that
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were employed organizations
stage, all
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necessary order to addressthe research
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confirming
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factorsmight affect KM successwithin an organisation.
All intervieweeswere either personalcontactsor contactsof personalcontacts.
Although an element of researcherbias may exist, it would have been very
difficult to get interviews by any other means,due to the immaturity of the field
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dominant
through
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potential
official
and
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could have beencontacted. A profile of the role and employing organisationof
the intervieweestogether with a correspondinglabel for each interviewee is
presentedbelow.

Table 3.4 IntervieweeProfiles

RI
R2

Corporate ServicesManager
Marketing & BusinessAnalyst

Riverside Housing
Todd & Ledson

R3

Corporate Manager

PricewaterhouseCoopers

R4

Clinical Knowledge Manager

Strategic Health Authority

R5

Head of BusinessRelations

HM Treasury

R6

Knowledge & Comm. Manager

PricewaterhouseCoopers

R7

Library Manager

NHS Health Information

R8
R9

Knowledge Manager
Compliance Manager

Anderson Consulting
Royal Liver Assurance

The venue for the interviews was the interviewees' office location as this was
most convenientfor the participants. The interviews lastedbetween45 minutes
to one hour.
Given that the aim of the exploratory stage was to confirm findings from the
literature, interview questionsgenerallyemanatedfrom previous studies. Table
3.5 below presentsthe questionsaskedand the main studiesupon which these
questions are based. However, as is the case in semi-structuredinterviews,
thesequestionswere only used as a guide and a starting point and other areas
were alsoprobeddependanton intervieweeresponses.

III

Table 3.5: Interview Questionsand RelevantStudies
Question
-Wga-tareyou doing in termsof KM?
Why now?
When was the need for KM identified in
your organisation?
Is KM something being done by the
organiýation as a whole?
What are your aims by doing KM?
How does this contribute to the overall aims
of the organisation?
What do you hope to achieve by doing
KM?
How do you measureif what you have done
is successful?
What things make KM successful?

What problems do you face/envisage in
pursuing KM initiatives?
What do you see KM as having done for the
organisation in 5 years time?
What are your employees' feelings on KM?

Studies
(Alavil and Leidner, 2001, Davenport and

Prusak, 1998)
aven ort et al., 1998)
(Davenport and Prusak, 1998)
(Davenport et al., 1998)

(Davenport and Prusak, 1998)
(Ahn and Chang, 2004, Marr et al., 2004),
(Garvey and Williamson, 2002)
(Bontis et al., 1999, Cope, 2000, Gooijer,
2000)
(Ahmed et al., 1999, Boynton and Zmud,
1984, Chourides et al., 2003, Holsapple and
Joshi, 2000),
(Goh,. 2002, Hall and Goody, 2007, Huber,
2001, McDermoM 1999)
(Marr et al., 2004, Nonaka, 1991)
(Carter and Scarborough, 2001, Gloet and
Beffel, 2003, Tampoe, 1993)
(Joneset al., 2003)

Who takes responsibility for KM initiatives
in your organisation?
How does KM map in with / help your (Spenderand Grant 1996,Nonaka, 1991)
customers?
I (Bock and Kim, 2002, Kohn, 1993, Lucas
How is KM rewarded?
and Ogilvie, 2006)

Tape recording was identified as the most suitablemethodof fully capturing the
content of the interviews. Through tape recording, the interviewer could focus
on the conversationand maintain eye contactwith the interviewee,which have
been found to be helpful in an interview situation (Creswell and Plano Clark,
2007, Oppenheim, 1992) without having to be concerned with note-taking.
Therefore, permission was sought prior to the interview taking place from all
eight face-to-face intervieweesto use the tape recorder and all eight granted
permission. This was obviously not possible for the telephone interview and
hencenote-takingwas used.
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In order to validate responses,rephrasingof answerswas carriedout continually
throughout the interviews. This allowed for both the interviewee and the
interviewer to check understandingof responsesand reduce interviewer bias
(Jankowicz,2000, Oppenheim,1992).

Promptly after each interview, the tape recording was transcribed and a
"summary document" created from the transcription. The creation of the
summary documents allowed for the removal of excess text (such as
pleasantries,commentsetc) andprovided a synopsisof the interview.
Once all nine summary documentshad been compiled, latent content analysis
was used to identify the commonalities and differences between the key
informants' accounts. Latent content analysis is a method of classifying data
into units and then condensingthe meaningfrom those units in order to come
up with specific themes (Patton, 2002) and is commonly used in qualitative
analysis (Krippendorff, 2004). This method was therefore deemed most
suitable for the requirementsof this stageof the researchprocessallowing the
developmentof clear themeswhich can then be usedto inform the designof the
questionnaireand researchhypotheseswhich can be testedin the third stageof
the research.
Through content analysis,the exploratory phaseconfirmed most, but not all of
the variables highlighted by the literature. The variables perceived to be of
most significance to successful KM by the interviewees were culture,
knowledge sharing, IT facilities and time. However, time is the one variable
that is not discussedsufficiently in the literature indicating a real need for
further researchinto this area.
Although highlighted in the literature, variablessuch as organisationalstructure
and job satisfaction were not viewed as important by the interviewees.
Nonetheless,thesewere carried forward into the third stageof the researchto
establishwhether or not they have an effect on successas comparedwith the
variablesthat are perceivedto be important.
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Thus, the result of the secondphaseof the researchwas confirmation of the
variables identified in phaseone togetherwith a deeperunderstandingof the
issuesfacing KM participantsin industry. This allowed for the developmentof
the researchhypothesesand formed the basisfor the developmentof the survey
instrumentdiscussedbelow.

3.9 Stage3: Survey
To enabledata regardingthe nine variablesto be empirically captured,a survey
instrument was developedthat coveredthe literature identified in stageone as
in
hypotheses
developed
the
the
exploratory research stage
well as
as a result of
Based on the discussion in section 3.4 earlier in the chapter, selfadministeredpostal questionnaireswere deemedthe most appropriate surýey

two.

instrument for the purposesof this study. Given the large number of variables
under questiontogetherwith the large size of the population, the most suitable
method to collect datawas questionnaires.
Self-administeredquestionnairesgatherquantitative data using closedor fixedin
limited
the choice of answers
the
are
responsequestionswhere
respondents
available and are requiredto mark the answerthat most closely representstheir
1992).
feelings
in
hand
(Oppenheim,
the
topic
opinion or
on
Although self-administeredpostal questionnairessuffer from a number of
drawbacks including the inability to ask complex or probing questions, the
failure to developrapport with respondents,the slow speedof collection and the
typically lower responserate as compared with other methods (Frazer and
Lawley, 2000), self-administered questionnaires are still very useful in
gatheringspecific datathat can easily be comparedand analysed.
It is argued that although the use of closed or structured questions forces
respondentsinto adheringto pre-definedanswerslimiting the representationof
individual views, closed questionsdo allow for better detection of similarities
and differencesamongstthe samplepopulation (Converseand Presser,1986).
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This is one of the aims of this researchin reaching a general view of the
variablesaffecting success.
The questionnaireis divided into threemain sectionsas describedbelow:
Section 1:

deals with how the individual perceiveshim/herself within the
organisation.

Section 2:

deals with the individual's perceptionsof how the organisation
operates.

Section 3:

dealswith the categorisationdataand introducesthe tenn "KM".

A copy of the full questionnairecan be found in appendix1.
3.9.1 Design of the Questionnaire
The five-page questionnaireis predominantlybasedon the use of a summated
rating scale, or what is commonly termed a Likert scale,requiring respondents
to rate a series of statements. Likert scalesare the most common method of
measuring attitudes in managementresearch (Saunderset al., 2003). This
method is valid and frequently used in managementresearch((Easterby-Smith
et al., 2002). Likert scales do not measureattitudes per se, but show one
respondents'strength of view in relation to others in the population, thereby
forming a picture of the overall attitudesof the population (Kumar, 2005).
Other than the fact that Likert scales are commonly used, another major
consideration in the adoption of this type of scale is that they are easily
completed (Zikmund, 2003) and given the length of the questionnaireand the
number of variablesbeing investigated,this was deemedan important factor in
order to enhancethe possibility of increasingthe responserate.
Further, it was never the intention of this research to develop a new
measurementscale as this was not one of the aims of the research. The
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contribution to knowledge emanatesnot from the developmentof a new scale
but from the analysisof the effects of nine different constructson the successof
KM projects within organisationsand the impact on overall perceptions of
organisationalsuccess.
Thus, sectionsone and two were basedpurely on a three directional five-point
Likert scale. Three directional scalesgather data regarding positive, negative
and neutral points in the study populations' views (Kumar, 2005). The fivepoints on the Likert scale elicit the required level of detail for the purposesof
this study. Although a 7-point Likert scale may gathermore detailed data, it
may also introduceunnecessaryconfusioninto the survey whereasa three point
scale would be too restrictive and would not truly representthe population's
attitudes.
To avoid further confusion or misrepresentationof data, a "don't know/N/A"
categorywas addedallowing a distinction betweena neutral view and lack of a
view to be made. This is very important as it may have implications for how
the datais analysed.
It is important to note at this stagethat there is somedebatein the literature on
whether Likert scales generate interval or ordinal data (Newman, 1994).
However, it is arguedthat carefully designedscales,reflecting relative quantity
or degreeof magnitudecan be used as interval (Schertzerand Kerman, 1985).
Given that this study relies heavily on pre-validatedquestionnaireswhich treat
Likert scalesas interval data,it was deemedappropriatefor this study to follow
suit.
Section three of the questionnaire was predominantly concerned with the
collection of categorisation data. Again, there is debate in the literature
regarding whether it is more beneficial to have categorisation.data at the
beginning or at the end of the questionnaire (Frazer and Lawley, 2000,
Oppenheim, 1992). The merits of having the classification data at the
beginning centre around easeof completion and engagingrespondentinterest
(Webb, 2002) whilst the merits of leaving classification data until the end
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include a potential increasein responseratesas respondents,having completed
the more challenging part of the questionnairedo not abort the processwhen
facedwith simple questions(Frazerand Lawley, 2000). Given the length of the
survey and the awarenessof the importanceof responserates, a decision was
madeto leavethe categorisationdatato the end of the questionnaire.
The development of the questionsand justification for the use of particular
scalesis discussedin greaterdetail in section3.8.2 below.
In designingthe questionnaire,a numberof principles of questionwording were
considered. The table below shows the generalprinciples regarding question
wording and how they were appliedin this study.
Table 3.6: QuestionWording Principles .
Question Wording Principle
Brief questions
Words uniformly understood
Abbreviations
Vagueness

Levels of precision
Necessityof question
Double questions

Double negatives
Mutually exclusive
Bias

Objectionable

A1111fiCIfi0IIill IIIiS SIMI),'
Questionswere kept as brief as possible
without lossof meaning
Jargonwas removed
Understandingwas testedthrough pilotin
No abbreviations,however common, were
used
Clarity of question was tested through
piloting
Clarity of answers sought was ensured
through providing tick boxesetc.
Unnecessarily precise answers were not
increase
to
co-operation from
requested
respondents
Questionswere only included on a 'need
to know' basis in relation to the 9
hypothesesdevelopedin the study
Double questions were separated into 2
independent questions even though this
had implications for the length of
questionnaire
Double negatives were removed through
the piloting process
Dichotomousquestionswere used
Most questions were based on prevalidated questionnaires. Those questions
that were developed arose out of the
literature and exploratory stage
Sensitive question were placed at the end
to increaselikelihood of co-operation.
Confidentiality was ensured
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Question Wording Principle
_WTHIngnessto
give information

Demandingquestions
Too much knowledgeassumed
Questiontechnically accurate
Standalone questions

Clarity of instructions/criteria

Applicability to all respondents

Leading questions
Format of questions
Hypothetical questions

\1111licatioll ill this studýDesign of the questionnaire minimised

effort on the part of the respondent
Question regarding age may have been
sensitivebut issue was not raised through
piloting
Surveywas predominantlyseekingview
Tick boxesprovided to reduceeffort
Where knowledge of a particular topic
was not guaranteed,a 'don't know/NA'
option was 2rovided
Mainly pre-validatedquestionnairesused
Pilot testing
Clear language and complete sentences
were used.
No questions were reliant on previous
questions
Use of different sections to refer to
individual or organisationalviews
Instructions/categoriesprovided.at the top
of every page
Questions collecting views so applicable
to allrespondents
Don't know/NA category provided for
most questions
Use of pre-validatedquestionnaires
Pilot testing
Minimum effort on part of respondents
Shadingusedto allow easeof completion
No hypothetical answerswere sought as
not within the aims of the study

Source: (Adapted from Frazer and Lawley, 2000, QuestionnaireDesign and Administration,
John Wiley & SonsAustralia Ltd)

3.9.2 Instrument Development
The instrumentdevelopedsoughtto collect two types of data. The bulk of the
questionnaire(sections I and 2) collected attitudinal data concerningthe nine
hypothesesdeveloped. The last part of the questionnaire(section 3) collected
categorisationdatain order to allow for analysisand comparisonof results. The
developmentof questionsfor eachof thesetypesof datais discussedbelow.
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3.9.2.1 Attitudinal

Data

As mentionedpreviously, it was neverthe intention of this researchto develop a
new measurementtool, but rather to adapt existing tools and apply them in a
unique industry..
Owing to the large numberof variablesunder investigation,there was a lack of
a single pre-validatedquestionnairethat could be used to collect all the data.
However, a number of previous questionnaireswere adoptedand or adaptedto
measurethe impact of certainvariableson the successof KM.
The two major variableson the questionnaireare those of culture and climate.
Due to the multi-dimensionality of these variables, they attract the largest
number of questionson the questionnaire,73 and 68 respectively. For one of
the variables; time, no previous researchinstrument could be identified, and
suitable questionswerethus developed.
The survey instrumentwas basedmainly on two previous questionnaireswhich
have both been tested and validated in the managementdomain.
Other
questionnaireswere also used but theseonly contributed to a few items in the
overall survey instrument. Theseare discussedbelow providing the rationale
and justification for the adoption of the particular questionnaires used.
Appendix 2 provides tables listing the questionsthat relate to eachvariable (as
this is not evidentin the final questionnaire).

*

Organisational Climate Questionnaire - Furnharn

The first questionnaire on which the survey instrument is based is the

OrganisationalClimate Questionnaire(OCQ) (Furnharnand Gunter, 1993)
which utilises 108 items to measureemployeeperceptions. It is argued that
item
single
measuresgenerally frame conceptsnarrowly whereasmultiple item
measuresare generally believed to improve confidence that the constructs of
interestare being correctly assessedand the measurementof the variable will be
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more consistent(Churchill, 1979). Tbcrcforc, multiple item measuresare used
for most variablesto improve the reliability andvalidity of the measures.
Although the namerefers to organisationalclimate, Us is usedas a broad term
and focusesmore on employeeperceptionsas a whole within an organisation.
This questionnaireis divided into 14 sectionswith different headingsincluding
elements of culture, climate, reward, organisationalstructure, innovation and
job satisfaction. As such,this is a broadand inclusive measurementtool.
Originally, the OCQ was tested with over 500 employeesacrossthe UK and
Europe at all levels of the organisation. Initial results showed highly
satisfactory internal reliability together with closely related scales tested
through correlational analysis (Furnham and Gunter, 1993). This theref6re
increases the applicability of this questionnaireto other organisations and
industries.

Although a number of employeeperceptionquestionnairesexist, this particular
one was chosen for a number of reasons. Firstly, this questionnaire was
developedwith the aim of overcomingvalidity and reliability shortfalls inherent
in previous surveys(Furnham and Gunter, 1993),thus particular attention was
given to internal reliability and validity of the measures. Further, the
(Furnham
be
"parsimonious
to
and
comprehensive"
yet
questionnaireattempts
Gunter, 1993,p3) covering all of the broadrangeof aspectsnecessaryto form a
true picture of employeeperceptions. Additionally, the questionnairewas set
in
for
international
therefore
allowing
up with a national and
perspective mind
better comparability of results. Although this is not one of the aims of the
current study, it opensup avenuesfor fin-therresearchin the longer term.
o OrganisationalCulture and KM - Riberie
The other main influence in the developmentof the survey instrument was the
questionnaire developed by Ribiere (2001) which sought to identify the
relationship between organisationalculture and KM. This questionnairewas
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based on two previous well recognised questionnairesthat deal with the
measurementof culture per se.
The first is the Goffee and Jones(1998) CorporateCulture Framework which
categorisesorganisationalculture basedon the two dimensionsof sociability
and solidarity (see section 2.4.1.1). The second basis for Ribiere's
questionnairewas the survey developedby De Furia (1997) which measures
organisational trust within an organisation. The combination of sociability,
solidarity and trust form a picture of culture within the organisation. Both of
these questionnairesare well recognised,tested and validated tools frequently
used in the measurementof culture. However, it was deemedmore appropriate
to adopt the questionnairedevelopedby Ribiere (2001) as it had a specific focus
on the impact of culture on KM.
Although thesetwo questionnairesare very broad and encompassmany issues,
elements of other questionnaires were also incorporated to increase the
included
These
the Knowledge
tool.
the
reliability of
measurement
ManagementScandevelopedby Van Den Hooff et al (2003) which attemptsto
measurethe current stateof play of KM in an organisation. Thus, parts of this
questionnairewere usedto measureknowledgesharing,rewardand innovation.
Further, the work by Wright and Taylor (2003) investigated the effects of
organisational structure and organisational climate on improved knowledge
sharing. Thus, this was useful to examinethe organisationalstructurevariable
in more depth. For the job satisfaction variable, the Job In General
questionnaire(Ironson et al., 1989) was adapted. This is a well recognised
global measuredesignedto assessa person'sfeelings towardstheirjob.
It is important to note at this stagethat although this researchdid not develop a
new researchtool, it also did not simply adopt previous researchtools. Any
surveysthat were usedwere adaptedin terms of questionwording and emphasis
so that they are more applicable to the target respondents. This was checked
through the piloting processto ensure that there were no ambiguities in the
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questionnaire. It was not felt however that these changeswould affect the
validity or reliability of the fmal instrument.
One of the criticism of the currentstudymay be that there is an over reliance on
a small number of previous questionnaires. However, the choice of survey
instrumentsused was basedon a rigorous set of criteria pertaining to validity
and reliability as well as applicability to the KM area. All of the questionnaires
usedin the developmentof the surveyinstrumentfor this study were previously
validated surveysthat demonstratedreliability. Further, the questionswere not
blindly copied but were adaptedto suit the targetaudienceof this study.
Appendix 2 lists the questionsrelated to each variable. As can be noted, the
samequestionscan be usedto analysedifferent variables. The analysis of the
variablesis discussedin greaterdetail in chapterS.
3.9.2.2CategorisationData
The final section of the questionnaire sought classification data on the
respondents. The main purpose of classification data is to allow for the
developmentof researchprofiles enabling testing of results amongstdifferent
categories which may reveal interesting relationships between the categories
and shedfurther light on the factorsaffecting the successof KM programmes.
For the purposesof categorisation,nominal data was sought on the majority of
variables. Nominal data identifies or describesa subject and assignsa number
or label to the subject but these only indicate the presenceor absenceof an
attribute; not the amount(Hair et al., 1987).
The questions in this section moved from the general to the specific, so
respondentswere initially askedto identify their organisation'sstrategic focus,
given the choice between efficiency/cost reduction, quality, innovation or
customersatisfaction. An option of 'don't know' was added as a result of the
interview processwhich highlighted that not all employeeswere aware of their
organisation'sstrategicfocus.
122

At this point, the questionnaireintroducedthe term 'knowledge management'
and asked respondents to state whether or not their organisation ran a
knowledge managementprogramme. Again, an option of 'don't know' was
added to avoid either non responseor forced responsewhich may skew the
findings. This questionis pertinentto the researchas it divides the sampleinto
those aware of a KM programmeand those unawareof the existenceof a KM
programmeand allows for comparisonamongstthe two groups. The relevance
of this distinction is one of the tenets of this researchand was discussedin
section 2.2.1. The respondentswere also askedto rate their understandingof
KM as a conceptranging from 'never heardof it' to 'a greatdeal'.
Other questionsin the questionnaireaskedrespondentsto confirm the industry
within which their organisationwas operating. Although the target population
was primarily organisationsoperating in the financial services sector, it was
important to ensurethat respondentsin other industries aligned to this sector
could be identified (e.g. IT). This would allow for comparisonof the effects of
industry alignment on perceptionsof success.
The questionnairethen posedquestionsrelating to the respondents'role within
the organisation. Firstly, respondentswere askedto confirm the departmentfor
which they worked and their job title.

These were open questions and
respondentswere allowed to put in the exact departmentname and job title.
This is owing to the large number of varying labels that are given to roles and
departmentsand it was deemedmore inclusive to pose an open question and
collapsethe answersat a later stage.
Information regardingthe employmentstatusof employees(i. e. full-time, parttime or contractor)was also sought. Although the financial servicesindustry is
not notorious for having part-time or contracting staff, it was still important to
establish if there were any difference in perceptions of successbetween the
different categories.
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Within the role profile data, a question was also included relating to the
respondents' level within the organisation (Executive/CEO/Directorto Front
line*employee). This was an important elementto ensureno representativebias
in the sampleand that results are not skewedby the over representationof one
category. This is especiallypertinent for researchin the KM field as it is a
relatively new areaand thereforeKM initiatives are more likely to be supported
by senior managers which may have implications for their perceptions of
success.
The questionnaire moved on to the more specific questions relating to
respondents' gender, age, length of time with the organisation and length of
time in the current role. For thesequestions,ratio data (in years)was collected.
As ratio"data.is viewed as the highest form of measurementprecision (Hair et
al., 1987) it was important to collect exact data to enable more accurate
statistical analysis,which could then be collapsedinto categoriesor bands.
Again, the primary reasonfor collecting this type of data was to ensurean even
spreadof respondentsto avoid representativebias and to allow for comparisons
to be made amongstthe different categories. Due to the immaturity of the KM
field, there is limited researchthat addressesthe impact of suchthings as gender
and experience on perceptions of success,yet it is an area that has been
identified as important and needsfurther exploration(Ong and Lai, 2007).
The final question on the questionnaire asked respondents to rate their
understandingof the tasksrequired in their current role. This questionwas left
until the end as it may be viewed as slightly offensive, yet it was an important
question to ask in order to establish respondents'levels of understandingof
their job especiallyfor organisationsthat operateda KM programme.
3.9.3 Layout Considerations
In developing the survey instrument, a number of layout considerationswere
taken into account. Primarily, Likert scaleswere used as the main response
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format becausethey are quick and easyto use (Zikmund, 2003) which is key in
self-administeredquestionnaires(Fisher,2004).
Further, the questionnairewas divided into three sections and each of these
sectionswas subsequentlydivided into sub-sections. Questionswere grouped
by topic areaand presentedin a logical order to build a senseof continuity. The
same or similar topic headingswere usedfor sectionsI and 2 ('myself within
the organisation' and 'the organisationas a Whole') in order to enhancethe
continuity element. Different fonts were used to indicate headings, subheadingsand questionsin order to provide a neat and professionalfinish to the
questionnaire.
The questionnaire started -with the most important questions and sensitive
questionswere left until the end. This was usedto encouragegreaterresponse
as having made a time and effort investmentto complete the questionnaire,
respondentswere less likely to abandoncompletionof the questionnaire(Frazer
and Lawley, 2000). Further, the categorisationquestionswere left until the last
section asthey were the simplestof the questionsto answer.
Pagelayout was also taken into considerationin order to makethe questionnaire
user friendly and easyto read. Shadingwas usedto differentiate the questions
and guide the eye acrossthe page. Tick boxes were provided to enable easy
completion of questions. As an outcomeof the pilot testing, it was advisedthat
headingsfor the scalebe repeatedat the beginning of every section. This was
incorporatedinto the designof the questionnaire.
Blue paper was usedto print the questionnaire. This was important as it added
to the professionallook of the questionnairebut also encouragedresponseas the
blue paperwould be evident in a pile of white papers.
Finally, messagesat the beginning and end of the questionnairewere used to
reconfirin the purposebehind the questionnaire,stressthe confidentiality aspect,
give an indication of the time it may take to complete the questionnaireand
thank respondentsin advancefor their time and effort. Also, a return name and
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addresswere provided in casethe pre-paid envelopewas lost as well to give
legitimacy to the questionnaire(Frazerand Lawley, 2000).
3.9.4 Pilot Testing
In order to ensure the clarity, presentation,layout as well as alignment to
researchobjectives, the questionnairewent through a number of iterations of
pilot testing.
Initially, the questionnairewas pilot testedamong the supervisoryteam. The
team were tasked with fully completing the questionnaire and making
commentson clarity, layout, and alignment to researchobjectives. They were
Following
it
the
to
to
the
time
took
questionnaire.
also asked record
complete
this exercise, a number of minor amendmentswere made in respect of
sequencing of questions as well as clarity of wording within particular
questions.
The next round of pilot testing was conductedamong a sample of the target
population. Conveniencesamplingwas usedto identify ten respondentsas this
number is consideredsufficient for pilot testing purposes(Fink, 1998). Prior to
the pilot exercise,the researcherspoketo each of the respondentsindividually
and briefed them with regard to the purposeof the exerciseand askedthem to
including
honest
feedback
clarity,
provide
on a number of aspects
and critical
layout, presentation,timing, easeof completion as well as any other comments
they may have. The resultsof this exerciseare detailedin table 3.7 below.
Table 3.7 Resultsof Pilot Testing Exercise
Language
Layout
Clarity
Presentations
Ease of completion
Sequencing
Length
Time taken to complete
Other

All languageclear and easyto understand
Easy to follow
Clear instructions and terminology
Professionally presented
Tick boxes and shading welcomed
Requestedto add scale at the top of every section
Logical order of sections
Generally viewed as being long but removal of any questions
could not be justified methodologically
Most completed within 15-20 minutes. Covering letter
changedto reflect this timing
No other comments
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3.9.5 Sampling

Given the fact that a comprehensivesamplingframe that includes all financial
services institutions is not readily available, the online FAME databasewas
used to generate a mailing list. This databaseallowed searchesof UK
organisationsthat operate in the financial services sector. An initial search
produced54,000results. Within this samplingframe, a randomsampleof 1500
organisationswas chosen. Owing to the fact that the generalresponserate for
business researchis around 10% (Jankowicz, 2000), 1500 was viewed as a
sufficient numberof mailings to target.
Any organisationswhich did not havea mailing addressor a contactnamewere
eliminated and the search continued until a complete mailing list of 1500
organisationsincluding mailing addressesand contactnamescould be achieved.
It was deemednecessaryto sendthe questionnaireto a particular namedperson
in the organisation in order to encourageresponse. There is obviously no
guarantee that the targeted person would be the one completing the
questionnairebut this doesnot impact on the result of the questionnaire.
A number of other distribution channelswere pursuedin order to increasethe
responserate. The first was the distribution of questionnairesby the researcher
to friends and colleaguesworking in the financial servicesindustry. A total of
35 questionnaireswere distributedin this manner,resulting in 20 responses.
Further, the researchergave out 150 questionnairesat the Mortgage Expo held
in Manchester which Is a mortgage exhibition but attracts many diMrent
organisationsfrom the financial servicessector.
The different distribution channelsand resulting responserates are highlighted
in table 3.8 below.
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Table 3.8 OuestionnairesDistributedandResultingResponses

Analysis of the response rate indicates a modest response for those
be
identified
A
FAME.
through
can
attributed
of
reasons
number
organisations
to this. Mainly, although the use of Likert scalesmeant that the questionnaire
was relatively easyto complete,the length of the questionnairemay havebeena
discouraging factor for some respondents. However, removal of any of the
between
justified
trade-off
be
the
and
questions could not
methodologically
higher response rates or completenessswayed in favour of completeness.
'
Furthermore,organisationsapproachedthrough FAME, althoughprovided with
a covering letter, had no prior knowledge of the researchand this is likely to
have an effect on responserates(Frazerand Lawley, 2000).
The Mortgage Expo and direct distribution channelsshowedhealthy response
rates (32% and 57%) respectively owing to the fact that direct distribution is
is
because
1998).
This
likely
(Fink,
higher
to
meeting
more
return
responses
for
is
face-to-face
the
the
research
more
reasons
respondents
and explaining
likely to encouragerespondentsto completethe questionnaire.In many of these
situations,the questionnaireswere collectedon the spot.
3.9.6 Features to Promote Response
Whilst one of the major advantagesof self-administeredquestionnairesis the
lack
influence
be
the
they
and
of
of
relative easewith which
can administered
the researcherover the respondent,one of the major drawbacksof this method
is the difficulty in achieving a high responserate (Churchill, 1979). This,
coupledwith the immaturity of the KM field (Moffett et al., 2003) and a limited
understanding of KM as a concept which may negatively impact on the
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responsesto questionnaires,meant that a number of features needed to be
incorporatedinto the questionnaireprocessin order to encourageresponse.
Firstly, all questionnaireswere sent out or handed out in a pack including a
covering letter, the actual questionnaire, a pre-paid envelope and the
researcher's business card. The covering letter served the purpose of
introducing the research, highlighting its importance and ensuring
in
found
letter
be
A
the
appendix3. The
confidentiality. copy of
can
covering
covering letter also servedthe purposeof giving respondentsthe opportunity to
business
by
findings
if
their
they
the
cards
attaching
receive a copy of
wished,
or providing their nameand mailing address.A total of 12 respondentstook up
this offer and they will be provided with a copy of results upon completion of
,
the research.
The inclusion of a pre-paid envelopewas another way of promoting response
and ensuringthat respondentsdo not have to incur any costs in participating in
the survey. The use of blue paper on which to print the questionnaireswas
deemedan innovative way of capturingrespondents'attention and encouraging
completion.
The final method used to boost responserates was direct distribution of
in
Being
Mortgage
Expo.
to
the
able
meet respondents
questionnairesat
person, explain the reasoning behind the research and formally encourage
completion was deemedan effective method of encouragingresponse. This is
reflectedin the responseratesin table 3.8 above.
3.10
I

Ethical Considerations

A number of ethical issues were consideredby the researcherprior to the
commencementof this researchand especiallyprior to the datacollection stage.
Considerationof theseissuesenhancesthe credibility of researchas it improves
levels of trust betweenthe researcherand respondent(Jankowicz,2000). This
is particularly important when collecting data through interviews where trust
plays a vital role.
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In conducting this research,ethical codesof practiseguided by Liverpool John
Moores University, the researcher's affiliated institution, as well as the
design
both
during
to
the
and
adhered
researcher'sown moral standardswere
by
These
the
are
underpinned
general
of
practise
codes
application of
research.
four
for
around
main areas;namely,
ethical codes social researchwhich revolve
harm to participants, informed consent, invasion of privacy and deception
(Bryman and Bell, 2003). Table 3.9 below outlinesthe Liverpool John Moores
in
its
university codesof practiseand application this research.
Table 3.9 Ethical PrinciplesandApplication in Research
ýe

ParticipantRights

0
0
*

Confidentiality

9

Participantswere given the option of participatingor not
participatingin the research
Participantshavethe right to withdraw from the researchat
any point (no such requestshave been made up to the
presenttime).
Written or verbalconsentis soughtprior to involvementin
the research
fully
awareof the requirements
made
were
all participants
for involvementin the research
all participantswereinformedof the natureof the research
all participantsweregiventhe optionto withdraw from the
researchat anytime
is
maintainedat all times.
of
participants
confidentiality

3.11 Data Management
In order to be able to turn raw datainto useableinformation which yields useful
(Zikmund,
2003).
data
be
to
to
management
results, considerationneeds
given
data
input,
including
Data managementencompasses
capture,
of
steps
a number
both
These
to
equally
applicable
steps are
editing, screening and coding.
qualitative and quantitativedata.
Data analysisis contingentupon eachof thesestepsbeing conductedthoroughly
in order to have confidencein the ensuingresults. The next sectionsdiscuss
eachof thesestepsand their applicationin this research.
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3.11.1 Data Capture

The primary method of data capture for the exploratory interview stage was
tape recording. This was the most efficient method of capturing all the
information from interviewees. However, immediatelyfollowing the interviews
taking place, the interviews were transcribedand summary documentscreated
interview
highlighted
the
the
and removed excess
which
main outcomes of
information (pleasantries,commentsetc.)
Self-administeredquestionnaireswere the main tool of data capture for the
survey stageof the research. The designand implementationof the survey was
discussedin section 3.8. Once the completed questionnaireswere returned,
they were numbered and dated. This allowed for analysis to be conducted
establishingany differencesbetweenearly and late responses.
3.11.2 Data Input & Coding
Upon receipt of the first ten completedquestionnaires,the data input stage of
the researchwas started. Given the large numberof items on the questionnaire,
SPSSV12 was used in order to facilitate managing the data and analysis of
findings.

Prior to actual input of the data, variables were created. Each variable was
given a label correspondingto the question on the questionnaire. Also, each
items
in
The
the
majority of
variable's possible responseswere coded.
from
Likert
strongly agree to
scale
ranging
questionnaireutilised a5 point
The
don't
5
disagree,
to
range.
option
strongly
of
which were coded on aI
know was codedas 6 and any missing valueswere codedas 99 to ensurethat it
lay outside the range of legitimate answers and minimised confusion
(Diamantopoulosand Schlegelmilch, 1997). There were a small number of
reverse-wordeditems in the questionnaireand the coding for these items was
reversedin order to reflect the statements.
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Oncethe variableshad beenset up, manualinput of responsesbegan. This was
an ongoingprocessuntil all questionnaireswere received.
3.11.3 Data Editing
One of the most important stagesof the datamanagementprocess,data editing
includes identifying omissions and errors in responses(Diamantopoulosand
Schlegelmilch,1997). This ensuresmore rigorous and reliable results.
Data was edited for consistencyand completeness. Editing for consistency
involved ensuring that all responseswere logical and consistent with the
questionasked(e.g. ageand yearsof experience).The nature of the majority of
questions(no filtered or orderedquestions)and responseformat (Likert sLle)
did not lend itself to this type of error. The only sectionswhich could have
encounterederrors of consistencywere the age and experiencequestions. No
sucherrorswere found.
Editing for completenesson the other hand was concerned primarily with
missing responses. Three questionnaireswere received where full pages had
not been completed. This was assumedto be respondenterror but due to the
large number of unansweredquestions,these questionnaireswere discounted
from the usable sample. Among the 191 usable responses,there were 46
missing answerson various questions. Owing to the large number of items on
the questionnaire(n--I 87), this wasjudged to be mererespondenterror.
3.12 Data Analysis Procedures
The first step in the analysisof most researchprojects is the descriptiveanalysis
of the data and sample population. This is useful as it provides an initial
investigation of the data and provides an insight into the findings
(Diamantopoulosand Schlegelmilch,1997).
For the purposesof this researchproject, descriptive analysiswas undertakento
provide respondentprofiles at a number of different levels. Initially, personal
respondentprofiles such as age and genderwere examined. The next stagewas
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investigation
an
of the roles respondentsheld within the organisation. Building
on this, organisational profile was also examined and finally, the KM
environmentwas analysed. This gave a comprehensivepicture of the makeup
of the data allowing fin-ther analysesto be undertaken. The results of the
descriptiveanalysesare presentedin chapter4.
Data analysis procedures also included an investigation of the reliability,
representativebias and validity of the data. This ensured the rigor of the
ensuing results. Once reliability, representativebias and validity had been
explored,the next stepwas to proceedwith actualanalysisof data.
3.12.1 Reliability

Reliability is the extent to which a variable or number of variables are
consistentin what they are intendedto measure(Hair et al., 1987). Given that
the survey instrument is basedon a total of nine constructs,the reliability of
theseconstructsis key in ensuringthe rigorousnessof the research.
Cronbach's alpha is the most common method of measuringreliability (Field,
2005) in social sciences. A scoreof 0.6 or 0.7 is deemedto be the minimum
level of acceptability (Hair et al., 1987) yet it is arguedthat even lower levels
details
below
3.10
in
Table
of the
provides
are acceptable exploratoryresearch.
alpha scoresfor the nine constructs.
In general,the internal scoresfor all the constructswere strong suggestingthat
the constructsare a valid measureand that the constructsactually measurewhat
they were intendedto measure.
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Table 3.10 Reliabilitv of Constructs
7
Cultur
CC
zItur2
NIul
lL
e
i alte
Clim
Climat
Ce
Knol
2; ee
,d Sharing
T-t,
T_t,
Job Satisfaction
Organisational structure
Innovation
Reward
Information Technology
Time
(N=191)

0.727
0.704
0.732
0.772
0.664
0.803
0.736
0.603
0.821

3.12.2 RepresentativeBias

In order to explorethe samýlefurther and ensurethat perceptionsof successare
not skewedby a particular group, a numberof testswere conducted.
Initially, t-testswere usedto comparea numberof aspects.Male versusfemale
perceptionsof success;employeesin managerialroles versusemployeesin nonmanagerialroles and employeeswho had a good understandingof KM versus
thosewho had a limited understandingof KM were all tested.
Further, one way ANOVA tests were used to establish whether having a
different strategic focus would have any impact on perceptions of success.
Details of the resultsof thesetestsare presentedbelow.

3.12.2.1 Impact of Gender on Perceptions of Success

Males constituted 65% of the sample while females constituted 32% of the
sample(remaining 3% were missing responses). Given that the population of
males was twice that of females, it was important to establish if there was a
difference in perceptionsof successbetweenthe genderswhich may skew the
overall results. Table 3.11 below presents the results of the independent
samplesMest.
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Table 3.11

Male
Female

1

123
61

T-test- Gendervs Perceptionsof Success

1

2.14
2.16

1.19
1.27

135
-.

182

A comparison of means showed that there was no marked difference in the
mean scores of the two samples. The 1-test confirmed that there was no
statistically significant difference in perceptionsof successbetween the two
groups(at the 5% level).
3.12.2.2Impact of Position in Organisation on Perceptions of Success

The respondent's profile indicates that 23% of the sample population held
senior managerial roles while 74% were in middle managementor nonmanagementroles (remaining3% were missingresponses).It was important to
establishwhethertherewas a differencein perceptionsof organisationalsuccess
held by the larger proportion of middle managementand non-managementroles
compared to perceptions of organisational successheld by those in senior
managementroles.
Table 3.12 T-test Position in Organisation vs Perceptions of Success
-

A comparisonof meansindicatedthat those in senior managerialposts agreed,
to strongly agreedwith the statementthat their organisationswere successful
(mean score 1.58) whereasthose in middle managementor non management
roles tendedto be more neutralregardingthis statement(meanscore2.31). The
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893
.

Mest revealedthat there was a statistically significant difference between the
two groups' perceptionsof successat the I% level.

3.12.2.3Impact of Level of Understanding of KM on Perceptions of Success

To further explore the sample, it was deemedimportant to establishwhether
having a better understandingof KM had any impact on perceptionsof success.
Given that three-quartersof the samplehad either never heard of KM or only
knew a little bit about it and 23% knew a fair amountor a greatdeal about KM,
it was necessaryto identify the variancein perceptionsof organisationalsuccess
amongstthe groups.
Table 3.13 T-Test - Understandingof KM vs Perceptionsof Success

'I he Mest revealed that there was a statistically

signiticant

aillerence

at me : )-/o

level regarding perceptionsof successamongstthe two groups. Thus, those
had
better
who
a
understandingof KM seemedto perceivetheir organisationsas
being more successful(mean score= 1.72) than those that did not have any or
had limited understandingof KM (meanscore= 2.24).
3.12.2.4Impact of Organisational Strategic Focus on Perceptions of Success

Given that the organisationsin the samplevaried significantly in the strategic
focus they pursued,it was important to establishwhether or not this had any
impact on their perceptionsof success.
The One Factor between Subjects (One Way) ANOVA test was used to
investigatewhether the mean scoresbetweenthe five groups was statistically
significant.
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Table 3.14 ANOVA

Organisational
Strategic
Focus
Perceptions
vs
of Success
-

The tests revealedthat there was a statistical difference, at the 1% level, in
perceptions of successamongst the groups based on their organisation's
strategicfocus.
Thus, as detailed above, t-tests and ANOVA tests were used to establish
bias in the sample.
whetheror not therewas any representative
Initially, male and femaleperceptionsof successwere investigated,followed by
the perceptions of successfor those holding senior -managementroles as
opposedto those in middle-managementor non-managementroles. Further,
tests were conductedto establishif the levels of understandingof KM had an
impact on perceptions of organisational success,as well as whether the
organisation'sstrategicfocusimpactedon perceptionsof success.
Key findings from thesetestsindicatethat:

*

There is no statistically significant differencebetweenmale and female
perceptions of success.

Position in organisationhad an impact on perceptionsof successwhere
those in senior managementroles viewed their organisationsas being
more successfulthan those in non-senior managerial roles.

This

difference is statistically significant at the 1% level.

*

'Mere is a statistically significant difference at the 5% level basedon
level of understanding of KM.
Employees who had a high
understandingof KM viewedtheir organisationsasmore successfulthan
those who had a lower level of understanding of KM.
There is a statistically significant difference, at the 1% level, in
perceptions of success amongst the different groups based on their
organisation's strategic focus.
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These results indicate that there may be some variance in perceptionsof
organisational.successamongstthe samplehowever,given that the objective
of the researchwas to establishan overall understandingof the factors that
impact on perceptions of organisational success, these variances are not
deemed to affect the findings of the research. 'Me results are however
interesting and pose an avenue for future research.

3.12.3 Validity

Validity is the extentto which an instrumentis measuringwhat it was intended
to measure(qoolican, 1994a,Jordan, 1988),e.g. culture. It has been argued
that validity is one of the most important considerationsas it representsthe
credibility of research(Bailey, 1991). In the theoreticaldevelopmentof broad
conceptssuch as culture, validity is importantbecausetheseconstructsare not
observable. Relationshipsamongtheseunobservableconstructsare therefore
tested indirectly via observed variables (Coolican, 1994b). Thus, validity
reflects how well a measure,or set of measures,reflects the unobservable
construct.
Contentvalidity refersto the extentto which measuresrepresentall facetsof a
given concept(Hair et al., 1987). The main methodof ensuringcontentvalidity
for the purposesof this researchwas the use of well establishedpre-validated
questionnaires.Thesebroadmulti-dimensionalsurveys(suchas OCQ) limited
the threatsto validity and ensuredthat the instrumentwas actuallymeasuringall
elementsof the construct.
Construct validity on the other hand refers to whether a scale measuresthe
unobservablesocial constructunder review (Nunnally, 1978), e.g. culture or
climate. Again, the use of pre-validated questionnaires minimised the risks of
lack of construct validity. Also, the mixed-methods approach used in this
research'ensured construct validity as key participants in the area informed the
choice of constructs under investigation. Further, pilot studies at each stage
with academics and practitioners also enabled the scalesused to be checked.
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Having establishedthe reliability and validity of the constructs,the next stage
was to developcorrelationand regressionanalysisprocedureswhich will yield
the bulk of the quantitativeresultsfor this research.Theseare discussedbelow.
3.12.4 Correlation Analysis
One of the aims of this study is to establish the impact of individual constructs
on perceptions of organisational success. Correlation analysis was deemed the
most appropriate method to achieve this aim as correlation analysis tests

whethera relationshipexistsbetweentwo variables(Field, 2005).
There is support in the KM literature for the use of correlation analysis in
2002,
Kim,
(e.
Bock
between
the
g.
and
establishing
variables
association
Ribiere,2001) andtherefore,this researchis not diverging from normssetin the
KM field.
However,before embarkingon testingthe relationshipsbetweenthe constructs
and perceptionsof organisationalsuccess,it was importantto establishif there
was an overall difference in perceptionsof organisationalsuccessbetween
organisationsthat were awareof the existenceof a KM programmeand those
organisationsthat either did not have a KM programme or did not know
whetherone existed. For the purposesof this thesis,the nomenclaturethat will
be usedfor thesetwo groupsis "organisationsoperatingin a KM environmenf'
and"organisationsoperatingin a non-KM environment".
Correlation analysis involves initially setting up compound variables in SPSS in
order to enable the testing of the association between two variables.
in
for
SPSS
Appropriately labelled compound variables
the nine
up
set
-were
constructs and these were then tested against the perceptions of organisational
The resulting correlation coefficients (r values) indicate the
strength of association between each individual construct and perceptions of
success item.

organisational successfor each of the two groups. The results for these tests are
presentedin section 4.6.2.
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3.12.5 RegressionAnalysis
The final step in the analysis procedureswas to use the data to predict the
impact of specific variables on perceptionsof organisational success. This
would allow the prediction of which variableshave most impact on perceptions
of organisationalsuccessin the two groupsof organisations. The most suitable
method of establishingthis relationshipis throughusing regressionanalysis.
A number of regressionanalysismethodsare available but the choice of which
method to use is governedby the type of researchbeing conducted and the
outcomes sought. Hierarchical regressionfor example is best used when the
&ory
choice of predictors can be based on previous
and therefore the
predictors are entered on the basis of their importance. The forced entry
method on the other hand, allows all the predictorsto be enteredonto the model
simultaneously but again, this needs to be based on previous theoretical
research which indicates that all predictors are of equal importance (Field,
2005). Stepwiseregressionis different in that the variables are chosenpurely
based on their mathematicalimpact on the outcome variable. Therefore, all
variables are enteredinto the model and the variable that has the highest simple
correlation with the outcomevariable is chosenfirst. This processis repeated
until the variables enteredinto the model no longer make a significant impact
on the model's ability to predict the outcome(Field, 2005).
For the purposes of this researchand given the lack of previous empirical
research which assigns priority and importance to the identified constructs,
stepwise regressionwas deemedthe most suitable method of establishing a
robust model of predictors of organisational success. However, before the
actual regression analysis can be carried out, a number of assumptions for
regression need to be addressed. These assumptions, together with their
application in this particular researchare detailedbelow.
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3.12.5.1Assumptions for RegressionAnalysis

om Sample size
The samplesizesfor this researchare 62 organisationsthat operatein a KM
environment and 125 organisationsthat operatein a non-KM environment.
Following Miles and Shevlin (2001) recommendations,60 is a reasonable
samplesize wherethere areup to 20 predictor variables.

e

Variable type

All items in the constructs making up the predictor variables, as well as the

outcome variable were quantitative, continuous and unbounded(Le there
was no constrainton the variability of the responses).
e Non-zero variance
No zero varianceýwas exhibited in the sample. All construct variables
showedsomevariancein value.
4, Independent errors
The Durbin-Watson test is used to check whether the residual terms from
any two observationsare uncorrelatedor independent.The outcomesof the
Durbin-Watsontest are detailedbelow.
Table 3.15 Resultsfor IndependentErrors

The results indicate that both valuesfor the Durbin-Watsontest are close to
2 which is generallyregardedas acceptable(Field, 2005)
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o

Muldcolinearity

In order to addressthe multicolinearity assumption,both the VIF (Variance
Inflation Factor) and tolerance statistic are investigated. The results are
outlined below.
Table 3.16 Resultsfor Multicollinýý

The results aboveshow that the VIF figures are close to I and well below 10
which is generally acceptedas an indicator of the lack of existence of
collinearity. Further, the tolerance statistic for both samplesis well above
0.2 allowing the conclusion to be drawn that no collinearity exists in the
samples(Field, 2005).
4p Linearity

One of the basic assumptions of regression is that of linearity. The
scatterplotsbelow indicate that the meanvaluesof the dependentvariable for
each increment of the independentvariables lie along a relatively straight
line for both of the samples.'Mus, the assumptionof linearity hasbeenmet.
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Fig 3.4. Scatterplot - Organisations Operating in a KM Environment
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Fig 3.5. Scatterplot - Organisations Operating in a Non-KM Environment
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9 Normafiýy
In order to check for normality
plots are utilised.
distribution.

Histograms

Furthermore,

of the samples, histograms and probability
for both samples show a relatively

the normal probability

normal

plots show that observed
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residuals (points on the graph) lie either on the line or very close to the line
for both samples.
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Fig. 3.7 - Organisations Operating in a KM Environment

10

08
13
0
CL
E

,/0

06

l
ocd:

04
x
w
0
02

00
00

)o

02

04
Observed

06
Cum Prob

08

144

Fig. 3.8 Histogram - Organisation Operating in a Non-KM Environment
Deoendent Variable: In qeneral, this is a successful organisation
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Fig. 3.9 - Organisations Operating in a Non- KM Environment
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* Outliers

The investigation of standardisedresidualsindicated that the outliers were
within the expectedrange. Table 3.17 below detailsthe caseswhere outliers
were detected.
Table 3.17 Resultsfor StandardisedResiduals

For both samples only one outlier was detected and this is considered
2005).
(Field,
in
to
this
one
reasonable samplesizessimilar
Thus, having establishedthat all the assumptionsfor regressionhave been
in
developed
the
the
with
cohfidence
met,
regression models are now
findings of thesemodels. The resultsof the regressionanalysisare presented
in section5.7 in chapter5.

3.13 Summary
In summary,this chapterhasprovided both the rationalefor the methodological
approachundertakenin this study togetherwith a discussionof the development
of the theoretical framework underpinning this researchas well as a detailed
descriptionof the methodsemployedto carry out the research.
In discussingthe methodologicalperspective,the chapterbeganby addressing
the underlying philosophical assumptionsof the three major paradigmatic
traditions. These were positivism, interpretivism and realism. While many
other approachesexist, these paradigms were chosen as they represent the
different, extreme views, which prevail in the managementand social science
These paradigms were explored in relation to previous KM
literature and specifically this project. This provided a critical review of the
disciplines.
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methodologicalchoicesavailable,as well as a rationale for the choicesmade in
this particular study.
The chapter next turned to a discussion of the theoretical framework
underpinning this research highlighting how the different research stages
informed the development of the research ensuring the rigorousness and
robustnessof the study.
The chaptermoved on to a discussionof the researchmethodsemployedin the
overall design of the research and specifically in each of the phases. A
description of the exploratory stage of the researchincluded a discussion of
interviewee profiles as well as questionsasked. The aim of the interviews was
to confirm and validate findings from the literature and therefore all interview
for
literature.
Analysis
back
the
to
the
methods
questionswere related
relevant
exploratory stage were then presented.

An in-depth explanationof the developmentof the researchinstrumentutilised
in the survey stage then followed. This researchinstrument was based on
justify
in
to
thus
these
order
presented
previously validated surveys and
were
the scalesused.
The chapterthen explainedandjustified the remainingresearchmethodsused in
the data collection process including pilot testing, sampling and ethical
considerations.The chapterfinished with a descriptionof the datamanagement
justification
data
description
detailed
the
of
and
methods used as well as a
analysismethodsemployed.
The proceduresused have followed recommendedprotocols and guidelines to
defendthe rigour of the researchdesignand data collection methods. The next
data
the
the
collected.
chapterpresents resultsof
qualitative
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Chapter 4

Qualitative Results:
Refining the Theoretical Framework

148

1

4.1 Introduction

The aim of this chapteris to presentthe results and analysesof the qualitative
primary datacollectedas part of this researchproject.
The findings from the data collection are presentedbasedaround the specific
objectivesof the research,which are:
KM
for
To
factors
identify
the
programmes
*
critical success
impact
has
factors
To
these
an
on
success
establish
critical
o
which of
perceptions of organisational success.
This chapter addressesthe first objective by presenting findings from the
interviews. This provides insight into the views of the key players in the
industry regarding the critical successfactors for KM thereby allowing for
by
framework
this
the
theoretical
research
underpinning
refinement of
informing the developmentof the next stageof the research.
The aim of this chapteris to presentthe findings of the exploratory stageof the
researchand as such, makesno attemptto discussthesefindings -in relation to
the literature or the researchobjectivesproposed;this is dealt with in-depth in
chapter6.
4.2 Objective 1: Critical SuccessFactors for KM

The first objective of this researchis:
KM
factors
for
To
identify
the
programmes
e
critical success
In order to achievethis objective,primary datawas collectedthrough the use of
interviewees
interviews.
Details
the
of
profile
are provided
semi-structured
of
in chapter3, section 3.7. The sectionsbelow presentthe findings from these
interviews.
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4.2.1 Overview of Interview Responses

The semi-structuredinterviews posedat least fourteen different questionsto all
intervieweesalthoughthe order of thesequestionsvaried from one interview to
the next. The responsesto each one of these questionsare discussedbelow
followed by a table summarisingthe responsesto interview questions.

e

KM Activity

All interviewees highlighted the importance of developing an effective and
(user-friendly' (R8) IT system as the basis of any KM activity. Interviewees
database
knowledge
information
that
single
onto
one
agreed
collection of
or
was the first stepfor effective KM aswas highlighted by one of the respoiidents
(R2) who confirmed "you can't evenbegin to think about KM unlessyou have
a good and usable IT system". Someintervieweeshowever (RI, R3 & R7),
viewed IT as only the first stage of KM with an expectation to focus on
knowledge sharing activities as the KM programme developed. For others,
good IT systemswere seenas the desiredoutcome of these programmes;"the
better your IT facilities, the betteryour KM will be" (R4).
The terms 'knowledge' and 'information' were used interchangeablyby the
majority of interviewees. One interviewee (R8) however, made the specific
distinction between 'information' and 'knowledge' stating that "the first stage
of a KM programme should be the initial collection and management of
information and only then can you move to managingknowledge".
9 Timeliness of KM programme launch
A numberof reasonswere cited for the initiation of KM programmesacrossthe
different organisations. The first of these reasonswas that market conditions
are such that more efficient use of knowledge and information is required to
remain competitive as explained by a Knowledge and Communications
Manager (R6) who said "in a businesslike ours, unlessyou can stay on top of
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your knowledge base, you can't stay in business". Another reason was the
requirementto use resourcesmore efficiently and this could only be achievedif
"everyone knows what everyoneelseis doing" (R7).
Two interviewees(R8 & R9) commentedon the importanceof remaining.at the
"forefront of technology" and keeping abreastof new methods,of managing
work.
The final reasonfor the uptake of KM programmeswas that the public sector
was trying to catch up with the private sector. Initiatives pursuedin the private
sector are seenas beneficial and the public sectoralways "lags behind" (115)in
utilising theseinitiatives.

a Identification of the need for KM
Five out of the nine intervieweesstatedthat their organisationsidentified the
need for KM around five years previously. One interviewee (R8) stated that
KM was not a new concept for their organisationand that the need for this
programme had been identified and initiated around 10 years previously.
Another interviewee (R4) explained that although their organisation had
identified the need for KM around 10 years ago, "very little has been done to
take the programmeoff the ground".
Just one out of the nine intervieweescited a systematicprocessof conducting an
audit of organisational information which led to the need for KM being
identified. R2, a Marketing and BusinessAnalyst commentedthat "only while
going through an audit of organisational knowledge with the purpose of
assessingcurrencyand validity, was the needfor KM recognized".

*

Adoption of KM across organisation

Over half of the intervieweesstatedthat, at this stage,KM was still not adopted
by the organisationas a whole. For theseorganisations,KM was being piloted

151

in some departmentswith a view to it being rolled out to the rest of the
organisation.dependingon its successin these departmentsand "the financial
situatiori" (M).
Four of the intervieweescommentedthat KM was in operationacrossthe whole
of their organisation. Further, one of the interviewees,a Knowledge Manager
(R8) felt that "you cannotget the full return of KM unlesseveryoneis doing it".
It is interestingto note that all theseorganisationswere private sector.

*

Aims of KM

Cost reduction and improved efficiency were the main reasonscited as the
short-term aims of KM or most organisations. Among the other aims of KM
is
KM
"improved
(M),
seen as a means of
since
was
customer satisfaction7'
delivering a more efficient service, therefore leading to higher levels of
customersatisfaction. Two interviewees(R5 & R8) highlighted "better trained
employees" as a major aim of their KM programme. In these organisations,
there was still the underlying aim of improved efficiency and cost reduction but
this was seen as a result of more adequately trained and better informed
employees.

*

Contribution

of KM to long-term organisational aims

All intervieweesseemedto answerthis questionas an extensionof the previous
question and struggled to provide higher level long-term aims of KM to the
organisationas a whole.
Of the answersProvided, the majority (RI, R3, R4, R5, R7, R8 & R9) cited
savings in time and cost as the prime long-term contribution of KM to the
organisation. Other contributions of KM were a more friendly working
environment making it a "better place to work" (R2) and improved customer
satisfactionleadingto higher profits and fewer complaints(R6).
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*

Achievements through KM

A variety of responses were provided for this question with no one specific
theme emerging. Some interviewees (RI & R4) viewed an improved service to
customers as the main desired achievement of their KM

programme as

explained by R4, a Clinical Knowledge Manager who said "at the end of the
day, the availability of this knowledge directly affects the speed and accuracy of
doctors' decisions and therefore has a real impact on patient lives".

Others (R2 & R6) saw the ability to accessall information easily and quickly as
the main achievementof KM commentingthat "all the information is there, but
we just can't always get to if' (R2).
A further achievementof KM identified was the collection of all knowledge and
information into one place facilitating easieraccess.Also, reducedrepetition of
work (113) and greater sharing of experiences (119) were identified as
achievementsof KM. These two elementswere reported independently and
were not viewed as a consequence
of eachother.

*

Measurement of KM programme success

All responsesto this question followed a similar theme in that the majority of
intervieweeswere unclear of a specific measurementsystem for KM success.
Given this underlying theme,responsesvaried from having no systemat all to
having a basic systemof measuringthe numberof hits on a websiteetc.
Six out of the nine intervieweesconfirmed that there was no formal system of
measuringthe successof KM programmesper se or linking it to organisational
success,and that any measurementconductedwas based on informal verbal
feedback. Thesecommentsare at odds with previous commentsregarding the
main aim of KM being improvedcost andtime efficiency.
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Other interviewees(R4 & R7) statedthat their organisationusedthe number of
hits on websites and number of retrieved documentsas an indicator of the
successof theseprogrammes. A commentwas made that "these may not be
ideal measuresand may not really indicate how much of this information is
actually used,but you needto start somewhere"(M).
One of the interviewees (R3) indicated that their organisation had made an
attempt to link the effect of using KM on length of training but this
measurementsystemwas in its infancy and no conclusionshad been drawn as
yet.
4, C-SFsfor KM in the organisation
A wide range of factors were believed to be critical in the successof KM
programmesacrossthe different organisations. The majority of interviewees
believedthat having good, reliable and efficient IT systemswere a pre-requisite
for success.Someof the intervieweescited this asthe "main factor for success"
(RI & R4) while others believed this was necessary but not the main
requirement.
Other critical successfactors suggestedwere knowledgesharingactivities and a
"conducive KM culture" (RI - CorporateServicesManager). This was viewed
as very important but also very difficult to achieveas it needsto come from the
employeesthemselvesand cannot be instigatedby the organisation. Examples
of the characteristicsof a conducive KM culture given were "trust among
employees"(R6), "an appreciationof eachunit's contribution to organisational,
aims" (R4) and 'learn spirit in the organisation"(R8) and a knowledgefiiendly
culture in general.
Other factors believed to have an impact on the successof KM within the
organisationwas seniormanagementcommitmentand the availability of time to
fully utilise the IT systemsdeveloped. These two factors were seenas interrelated since a senior managementbody that was committed to making KM
work would make the time available for employeesto use the IT systemsfully;
154

"managementneedto realise that thesethings take time and if they want them
to succeed,they needto put their money where their mouth is" (R9). Further,
availability of time also leads to greater employee interaction and the
developmentof "strongerrelationships"(M).

*

Problems in pursuing KM programmes

Many of the critical factorsfor successcited were in themselvesthe factors that
posedproblemsin pursuingtheseKM programmes.
Initially, updating of IT systemsand in particular ensuringthat all data held on
thesesystemsis current and valid was viewed by many (113,R4, R5, R6 & R9)
as the major challenge for KM programmes.The reality of this situation is
reflected in the comment by R4: "if you leave it open, anybody can post
anything they like on thesewebsites,it can be right or wrong but if you police
it, you take away from the spirit of sharing which you are trying to build".
Related to this matter is the time and resourcesnecessaryto manage and
maintain thesewebsiteswhich was again viewed as a major problem for KM
programmes.
Another key challenge for KM programmesidentified by four of the nine
intervieweeswas that of funding. Therewas an awarenessof the importanceof
regular financial investment in these programmesif they were to have any
chanceof successand this was not always forthcoming. "Whether you get the
money or not dependson whether or not KM is 'flavour of the month"' (R4).
Support from senior managementwas seen as the critical ingredient in
overcoming this problem as a CEO who is interestedin KM is likely to fund it
while one who has other priorities is less likely to make the necessary
investmentsin theseprogrammes. This is reflected in the comment made by
R7, a Library Managerin the NHS, who said "it is very hard if you invest a lot
of time and effort into a project such as this one and then all of a sudden the
plug is pulled becauseit is not seenas important or worthwhile by people at the
top

.
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Another problem identified, which is also related to fimding, is that of time.
Time was considereda maj or factor for successbut it is also a major challenge
in the pursuit of theseprogrammes. Time to actually invest in training staff,
time allocatedto searchfor information, time to use retrieved information, time
to shareinformation and time to developmeaningfid and trusting relationships
amongstemployeeswere all cited asmajor hurdlesto overcomegiven that these
organisationsoperatein very dynamicmarketsand "time is money" (R9).
9 Expected long term achievementsfrom KM
The generalconsensuson this questionwas that KM would enableeasyaccess
to all organisationalknowledge. This was cited by six of the nine interviewees
as the main achievementfbr the organisationthrough KM. One interviewee
(R3 - CorporateManager) commented:"a lot of money is being spent and we
need to ensurethat we get to asituation where all the disparateknowledge is
integratedinto one systemand everyonecan accessit".
Another achievementof KM was viewed to be customersatisfactionalthoughit
was unclear how managing knowledge was to be translated into customer
satisfaction.
One interviewee (R4) concurredthat KM could provide many achievementsfor
the organisation including customer satisfaction, increased efficiency and a
centralised databaseof knowledge but this was all dependenton continued
investmentinto the programme.
Employees perceptions of KM
There was a clear divide in interviewees'views about KM as a whole. Four of
the interviewees confirmed that KM was acceptedby the employeesin their
organisation and that it was seenas beneficial to the firm and to the working
environment in which they operated. One comment was that "KM and
knowledge sharing in particular was one of the major positive characteristicsof
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the organisational culture and it belped to retain staff' (R8 - Knowledge
Manager).

Others however Mt that employees still Mt that KM was a new concept and a
new way of working and were therefore having trouble accepting this new
method. Two interviewees (R2 & R5) commented that older employees still
had a sense of 'phobia' of this new concept but younger employees were more
willing to accept it. R5, a Head of Business Relations confirmed that "this is a
real change for people - people are not used to working in this way and it takes
a very long time to change attitudes. It doesn't happen overnight".

9 Responsibility for KM

.

Responsibility for KM initiatives Jay with designatedknowledge managersin
five of the organisations interviewed. Other interviewees commented that
responsibility for KM was placed with senior managersof the organisation
(CEO or Senior Partnersor DepartrnentHeads). Only one interviewee (R7)
described a fluid structure where KM responsibility vaxied dependingon the
defined
but
department.
in
there
this
was
no
role
set-up of each
situation,
responsibility for KM initiatives was assignedby the CEO to different people.
o Reward for KM activity
Answers to this question varied considerablyamongst interviewees. Four of the
interviewees confirmed that there was a formal system for rewarding KM
activities

such as knowledge

sharing or retrieval

of knowledge

from

organisational resources. Rewards varied from career progression to financial
rewards, physical rewards (e.g. bottles of wine) or egorewards (e.g. employee
of the month). This is explained by R8 who says "sharing is at the hub of what
we do - people need to see that it is a positive thing and positive things are
always rewarded in our organisation".
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Other organisationswere less defted in how KM was to be rewardedif at all.
Some intervieweesclaimed that althoughKM was not necessarilyrewarded,it
was looked upon "favourably" (R2). R7 and R9 both agreedthat although it
levels
KM
at
all
encouraged
of the
was
was not rewarded currently,
organisation commenting that "people know that actively participating in the
KM project ticks the right boxes. It may not be physically rewarded but not
Manager).
Compliance
is
(R9
everything aboutphysical rewards"
-a
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4.2.2 Outcomes of Qualitative Analysis
The objective of the interviews was to refine the theoretical framework
underpinning this researchby establishingthe critical successfactors for KM
from the perspectiveof key players in the KM domain. The interviews also
served the purpose of confirming findings from the literature, identifying key
issues in the KM field as well as contextualising these issues from key
informants in the industry.

Furthermore,findings from the interviews were

used inform the developmentof the survey tool which is integral to the next
stageof the researchprocess.
Latent content analysis was used to analyse the interview responses.Four
specific themeswere identified. Theseare detailedbelow:

0

Lack of a unified definition of KM

Each one of the intervieweesportrayeda different view and understandingof
what KM is. The majority (RI, R2, R4, R7, R8 & R9) tendedto focus on the
technological aspectof KM as a way of capturing, storing and disseminating
knowledge. However, even within this generalperception of KM, there were
differences in the type of knowledge that was expectedto be stored and the
potential useof this capturedknowledge.
Some organisations (e.g. NHS) had a very clear understanding of KM as
something that develops overtime and employeesneed to be "trained" to the
benefits of this programme. Other organisationshowever were less sure of
what KM was, the long term prospectsof KM or how the organisation would
develop the programme over time.

This was particularly the case with

organisationsthat hadjust startedtheir KM programme.

Ile two varying views of KM are outlined in the quotesbelow:
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"KM is all about enabling easyaccessto crucial information. Thereforesimple
front-end userfriendly systemswith links to useful information are key to our
KMprogramme"

(R2)

"Really good KM is about good management. Learning from other people's
experience and lessons learnt is crucialfor any KAlprogramme. "

0

(R5)

Specific factors are necessary for the success of any KM programme

There was almost completeconsensusamongstthe key informants with regard
to the necessarypresenceof certain variablesin order to make KM successfid.
Primarily, culture, knowledge sharing, IT and time were viewed as the most
important 'ingredients' for a successfulKM pro$rammc. Despitethe different
perceptionsof what KM is, the majority of intervieweeshighlighted the same
factors,though under different labels,as being importantfor KMInterestingly, thesesamefactors were also viewed as barriers to the successof
KM programmes.

Examplesof the factorsperceivedto be of critical relevanceto KM include:
""KMneedsto be culturally embeddedif it is to have any hope of success."
(R8)
"An open-plan offlice, coffee area and water coolers all help in the effort to
increasetheflow ofknowledge betweenemployeeswhich is a basic requirement
for our KMprogramme.

(R3)

"Having a fast, efficient and reliable systemof traclang who hnows what and
who has dealt with which casesallows for easyaccessof informationfor GPs,
Consultantsas well asjunior doctors."

(R4)
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"Our biggestproblem is time. Time taken to actually set-up thesewonderful
systemsand then time takento train staffto usethemeffectively. As a manager,
there is a trade-off to be considered between time spent searching for
information in case somebody else has dealt with something similar and
first
doesn't always win! "
doing
Unfortunately,
it.
the
actuallý getting on and
(R9)

0

Lack of a clear method of measuring the effect of KM

It was evident froni the analysisthat noneof the organisationsseemedto have a
rigorous method for measuringKM activity and effect on performance. There
was an obvious continuum of approachesto measuringKM where, on one end,
some organisationsrelied purely on verbal feedback(e.g. R2) from staff while
others measurednumber of 'hits' on a' webpage(e.g. R4 & R7). Others still
attemptedto draw links betweenthe introduction of KM and the time taken to
train new employees(M). However, this was a very basic effort as other
factors contributing to training times (e.g. qualifications, past experienceetc)
were not taken into consideration.
The discussion of measurementwas the least comfortable topic for most
interviewees. Reasonscited as to the lack of developmentof this areaincluded
the relative newnessof the programmetogetherwith limited funding dedicated
to this subject.
An example of one of the approachesto measuring KM is:

" We have done all the easy things such as checking the number of hits on a site,

top 10 sites etc however,we do not measurehow effectivethis information is
.....
(R7)
to doctors or how muchtime it savesthem...
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0

Expected organisational outcomes and employee rewards for KM.

The final theme arising from the analysisof the interviews was the expected
outcomes of the KM initiatives (either planned or undertaken) as well as
expectedrewards.
The primary expectedoutcomeof KM from an organisationalperspectivewas
improved efficiency through cost and time reductions. This was viewed as key
to the investment in these programmes. There is a clear and understandable
logic behind theseexpectationsasexplainedbelow:
"By having all the information and expertisestored in a central location, work
can be pushed lower down the ladder and you avoid re-inventing the wheel.
This ultimately savestime and money.
(R8)
From an employee perspective, there was a general realisation of the
importanceof reward for buying into KM. However, not all organisationshad
formalised the reward system. Some organisations chose to encourage
improving
become
involved
in
KM
their work
to
of
a
method
employees
as
(e.g. RI, R2 & R7) with a view to providing rewards at a later stage. Other
organisationsmade efforts to shareknowledgean integral part of the appraisal
in
(R3
&
R6)
order to climb up the
system
and a necessarycomponent
corporateladder.
The quotesbelow explain the different approachesto rewardingKM.
" Wehave had someproblems with getting the 'older'employeesto get involved
in knowledgesharing. It might be a phobia of technologyor a power thing but
(R2)
we are not sure how we enticethem."
"KM is rewarded in terms of "ego' rewards (praising people who share),
physical orfinancial rewards (bottlesof wine, bonuses)and it is one of thefive
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cornerstones of the appraisal system. You are part of a team and as such you
are rewardedfor developing others - notjust yourseýf "

(R6)

4.3 Key Findings: Objective I

The first objective of this researchis:

e

To identify the critical successfactors for KM programmes

Through interviews with key players in the KM domain, a number of factors
were identified as being critical to the success of any KM programme,
irrespectiveof whether it was in a public sectoror private sector organisation.
Four factors were viewed as critical 'ingredients' for any successful KM
progmmme. Theseare outlined below.
4.3.1 Culture

A positive organisationalculture was highlighted as a key componentnecessary
for any successfulKM programme. Varying examplesof a 'positive' culture
were identified but the generalconsensuswas centredon a knowledge-friendly
fellow
felt
trust
colleagues.
culture where employees comfortableand could
4.3.2 Knowledge Sharing

The ability to routinely shareand receiveknowledgewas also identified by key
informants as a critical successfactor for any KM programme. The routine
sharing of information and knowledgewas not only viewed as a critical factor
for successbut was perceivedas one of the main achievementsorganisations
expectedas a result of pursuingKM.
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4.3.3 Information

Technology

The availability of effective IT systemswas identified as a chief componentof
any KM programme. IT systemsenablethe operation of KM programmesin
that they are a meansfor storing and tracking knowledge and information, they
allow the transfer of knowledgeand information as well as providing a means
of measuringKM. Thus effective IT systemswere viewed as a pre-requisitefor
any KM programme.
4.3.4 Time

The availability of time to invest in leaming to use KM systems,and the time
taken to shareknowledge and retrieve available knowledge were all identified
as critical factors for the successof a KM programme. Lack of time was also
identified as a main barrier to the successof KM programmes due to the
dynamic nature of knowledgeand the needto invest a lot of time to updateand
managesharedknowledge.
4.4 Development of Research Hypotheses

The latent content analysis, outlined above, confirmed four out of the nine
factors identified as part of the literature review stage. Informants from
industry enabledthe crystallisationof theseconstructsand confirmation of what
is meant by these factors. These four factors were viewed by key players in
industry as critical to KM successand as being associatedwith organisational
success.
However, the other five factors were not confamed, through the qualitative
analysis, as being critical to KM successalthough they were identified in the
literature. This raisesthe questionof whetherthesefactors should be included
in the next stageof the research.
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Given that the factors were identified as recurrentthemesin the literature and
for inclusivity purposes,all nine factors will be carried forward into the next
stageof the research. This allows for confirmation of the four factors identified
in the exploratory stageand allows for the other five factors to be confirmed or
disconfirmed through the large scalesurvey. This approachfurther refiries the
findings and gives greaterconfidencein the ensuingresults.
Thus, in order to test the associationbetweenthe nine factors and KM success
and perceptionsof organisationalsuccess,the following hypotheseshave been
developed:

Hypothesis 1: There is no relationship between.a knowledge-friendly culture
and perceptionsof organisationalsuccess.
Hypothesis 2: There is no relationship between a high-trust climate and
perceptionsof organisationalsuccess.
Hypothesis 3: There is no relationshipbetweenroutine knowledgesharing and
perceptionsof organisationalsuccess.
Hypothesis 4: There is no relationship betweenhigh levels of job satisfaction
and perceptionsof organisationalsuccess.
Hypothesis S: There is no relationship between a flexible organisational
structureand perceptionsof organisationalsuccess.
Hypothesis 6.- There is no relationship between routine innovation and
perceptionsof organisationalsuccess.
Hypothesis 7.- There is no relationship between knowledge-sharing based
reward and perceptionsof organisationalsuccess.
Hypothesis 8: There is no relationship between effective information
technologyand perceptionsof organisationalsuccess.
Hypothesis 9: There is no relationship between availability of time and
perceptionsof organisationalsuccess.
Thesehypotheseswill be testedthrough a large scalesurvey in the next stageof
the research.
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4.5 Summary

This chapter has presented the findings from the exploratory interview stage in
line with the first objective for this research. Qualitative data was used to

answerthis objective.
In answering the first objective, interviews with key informants were used to
refine the theoretical framework underpinningthis researchby establishingthe
critical successfactors for KM. Analysesof interview resultswere also usedto
confirm findings from the literature and contextualisekey issuesin the area.
The four factors of a knowledge-friendly culture, routine knowledge sharing,
effective IT and availability of time were identified as critical fýctors for
success.
The other five factors were not confirmed as a result of the exploratory
interview stage. However, given that these factors were identified in the
literature, thesefactors were not eliminatedand will be testedin the final stage
of the research.
The next chapter presentsthe results from the large scale survey utilised to
addressthe secondobjective of the research.
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Chapter 5:

Quantitative Results

169

5.1 Introduction

The aim of this chapteris to presentthe quantitative results of the large scale
from
findings
data
The
the
this
survey undertakenas part of
researchproject.
collection are presentedbasedaround the specific objectives of the research,

whichare:
for
KM
identify
factors
To
the
programmes
critical
e
success
To establish which of these critical success factors has an impact on
perceptions of organisational success.

This chapter addressesthe secondobjective by presenting findings from the
survey.
T'his, the final stage of the three staged research process, allows for the
confirmation of factors impacting on KM success and perceptions of
organisationalsuccess. This chapter establishesthe relationship between the
critical successfactors and perceptionsof successin organisationsoperating in
a KM environmentversusorganisationsoperatingin a non-KM environment.
The chapter begins by providing an overview of the profile of respondents
followed by an overview of responsesto survey questions. The chapter then
moves on to presenting a profile of respondentsto the survey as well as an
overview of how survey the questionswere answered. This provides a general
idea of the samplepopulation aswell as a generalfeeling of responsesto survey
questions.
Using correlation and regression analysis, the chapter then establishes the
associationbetween the nine constructsand KM successand perceptions of
organisational successas well as identifying the predictors of success for
organisationsawareof KM andthoseunawareof KM.
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5.2 Overview of Sample

Of the 1500 questionnairessentout, 191usableresponseswere received. This
equatesto a 12.7%responserate which is consideredacceptablein management
research(Jankowicz,2000) and is consistentwith other studiesin the KM field
(Moffett et al., 2003).
The sectionsbelow provide an overview of the respondents,providing personal,
role, organisationaland KM enviromnentprofiles.
5.2.1 Respondents' Profile
This section outlines the profile of the respondentpopulation in terms of age,
genderand experience,as detailedin table 5.1.
There is a broad age span amongstrespondentsand the standarddeviation is
reasonableat only 14 years. Given the sensitivity of the question,only 2.5% of
respondentsfailed to answerthis questionwhich was deemedacceptable.
The sample is comprised of two-thirds male and one third female, which is
reflective of the industry as a whole. Further there were only 6 missing
responseswhich representonly 3% of the samplepopulation.
As well as addressingthe age and genderof the samplepopulation, the survey
also soughtto establishthe relative experienceof the respondents,both within
the specific role and within the organisationas a whole. Table 5.1 below
details the experienceof respondentswithin their role (6.4 years)and within the
organisationas a whole (12.5 years). Interestingly, the standarddeviation for
both categorieswas almost exactly the sameindicating an overall similar trend
in the number of years spent in a particular role and in the organisation in
general.

171

Table 5.1 Respondents' Personal Profile

Age
Min age
Max age
Mean age
sd

Respon dent s,
n
16
60
41
14

Experience
Length of servicein organisation
Length of time in currentrole
(n = 191)

Personal Profile
Gender
Males
Females
Missing
Mean (yrs)
12.5
6.4

n%
123
62
63

65
32

sd (yrs)
14.1
14.4

5.2.2 Role Profile

This next section addressesthe different aspects of the role profile of
respondents.
Details regarding respondents'position within the organisation,understanding
of the requirementsof their role and employmentstatusare presentedin table
5.2 below. Further,job title and departmentalaffiliation details are provided in
table 5.3.
The sample showed a fairly even split betweenexecutive/seniormanagement
(23%), middlc managemcnt (38%) and front-linc employccs (37%) which
indicatcsa non-biascdsampIc.
The results show that over 97% of the respondentsrated their understandingof
the requirementsof their role as either high or medium even if they had only
been in post for relatively short periods of time. Only I person rated their
understandingof theirjob aslow.
The majority of the population (88%) were employedon a full-time basiswhich
is reflective of the industry asa whole and doesnot deemthe samplebiased.
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Table 5.2 Remondents'Role Profile

Position in O rg anisation
n%

n%

Executive/CEO/Director
SeniorManager
Middle Manager
JuniorManager

Supervisor
32 16.8
17 8.9
FrontLine Employee
11 5.8
53 27.7
35 18.3
Other
17 8.9
21 1 11 1 1Missing
1512.6

Understanding of Role
_
High
Medium
Low
Missing
(n -=191)

%
n
146 76.5
40
21
1
0.5
4.
2

Employment Status
Full time
Parttime
Contractor
Missing

n
168
13
5
5.

%
88
7
2.5
2.5

As part of developing a full picture of respondents'role profile, respondents
were askedto provide their job title and the departmentfor which they worked.
The sample showed a broad range of jobs and departmentswhich indicates a
representativesample. As can be expected,somejob titles and departments
feature more frequently than others but this again reflects the nature of the
organisationsin which the studywas carriedout.
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Table 5.3 Respondents'EmploymentProfile

wil l)
%
n

Manager
Director
Consultant
Administrator
Technical Support
CustomerServices
Credit Analyst
Office Manager

Banking & Finance
Customer Services
Facilities Management
Sales
HR
Risk & Credit
IT & Engineering
Insurance
Change& KnowledgeMgt
Auditing
Marketing
(n = 191)

38
26
23
19
17
13
11
8

19
14
12
10
9
7
6
4

HR Manager
OperationsManager
Auditor
KnowledgeManager
ProjectManager
PR Manager
Missing

Departme ntal Affiliation
%
n
Projects
17
31
BranchNetwork
19 10
Shipping
19 10
8
Central
15
Purchasing
15
8
Public Relations
14
7
Operations
7
14
Travel
6
11
Miscellaneous
8
Missing
3.6
7
3
1.5

n
6
6
5
4
3
1
11

%
3
3
T
2.
2
1.5
0.5
6

n
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
6
17

%
1
1
1
1
0.5
.
0.5
0.5
0.5
3
9

5.2.3 Organisational Profile
Table 5.4 below details the industry profile as well as the strategicfocus of the
respondents'employing organisation.
The results indicate that the majority of respondents (82%) were direct
employeesof the target sector.Milst a smaller minority of respondents(17%)
were not directly employed in financial services,they were all employeesof
either related or supportingindustriessuch as IT or project managementand as
suchwere deemedsuitablerespondentsfor the purposesof the survey.
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With regardto strategicfocus, the resultsshow that there is a strong orientation
towards efficiency/cost reduction and customer satisfaction (75%) whereas
there are only a small number of organisationsfocused on quality (15%).
Interestingly, only 4% of the sample was pursuing innovation as a strategic
focus.

Table 5.4 OrganisationalProfile

Banking/Finance/Insurance/Law
Non Banking/Finance/InsuranceALaw
Missing

Efficiency/Cost Reduction
CustomerSatisfaction
Quality
(n = 191)

Str ategic Focus
%
n
Innovation
84 44
Don't Know
60 31
Missing
29
15
_

%
82
17
0.5

n
157
33
1
'n
7
7
4

-7.
4
4
2

5.2.4 Organisational KM Environment Profile

One third (n--62) of the organisationsin the samplepopulation possesseda KM
programme while the rest either did not have a KM programme or were
unawareof the existenceof a KM, progamme, as detailed in table 5.5 below.
This number is deemedsufficient allowing for reasonablecomparisonsto be
madebetweenthe two groups.
The questionnairealso sought to establishrespondents'level of understanding
of KM in general. Over 60% of the sample population had some sort of
understandingof KM (n=120) although this was not necessarilyrelated to the
employing organisation. Given the newnessof this area,this is very high.
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Table 5.5 KM Profile

Awareness of KM
KM Programme
No KM Programme
Don't Know
Missing
1

K NI En vi ronment
Understanding of KM
%
n

62 32
45 24
80 42
41 21

Neverbeardof it
A little bit
A fair amount
deal
A
great
1

n%

67 35
77 40
31 16
12 17

I (n = 191)

1

5.3 Overview of Survey Responses
This section provides details relating to how the survey questions were
have
been
in
by
Items
the
the
nine
constructs
of
answered
each
respondents.
frequency
deviation
details
together
and
of
grouped
of mean, standard
and
responsesare provided in the tables below. This gives a general feeling of
respondents'attitudestowardsitems in the different constructs.
5.3.1 Knowledge-Friendly Culture
The means of responsesto items in the knowledge-friendly culture construct
ranged from 'strongly agree' to 'neutral' (SA = 16%, A= 79%, N=5 %). The
standarddeviationsrangedfrom 0.69 to 1.41but were generallyvery close to 1.
At least 60% of respondentseither strongly agreedor slightly agreedwith half
of the items in the construct,and at least 50% strongly agreedor slightly agreed
with 52 out of the 70 items in the construct.
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Table 5.6 Knowledsze-Friendly
Culture Construct:Mean, StandardDeviation &
Freguency

NIean

1.52
1.61
1.62
1.64
1.68
1.70
1.80
185
1.88
1.95
1.98

_

Frequeney
DA
SIM
SA
11('Yo)
11('Y(,)
n ('Y,,)
11(, Yq,)
11('Y,,)
7isa:
The commitmentof staff Is an Importantassetfor aýr
t7jo-n
9n,
S(I

1 1(0.5)
1 119 (62.3) 1 51 (26.7) 1 13 (6.8)
6(3.1)
0.80
_1
it
for
to
Sharing knowledge makes easier
us achieveour goals
1 93 (48.7) 1 79 (41.4) 1 14 (7.3) 1 3(1.6) T
0.69
0(0)
I am-very clear about my role in helging the organisation achieve its go Is
5(2.6)
0.95
113(59.2) 1 53 (27.7) 1 13 (6.8) 1 7(3.7)
I am clear about my work priorities
1(0.5)
0.94
111(58.1) 1 53 (27.7) 1 13 (6.8) 1 13 (6.8)
I value colleaguesin my department
0(0)
0.86
90 (47.1) 1 83 (43.5) 1 13 (6.8) 1 2(l)
1 feel valued by the organisation as a whole
1(0.5)
0.91
102(53.4) 1 56 (29.3) 1 22 (11.5) 1 10 (5.2)
I know exactly what is expectedof in
3(1.6)
0.98
86(45) 1 74(38.7) 1 19(9.9) 1 6(3.1)
We are proud of the quality provided by our department
_
1 1(0.
1 63 (33) 1 98 (51.3) 1 24 (12.6) 1 4(2.1)
0.75
Overall I value my work colleaguesin the organisation
2 (1
1.04
81 (42.4) 1 70 (36.6) 1 22 (11.5) 1 9(4.7)
1 am a valued member of the department
5(2.6)
0.96
64 (33.5) 1 93 (48.7) 1 21 (11) 1 7(3.7)

DK
11(,Yo)
1(0.5

0(0)
0(0)
1 (0.5)
3(1.6)

2(l)
0(0)
-3(16)

Colleagues
outsidemy dept.shareinformationwhenI askthem
- )- T1.03 1 71 (37.2) 1 75 (39.3) 1 22 (11.5 1 15(7.9) 15 (2.6

1(0.5)

0(0)

I am kept informed about significant issuesin the or&.
1 48 (25.1) 1 98 (51.3) 1 28 (14.7) 1 13 (6.8) 1 1(0.5)
2.05
3(1.6)
0.85
The people in my deeartment cooeerate-wellwith other epartments
2.06
1.07 1 70 (36.6) 1 65 (34.0) 1 32 (16.8) 11 (9.4) 1 3(1.6)
1 (0.5)
Achieving businessgoals is the organisation's most important aim
2.06
(6.3) 1 11 (5.8)
1.19
2(l)
72 (37.7) 1 72 (37.7) 1 20 (10.5) 11
1 use my skills to support colleaguesoutside the dept.
2.06
1.01
61 (31.9) 1 72 (37.7) 1 37 (19.4) 1 11 (5.8) 1 2(l)
MX line manager clarifies what he or she expectsfrom me
1 6(3 1)
1 54 (28.3) 1 93 (48.7) 1 6(13.6) 1 9(4.7)
2.06
0.99
1(0.5)
Colleaguesoutside my dept share their skills when I ask them
2.07
(7.3) 1 10 (5.2)
1.18 1 75 (39.3) 1 62 (32.5) 1 28 (14.7) 11
1(0.5)
With regards to the organisation's products/ services,only the best will do
2.12
1.25
10(5.2)
2(l)
74 (38.7) 1 60 (31.4) 1 22 (11.5) 1 9(9.9)
I am proud to be part of the organisation
2.19
1.16
9(4.7)
63 (33) 1 68 (35.6) 1 29 (15.2) 1 22 (11.5)
1 am aware of the role most Reopleplay In the organisation
2.22
1.15 1 53(27.7) 1 80(41.9) 1 29(15.2) 1 16(8.4) 17 (33Tý
3 (1.6)
_ encouragedto participate In formulating their performance objectives
Emeloyees are
2.23
1 44 (23) 1 82 (42.9) 1 42 (22) 1 19 (9.9) 1 3(l. 6)
0.97
0(0)
The organisational grapevine keepsme well informed
2.25
1.41 1 68 (35.6) 1 66 (34.6) 1 28 (14.7) 1 10 (5.2) 1 5(2.6)
13(6.8)
My department has quality standards that are higher than those of its external competitors
1 1.14 1 55 (28.8) 1 62 (32.5) 1 44 (23) 1 18 (9.4) 1 8(4.2) 1 1(0.5)
2.28
The organisation has a strong determination to beat clearly defined competitors
-- T 90 (47.1) 1 32 (16.8) 1 20 (IM
2.31
1.06 T- 38(19.9)
1 7(3.7) 1 1(0.5)
__
The orglinisation's strategic goals are openly shared
2.34
1.00 1 30 (15.7) 1 100(52.4) 1 33 (17.3) 1 23 (12)
3 (1.6)ý
2ý1),
__
_I
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NIC.I n

Frequency

S(I
SA
n ('YO)

AND,
n ('Y,,)

11('V(,)

k
11((Yo)

SDA
11(,Yql)

DK
)
11(,Yo,

In general, people pull their weight in the orýý
1 15 (7.9)
1 13 (6.8) 1 6(3.1
2.38
1 63(33)
1 49(25.7) 1 42(22)
1.37
The next five years are likelZ to be better for the organisation than the last five years
2.39
1 81(42.4) 1 38(19.9) 1 27(14.1)
1.09
6( 1) 1 1 (0.5)
38(19.9)
.
People here stronglZ support each othe
2.41
1.12
35 (18.3) 1 82 (42.9) 1 45 (23.6) 1 14(7.3)
9(4.7)
3(l. 6)
Employees are generally encouraged to resolve con cts quic y_
1 53 (27.7) 1 65 (34)
1 28 (14.7) 1 26 (13.6) 1 16 (8.4)
2.41
1.29
1 (0.5)
I .share the information I have with colleagues outside the dept.
1 69 (36.1) 1 36 (18.8) 1 30 (15.7) 1 7(3.7)--T -2(l)
2.44
1.17
42(22)
Reviews of my work are strongly related to my personal development
2.45
1 73 (38.2) 1 37 (17.8) 1 25 (13.1)
1.22
44 (23)
13 (6.8)
2(l)
I feel valued by the organisation as a whole
1 28 (14.7) 1 26 (13.6)
2.45
1.12
16 (8 4T7T
53 (27.7) 1 65 (34)
1 (0.5)
Overall, or&anisational communication is effective
1 71 (37.2) 1 37 (19.4) 1 26 (13.6) 1 12 (6.32 1 1(0.5)
2.46
1.19
42 (22)
Once a project has been started it is usually seen through to completion 2.46
1.25
11 (5.8) 1 3(1.6)
47 (24.6) 1 64 (33.5) 1 39 (20.4) 1 25 (13.1)
I feel as sense of belonging to the orpanisation
2.46
1.31
17 (8.9Tý
2 (J)
50 (26.2) 1 64 (33.5) 1 31 (16.2) 1 23 (12)
My department respects the contribution made by other departments
2.47
1 27 (14.1) 1 87 (45.5) 1 47 (24.6) 1 21 (11)
3(l. 6)
1.08
5(2.6)
My work would Improve with more training
2.47
1 14(7.3)
15(7.9)
1.15
35(18.3) 1 73(38.2) 1 46(24.1)
In general, this is a caring organisation
2.49
1.33
18(9.4)
3 (1.6)
49 (25.7) 1 70 (36.6) 1 26 (13.6) 1 25 (13.1)
The orgamsation encourages all employees to openly share information
1 35 (18.3) 1 76 (39.8) 1 37 (19.4) 1 32 (16.8) 1 6(3.1)
2.49
1.14
2(l)
The organisation encourages employees to pass information upwards to managers
2.49 - T
1 36 (18.8) 1 20 (10.5) 1 13 (6.8)
1.16
31 (16.2) 1 86 (45)
2(l)
The organi stion effectively solves most of its Important problems
2.51
1 36(18.8) 1 71(37.2) 1 48(25.1)
1 27(14.1)
1 4(2.1)
1.16
5(2.6)
Employees are committed to helping e ch other learn about their work
1 8(4.2)
2.56
1 26(13.6) 1 84(44)
1 42(22)
1 29(15.2)
1.09
2(l)
Within the organisation eveaone is clearly held responsible for their performance
2.59
1
1 28 (14.7) 1 80 (41.9) 1 37 (19.4) 1 32 (16.8) 1 12 (65ý_ý
1.15
l (0.5)
The organ .sational "grapevine" is a strong source of knowledge
2.59
1 70(36.6) 1 50(26.2) 1 28(14.7) 1 10(5.2)
1.11
29(15.2)
1(0.5)
ý1
In general, decision making in the organisation is effective
2.65
1 32 (16.8) 1 68 (35.6) 1 40 (20.9) 1 36 (18.8) 1 12 (6.3)
1.21
2 (1.0)
Iwouldhappily
ork for this organisation until retirement age
1 28(14.7)
2.66
1.47
59(30.9) 1 34(17.8) 1 38(19.9) 1 26(13.6)
2 (1)
The organisation regularlZ reviews work procedures
-5)
2.66
1.18
27 (14.1) 1 75 (39.3) 1 40 (20.9) 1 32 (16.8) 1 15 (7.9Tý
l (UO.
Sharing knowledge is one of the core values of the o
nisation
2.66
1 24 (12.6) 1 77 (40.3) 14
1 5 T-2.6)
1.17
(21.5) 1 35 (1 11 1 6(3.1)
The organisation's strategic goals are understood by all em ployees
2.68
1 43 (22.5) 1 34 (17.8)
1.24
32 (16.8) 1 65 (34)
11 (5.8)-l -4(21)
Employees are protective about their work
2.68
L20
24 (12.6) 1 75 (39.3) 1 46 (24.1) 1 30 (15.7)
6(3.1)
7(3.7)
The organisation makes the best use of people's experience
2.69
1 76(39.8)
1 52(27.2) 1 37CI9.4)
1.01'
16(8.4)
5(2.6)
1 (0.5)
_
The organisation is too tolerant of poor performers
- 1.26
2.130 (15.7) 1 74 (38.7) 14
(12.6) 1 46 (24.1)
12(63Tý
3 (IF6-)
The wor o the organisation is coordinated effectivel
1 29 (15.2) 1 69 (36.1) 1 39 (20.4) 1.30 (15.7) 1 17 (8.9) 1- -4 (2-1-1-1
2.72
1.27

7
_F
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Mea n

sd
SA

AN

Frequency
DA

SDA

DK

n
11
11
11
11
Moyees
in this organisationareenthusiasticaboutleardýfrom their work
Emp
2.74 1 1.15 1 21 (11) 1 73 (38.2) 1 47 (24.611 37 (19.4) 1 9(4.7)
4 (2.1)In generalconflictis managedeffectivelybTthe organisation
1 22 (11.5) 1 65(34) 1 60 (31.4) 1 3](16.2) 1 9(4.7)
2.74
1.1
4(2.1)
Seniormanagement
livesup to its responsibilities
to the workers
2.75
1.23 1 27 (14.1) 1 62 (32.5) 1 54(28.3) 1 33 (17.3) 1 6( 1)
8(4.2)
.
My currentjob makesfull useof mx abilities
2.77
1.21 1 28 (14.7) 1 61(31.9) 1 43 (22.5) 1 41(21.5)
15(7.9)
1(0.5)
Theorganisationis goodat sharinggoodpractice
2.79
1.39
43(22.5) 1 44(23) 1 38(19.9) 1 35(18.3) 25(13.1ýý 2(Fl)Planningis carriedout appropriatelyin the organisation
2.79
1.18 1 27 (14.1) 1 55(28.8) 1 54 (28.3) 1 36 (18.8)
15(7.9)
1(5.5)
Thereis little conflictbetweendepartments
2.82
1.30 1 21 (11) 1 82(42.9) 1 25 (13.1) 1 43 (22.5)
11(5.8)
8(4.2)
Theorganisationis goodat learningfrom thingsthat do not go well
2.86
1.28,1 28 (14.7) 1 53(27.7) 1 50(26.2) 1 37 (19.4) 1 16(8.4)
Thetraining offeredby the organisationis of a high quality
2.86
1.25 1 28 (14.7) 1 52 (27.2) 1 51 (26.7) 1 38 (19.9) 1 17(8.9)
3(l. 6)
Proceduresare In placefor employees
to clarify their expectations
of line managers
2.89
1.40 1 36 (18.8) 1 46 (24.1) 1 40(20.9) 1 32(16.8) 1 29 (15.
The organisationhasmeasures
in placethat reducethe numberof conflicts
2.90
1.34 1 26 (13.6) 1 64 (33.5) 1 34 (17.8) 1 38
5)
5(2.6)
.
Consequences
of poor performanceareclearfor all to see
2.92
1.30. 1 19(9.9) 1 64 (33.5) 1 53(37.7) 1 32 (16.8) 18 (4.2)'
13(6.8)
-It is rare that newprýjects
are startedwithout it beingdecidedin advancehowthey will proceed
2.95
1.41 1 31 (16.2) F 55(28.8) 1 36(18.8) 1 37 (19.4) 1 25 (13.1). 1 7 (3.7)
Theorganisation'sinductionproceduresare effective
3.02
1.41 1 22 (11.5) 1 67 (35.1) 1 31 (16.2) 1 38 (19.9) 1 22 (11.3) 1 11(5.8)
Workerscangetwhat they needfrom otherdepartmentswithout beinghamperedby procedures
3.02
1.37
23 (12) 1 51(26.7) 1 62 (32.5) 1 23 (12) 1 19(9.9)
13(6.8)
In taking an initiative,my colleagues
ignorerules
sometimes
3.03
1.27
23 (12) 1 55 (28.8) 1 32 (16.8) 1 55 (28.8) 24 (12.6)
1(0.5)
Suggestions
are usuallyignored
madeby emRloyees
3.19
1.27
11(5.8) 1 52(27.2) 1 55(28.8) 1 32 (16.8) 27 (14.1)
8(4.2)

CONSTRUCT RELIABILITY
Sample size = 191
sd - StandardDeviation
SA = Strongly Agree (1)
A= Slightly Agree (2)

= 0.727
N= Neutral (3)
DA - Slightly Disagree(4)
SDA = Strongly Disagree(5)
DK = Don't Know (6)
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5.3.2 High-Trust

Climate

Responsesto items in the high-trust climate constructshoweda broad range of
meansvarying between'strongly agree' to 'neutral' (SA =22 %, A= 73%, N
5%).

At least 60% of respondentseither strongly agreedor slightly agreedwith 17
out of the 60 items in the construct,and al least 50% strongly agreedor slightly
agreedwith over half of the items in the construct.
Table 5.7 Hijzh-TrustClimate Construct:Mean. StandardDeviation &
Frequency

NIcaH

S(I
SAN
H ('V,,)

1.41
1.57
1.59
1.61

11('Y(,)

h-cquency
DA
11('Vo)
11('Y(,)

11

n

Employees are generally encouraged to resolve conflicts quickly
1
9(4.7)
1.12
35 (18.3) 1 82 (42.9) 1 45 (23.6) 1 14 (7.3)
I fully understand what my responsibilities are
1 12(6.3)
1(0.5)
0.87
115 (60.2) 1 57 (29.8) 1 6(3.1)
I think that it is important to discuss my appraisal report with mz line manager
1 4(2.1)
1
1 15(7.9)
1 4(2.1)
0.96--T-114
(59.7) 1 44(23)
Sharing knowled&e makes it easier for us to achieve our goals
10
1 93 (48.7) 1 79 (41.4) 1 14 (7.3) 1 3(l. 6)
0.69
I am very clear about mX role in helping the organisation achieve its goals

3 (1.6j

1 (0.5)

(0) -T-0(0)

1

1 113(59.2) 1 53 (27.7) 1 13 (6.8) 1 7(3.7) 1 5(2.6)
.
I am clear about my work priorities
1 111(58.! Ll 53 (27.7) 1 13 (6.8) 1 13 (6.8) 1 0(0)
1.64
0.94
I value colleaguesin my department
1.68
0.86
90 (47.1) 1 83 (43.5) 1 13 (6.8) 1 2(l)
0(0)
I know exactly what is expectedof me
To- - F- 0.91
-j5.3)
1 102(53.4) 1 56 (29.3) 1 22 (11.5) 1 10 (5.F)IiI
1.70
The sharing of information makes this a better place to work
1.77
1 94 (49.2) 1 58 (30.4) 1 30 (15.7) 1 8(4.2) 1 0(0
0.92
Overall I value my work colleaguesin the organisation
1 63(33) 1 98 (51.3) 1 24 (12.6) 1 4(2.1) 1 1(0.5)
1.85
0.76
I have adequate opportunity to express my views in my dept.
1.90
1.10
92 (48.2) 1 49 (25.7) 1 25 (13.1) 1 17 (8.9)
5(2.6)
Colleapuesin my depa. tment value me
1.91
0.98
1(0.5)
69 (36.1) 1 89 (46.6) 1 23 (12) 1 5(2.6)
Colleaguesoutside my dept. share information when I ask them
1 64 (33.5) 1 93 (48.7) 1 21 (11) 1 7(3.7) 1 5(2.
1.95
0.96
The eople in my department cooperate well with other departments
1 48 (25.1) 1 98 (51.3) 1 28 (14.7) 1 13 (6.8) 1 ](0.5)
2.5
0.85
My line manager clarifinwhat he or she expectsfrom me
2.06
1.02 1 61 (31.9) 1 72 (37.7) 1 37 (19.4) 1 11 (5.8) 1 2(l)
Colleaguesoutside my dept share their skills when I ask them
2.06
1 54 (28.3) 1 93 (48.7) 1 26 (13.6) 1
(4.7) 1 6(3.1)
0.99
1.63

DK

SDA

0.95

1

0 (0)

1

1 (0.5)

0(0)
1 (0.5)
0(0)

4(2.1)
0.5
0(0)
2(l)
1 (0.5)
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Mea n

sd
SA

AN

n ('Y,,)

11('Y,))

Frequency
I')A

11('Y,,)

DK

SDA

11('V,,)

it

kills
to
dept.
sup
colleagues
outs
my
si
0s
ort
1
I use
*1
2.07
12 (6.3)
1.19
11(5.8)
72 (37.7) 1 72 (37.7) 1 20 (10.5)
2(l)
I am proud to be part of the organisation
2.12
1.25
10 (5.iT - ý2
(I
74(38.7) 1 60(31.4) 1 22(11.5) 1 19(9.9)
I am aware of the role most people play in the organisation
9(4.7)
2.19
0(0)
1.16
63(33) 1 68 (35.6) 1 29 (15.2) 1 22 (11.5)
My colleagueslive up to my expectationsof them
2.21
0(0)
0.84
34 (17.8) 1 98 (51.3) 1 41 (21.5) 1 17 (8.9)
I know what contribution most epartmentsmake
2.31
1.22
57(29.8) 1 70(36.6) 1 23(12) 130(15.7) 1 11(5.8
In my organisation there is a real will to succeed
2 (1)
2.34
1.19
57 (29.8) 1 56 (29.3) 1 40 (20.9) 1 29 (15.2) 15 (2.6)
My line manager lives up to my expectationsof him/her
2.35
1.18 1 53 (27.7) 1 55 (28.8) 1 49 (25.7) 1 19 (9.9) 1 6(3.1)
In general, people pull their weight in the organisation
2 (1)
2.35
1.00 1 30 (15.7) 1 100(52,4) 1 33 (17.3) 1 23 (12) 1 3(1.6)
The next five years are likely to be better for the organisation than the last five years
13 (6.8)
6(3.1)
2.38
1.37
63(33) 1 49 (25.7) 1_ 42 (22) 1 15 (7.9)
Peoplehere stronglZ support ea h other
...
6(3.1)
1(0.5)
2.39
1.09
38 (19.9) 1 81 (42.4) 1 38 (19.9) 1 27 ( 4.1)
1 share the information I have with colleaguesoutside the dept.
1 (0.5)
2.41
1.29 1 53 (27.7) 1 65 (34) 1 28 (14.7) 1 26 (13.6) 1 16 (8.4)
_
Overall, the organisation is flexible in meeting my needs
2.45
3(1.6)
1.25
48 (25.1) 1 59 (30.9) 1 46 (24.1) 1 18 (9.4) 1 13 (6.8)
1 feel valued by the organisation as a whole
7
1
1
1
1
(13.1)
25
13
2.46
34
(17.8)
(6.8)
2(l)
1.23
44 (23)
73 (38.2)
Once a project has beenstarted it is usually seenthrough to completion
11 (5.8)
3(1.6)
2.46
1.25
47 (24.6) 1 64 (33.5) 1 39 (20.4) 1 25 (13.1)
I feel as senseof belonging to the organisation
17 (8.9
2.46
1.31
(16.2) 1 23 (12)
50 (26.2) 1 64 (33.5) 1
_31
My department respectsthe contribution
made by other departments
2.48
3(l. 6)
1.08
27 (14.1) 1 87 (45.5) 1 47 (24.6) 1 21 (11)
5 (2.6)
In general, this is a caring organisation
2.49
18 (9.4)
3(l. 6)
1.33
49 (25.7) 1 70 (36.6) 1 26 (13.6) 1 25 (13.1)
My department is respectedby the other departments In the organisation
9(4.7)
2.50
1.24 1 34 (17.8) 1 81 (42.4) 1 44 (23) 1 16 (8.4) 1 6(3.1)
The organisation encouragesall emeloyeesto openly share information
2.50
1.14 1 35 (18.3) 1 76 (39.8) 1 37 (19.4) 1 32 (16.8) 1 6( A)
2(l. 0)
The organisation encouragesemployeesto passinformation upwards to managers
2.50
2(l)
1.16
31 (16.2) 1 86 (45) 1 36 (18.8) 12 (10.5) 1 13 (6.8)
The organisation effectively solvesmost of its important problems
2.51
1.16 1 36(18.8) 1 71(37.2)__l 48(25.1) 1 27(14.1) 1 4(2.1) 1 5(2.6)
The organisation respectsmy needs,eventhough they cannot a ways meet them
F-1.32
2.52
1 44(23) 1 65 (34) 1 39 (20.4) 1 19 (9.9) 1 15 (7.9) 1 5(2.6)
Within the organisation everyoneIs clearly held responsible for their performance
2.59
1.15 1 28 (14.7) 1 80 (41.9) 1 37 (19.4) 1 32 (16.8) 1 12 (6.3)
1(0.5)
The organisational "grapevine" Is a strong source of knowledge
2.59
1.11 1 29 (15.2) 1 70 (36.6) 1 50 (26.2) 1 28 (14.7) 110 (5.2)
1(0.5)
_In
_
Is
in
decision
the
organisation
effective
making
general,
2.65
1.21 1 32(16.8) 1 68(35.6) 1 40(20.9) 1 36(18.8) 1 12(6.3
Iwouldhappily
ork for this organisation until retirement age
2.66
1.47
59(30.9) 1 34(17.8) 1 38(19.9TF 26(13.6) 1 28(14.7
The organisation regularlZ reviews work procedures
1 1.18 1 27 (14.1) 1 75 (39.3) 1 40 (20.9) 1 32 (16.8) 1 15 (7.9)2.66
1 (0.5)
2.66

Sharing knowledg is one of the core values of the organisation
Fl
1
1
1
1
41
(21.5)
35
(40.3)
8.3) 16
1.17
24 (12.6)
77
(3.1)ý

5-5-.6)
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Nica n

Frequency
SA
DA
AN
SDA
11('Vo)
11('Yo)
n ('Y(,)
n ('Y,,)
11('YO)
In this organisationconflictstendto beresolvedconstructive

sd

1)K
11('YO)

1 24 (12.6) 1 75 (39.3) 1 46 (24.1) 1 30 (15.7)
6(3.1)
7(3.7)
The organisation is too tolerant of poor performers
2.72
1.28 1 29 (15.2) 1 69 (36.1) 1 39 (20.4) 1 30 (15.7)
17(8.9)
4(2.1)
The work of the organisation is coordinated effectively
2.75
1.16 1 21(11) 1 73 (38.2) 1 47 (24ý.
637
(19.4) 1 9(4.7)
4(2.1)
In general conflict is managedeffectively bX the organisation
1 27 (14.1) 1 62 (32.5) 1 54 (28.3) 1 33 (17.3) 1 6(3.1)
2.75
1.2
8(4.2)
Senior manageme t lives up to its responsibilities to the workers
1 2.21,28
2.77
15 (7.9)
(14.7) 1 61 (31.9) 1 43 (22.5) 1 41 (21.5)
1 (0.5)
My current job makesfull useof my abilities
1
2.79
1
1
1.39
38
35
(18.3)
25 (111T ý2
43(22.5)
44 (23)
(19.9)
The organisation is good at sharing good practice
2.79
1.18
15 (7.9) 1 1(0.5)
27 (14.1) 1 55 (28.8) 1 54 (28.3) 1 36 (18.8)
Planning is carried out appropriately in the organisation
2.82
1.30 1 21(11) 1 82 (42.9) 1 25 (13.1) 1 43 (22.5) 1 11 (5.8)- T -8(4.2)
The o.
tion is good at learning from things that do not go well
2.86
1.25
17(8.9) 13 (1.6)
28(14.7) 1 52(27.2) 1 51(26.7) 1 38(19.9)
There is little conflict betweendepartments
1 1.28
2.87
16 (8.4Tý5
28 (14.7) T
(27.7)7 50 (26.2) 1 37 (19.4)
'2567
.
Procedures are in place for employeesto clarify
their expectationsof line managers
2.90
1.34 1 26(13.6) 1 64(33.5) 1 34(17.8) 1 38(19.9) 1 22(11.5)
2(l)
The oraanisation has measuresin place that reduce the number of conflicts
292
1.30
(27.7) 1 32 (16.8) 1 8(4.2)
19 (9.9) 1 64 (33.5) 1
13(6.8)
_53
I am unlikely to leave the organisation
to develop my career
- 4 -- 1-1.58
2.9
1 52 (27.2) 1 28 (14.7) 1 34 (17.8) 1 26 (13.6) 1 41 (21.5)
4(2.1)
The organisation's induction procedures are effective
3.01
1.37 1 23(12) 1 51 (26.7) 1 62 (32.5) 1 23 (12) 1 19 (9.9)E
13(6.8)
t
Workers can get what they need from other departments without being hampered by procedures
3.02
1.41 1 22(11.5) 1 67(35.1) 1 31(16.2) 1 38(19.9)
22(11.5) 1 11(5.8)
Suggestionsmade by employeesare usually ignored
3.03
1.27 1 23(12) 1 55(28.8) 1 32 (16.8) 1 55 (28.8)
24 (12.6
2

1.20

CONSTRUCT

RELIABILITY

Sample size = 191
sd = StandardDeviation
SA = Strongly Agree (1)
A= Slightly Agree (2)

= 0.704
N= Neutral (3)
DA = Slightly Disagree(4)
SDA = Strongly Disagree(5)
DK = Don't Know (6)
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5.3.3 Routine Knowledge Sharing

Responsesto items in the routine knowledgesharingconstructshoweda similar
pattern of meansto previous constructswith meansvarying between 'strongly
agree' to 'neutral' (SA = 23%, A= 69%,N= 8%).
At least 60% of respondentseither strongly agreedor slightly agreedwith half
of the items in the construct. Interestingly,90% of respondentsstrongly agreed
or slightly agreedwith the statement'sharing knowledgemakesit easierfor us
to achieveour goals'.
Table 5.8 Routine Knowledge Sharing:Mean. StandardDeviation & Freguency

Mean

1.59
1.61
1.77
1.92
1.94
1.96
1.98
1.99
2.01
2.06
2.07
2.19
2.24
2.31
2.35
2.42

Frequency
SCI
DA
SDA
SA
AN
DK
11('Y,,)
11('Y(,)
n (Y,, )
11(%o)
n ('Y(,)
11
I think that it is importantto discussmTa raisalr? ort with mx line ma er
1

1 4(2.1)
1 114(59.7) 1 44 (23) 1 15 (7.9)
4(2.1)
0.96
Sharing knowledge makesit easier for us to achieve our goa s
1 93 (48.7) 1 79 (41.4) 1 14 (7.3) 1 3(l. 6) 10
0.69

1

1(0.5)

- T- 0(0)
(OT

The sharing of information makes this a better place to work
1
1
0(0)
1 94 (49.2) 1 58 (30.4) 1 30 (15.7) 1 8(4.2)
0.92
When I've learnt something new, I pass it on to my colleagues
1
1 57 (29.8 1 98 (51.3) 1 24 (12.6) 1 7(3.7)
0(0)
0.82
Colleagues outside my dept. share information when I ask them
1 5(2.6)
(3.7)
1 64 (33.5) 1 93 (48.7) 1 210 1) L7
0.96
1 receive all the information needed to carry out my work
1 21 (11)
1 17 (8.9) 1 4(2.1)
1 74 (38.7) T -(39.3)
1.02
75
I am kept informed about significant Issues in the org.
1 71 (37.2) 1 75 (39.31_j 22 (11.5) 1 15 (7.9) 1 5(2.6)
1.03
My colleagues are generally keen to discuss work matters with me
1 12(6.3)
1 l(O. 5)
1
0.90
55(28.8) 1 95(49.7)_L22(11.5)
My supervisor keeps me informed about what is happening
1 70 (36.6) 1 73 (38.2) 1 19 (9.9) 1 22 (11.5) 1 3(1.6)
1.05
Colleagues outside my dept share their skills when I ask them
1 6(3.1)
9 (4.7)
1 54 (28.3) 1 93 (48.7) 1 26 (13.6)
1.01
Colleagues in my department share information about what is happening
1 48 (25.1) 1 102 (53.4) - F 21 (1 I)_j
15 (7.9) 1
2(l)
0.93
I am aware of the role most Reople play in the organisation
- 1.16
1 63 (33)
1 68 (35.6) 1 29 (15.2) 1 22 (11.5) 1 9 (4.7)
__ grapevine keeps me well informed _
The orgamsational
1 19 (9.9) 1 3(l. 6)
1 44 (23) *1 82 (42.9) 1 42 (22)
0.97

1(0.5)

T-

The organisation's strategic goals are openi shared
1 38(19.9) 1 90(47.1) 1 32(16.8) 1 20(10.5) 1 7(3.7)
1.06
The department is fullZ informed about significant organisational Issues
1 48(25.1) 1 70(36.6) 1 35(18.3) 1 27(14.1) 1 7(3.7)
1.15
I share the Information I have with colleagues outside the dept.
1 28 (14.7) 1 26 (13.6) 1 16 (8.4)
1 53 (27.7) 1 65 (34)
1.29

1 (0.5)
1(0.5)
0(0)
1

0(0)

-

1(0.5)

-T

0(0)
1(0.5)
1 (0.5)
0(0)
0 To
1 (0.5)
1 (0.5)
1 (0.5)
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Mea n

sd
SA
n ('Y,,)

AN
n (Y4,)

Frequency
DA
11('YO) 11('Y,,)

SDA
n ('Y,,)

DK
11

My colleagues openly discuss what they need of each another
1 32 (16.8) 1 86 (45) 1 34 (17.8) 1 25 (13.1) 1 11 (5.8) 1 1(0.5)
1.13
The organisation encourages all em ployees to openly share Information
2.49
1.14
35(18.3) 1 76(39.8) 1 37(19.4) 1 32(16.8) 1 6(3.1)
The organisation encourages employees to pass information upwards to managers
1
1 31 (16.2) 1 86 (45) 1 36 (18.8) 1 20 (10.5) 1 13 (6.8)
2.49
1.16
2(l)
The department receives all the information it needs to function effectivel ý- 3TLF)1 36(18.8) 1 62 (32.5) 1 49(25.7) 1 35(18.3) 13
(1.6)
2.55
1.14
Employees are committed to helping each other learn about their work
1 26 (13.6)
2.55
1.09
(4.2)ý
2ýjl)
84 (44) 1 42 (22) 1 29 (15.2) 18
The organisational "grapevine" is a strong source of knowledge
1
1 29 (15.2) 1 70 (36.6) 1 50 (26.6) 1 28 (14.7) 1 10 (5.2)
2.59
1.11
1(0.5)
1 would work more effectively if the other employees shared their ideas
1
1 25 (13.1) 1 66 (34.6) 1 69 (36.1) 1 17 F8-9)1-8
2.59
1.04
(4.2)
2(l)
Senior management keeps everZone in the organisation informed about current activities
1
1 34 (17.8) 1 70 (36.6) 1 29 (15.2) 1 38 (19.9) 1 16(8.4)
2.65
1.25
1(0.5)
Sharing knowl dge is one of the core values orthe organisation
1
1 24 (12.6) 1 77 (40.3) 1 41 (21.5) 1 35 (18.3) 1 6(3.1)
2.66
1.17
5(2.6)
Future plans for the organisation are clearly communicated to employees
1
1 27 (14.1) 1 73 (38.2) 1 37 (19.4) 1 32 (16.8) 1 20 (10.5)
2(l)
2.71
1.21
Sharing knowledge is taken into consideration in my performance appraisal
1
1 44 (23)
1 39 (20.4) 1 41 (21.5) 1 39 (20.4)
15 (7.9)
2.77
5(2.6)
1.38
The organisation is good at sharing good practice
1
1 27 (14.1) 1 55 (28.8) 1 54 (28.3) 1 36 (18.8)
2.79
1.78
15 (7.9
l(O. 5)
The organisation is good at learning from things that do not go well
1
1 28 (14.7) 1 52 (27.2) 1 51 (26.7) 1 38 (19.9) 1 17 (8.9) 1 3(l. 6)
2.85
1.25
Procedures are in place for employees to clarify their expectations of line managers
1
1 26 (13.6) 1 64 (33.5) 1 34 (17.8) 1 38 (19.9) 1 22 (11.
2.90
1.3
5(2.6)
There IIso pen sharing of information across organisational departments
1 22 (11.5) 1 49 (25.7) 15 (27.7) 1 47 (24.6) 1 16 (8.4)
2.94
1.17
l(O. 5)
mp oy es influence senior management in their making of policy decisions
1 20 (10.5) 1 55 (28.8) 1 52 (27.2) 1 34 (17.8) 1 24 (12.6)
299
1.27
4(2.1)
Departments clarify what they expect from each other
1 17 (8.9) 1 50 (26.2) 1 43 (22.5) 1 61 (31.9) 1 15 (7.9
3.07
1.17
Suggestions for improvements are rarely sought by my line manager
1 16 (8.4) 1 49 (25.7) 1 52 (27.2) 1 36 (18.8) 1 30 (15.7
3.10
1.23
Suggestions made by employees are usually ignored
3.40
1 10 (5.2) 1 34 (17.8) 1 53 (27.7) 1 54 (28.3) 1 36 (18.8)
1.16
l(O. 5)

-T

CONSTRUCT RELUBILITY
Sample size = 191
sd - StandardDeviation
SA = Strongly Agree (1)
A= Slightly Agree (2)

1

= 0.732
N= Neutral (3)
DA = Slightly Disagree(4)
SDA = Strongly Disagree(5)
DK = Don't Know (6)
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5.3.4 High Levels of Job Satisfaction

The meansof responsesto items in the high levels of job satisfactionconstruct
showeda broadrangevarying between'strongly agree' to 'neutral' (SA = 23%,
A= 69%, N= 8%).

Furthermore, at least 50% of respondentseither strongly agreed or'slightly
agreedwith 25 out of the 35 (71%) items in the construct.
Table 5.9 Hijzh Levels of Job SatisfactionConstruct: Mean, StandardDeviation
Frequency

Mean

sd
SA
H (%))

I think that it is important

1.77
1.92
1.95
1.96
1.98
1.9
2.01
2.06
2.07
2.19
2.24
2.31
2.35
2.42

to discuss mX appraisal report ýý

SDA
11('Y,,)

DK
11('Y,))

manager

1 44(23) 1 15(7.9) 1 49(2.1) 1 4(2.1)
114
1(0.5)
59.70)
Sharing knowledge makes it easier for us to achieve our goals
1 93 (48.7) 1 79 (41.4)
14 (7.3) 1 3(l. 6) 1 0(0)
0.69
0(0)
_1
The sharing of information makesthis a better place to work
1 64 (49.2) 1 58 (30.4) 1 30 (15.7) 1 8(4.2) 1 0(0)
0.92
1(0.5)
When I've learnt something new, I passit on to my colleagues
1 1(0.5)
1 98(51.3)_1 24(12.6) 1 7(3.7) 1 0(0)
0.82
Colleaguesoutside my dept. share information when I ask them
1 64 (33.5) 1 93 (48.7) 1 21 (11) 1 7(3.7) 1 5(2.6)
0.96
1(0.5)
I receive all the information neededto carry out my work
1 74 (38.7) 1 75 (39.3) 1 21 (11) 1 17 (8.9) 14 (2.1)_
1.02
0(0)
I am kept informed about significant issuesin the org.
1 71 (37.2) 1 75 (39.3) 1 22 (11.5) 1 15 (7.9) 1 5(2.6)
1.03
0(0)
My colleaguesare generally keen to discusswork matters with me
0.90
55 (28.8) 1 95 (49.7) 1 22 (11.5) 1 12 (6.3) 11 (0.5ý-j
l(O. 5)
My supervisor keeps me informed about what Is appe ý ing
1 1.0
1 70(36.6) 1 73(38.2) 1 19(9.9) 1 "(11.5)
3(l. 6)-F -0(0)
Colleaguesoutside my dept. share their skills when I ask them
1 54 (28.3) 1 93 (48.7) 1 26 (13.6) 1 9(4.7) 1 6(3.1)_
0.99
1(0.5)
Colleaguesin my department share information about what Is happenin
1 48 (25.1) 1 102(53.4) 1 21 (11) 1 15 (7-9) 1 2(l)
0.93
l(O. 5)
I am aware of the role most people play in the organisation
1 63 (33) 1 68 (35.6) 1 29 (15.2) 1 22 (11.5) 1 9(4.7)
1.16
0(0)
The organisational grapevine keepsme well Informed
1 44 (23) 1 82 (42.9) 1 42 (22) 1 19 (9 9) 1 3(l. 6)
0.97
0(0)
.
The organisation's strategic goals are openly shared
1.06 1 38 (19.9)
90 (47.1) 1 32 (16.8) 1 20 (10.5) 1 7(3.7)
l(O. 5)
The department is full informed about significant organisational Issues
1 48(25.1)
1.15
70(36.6) 1 35(18.3) 1 27(14.1) 1 7(3.7)1 (0.5)
I share the information I have with colleaguesoutside the dept.
- )-- I- 28 (14.7) 1 26 (13.6) 1 16 (8.4)
1 53(27.7) F- 65-(-34
1.29
1 (0.5)
_
My colleaguesopenly discusswhat they need of each another
0.9

1.61

AN
11('Vo)

Frequency
DA
11('V.O)
11('YI)

1
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Mea n

Sd
SA

2.47

1

1.13,1

AN

Frequency
DA

SDA

32 (16.8) 1 86(45) 1 34 (17.8) 1 25 (13.1) 1 11(5.8)

DK
](0.5)

The rganisation encouragesall employeesto openly share Information
2.49
1.14 1 35 (18.3) 1 76 (39.8) 1 37 (19.4) 1 32 (16.8) 1 6(3.1)
2(l)
Te organisation encouragesemployeesto passinformation upwards to managers
2.50
(10.5) 1 13 (6.8)
1.16
31 (16.2) 1 86 (45) 1 36 (18.8) 1
2(l)
_20
The department receivesall the information it needs
to function effectively
2.55
1.14 1 36 (18.8) 1 62 (32.5) 1 49 (25.7) 1 35 (18.3) 1 3(l. 6)
3(l. 6)
Employeesare committed to helping each other learn about their work
1 26(13.6) 1 84(44) 1 42(22) 1 29(15.2) 1 8(4.2)
2.56
1.10
2(l)
The orga isational "grapevine" is a strong source of knowledge
1 29 (15.2) 1 70 (36.6) 1 50 (26.2) 1 28 (14.7) 1 10 (5.2)
2.59
1 11
l(O. 5)
.I would work more effectively if the other emploýeesshared their ideas
2.59
1.04 1 25 (13.1) 1 66 (34.6) 1 69 (36.1) 1 17 (8.9) 1-8 (4.2)__ 1 2 (1)
Senior management keepseverZonein the organisation informed about current activities
2.65
1.25 1 34 (17.8) 1 70 (36.6) 1 29 (15.2) 1 38 (19.9) 1 16 (8.4)
l(O. 5)
Sharing knowledge is one of the core values of the organisation
1 24 (12.6) 1 77 (40.3) 1
2.66
1.17
(18.3) 1 6(3.1)
5(2.6)
Future plans for the organisation are clearly communicated to employees
2.71
1.21 1 27 (14.1) 1 73 (38.2) 1 37 (19.4) 1 32 (16.8) 1 20 (10.5)
0(0)
Sharing knowledge is taken into consideration in my performance appraisal
1 1.38
2.77
5(2.6)
44(23) 1 39(20.4) 1 41(21.5) 1 39(20.4) 1 15(7.9)
The organisation is good at sharing good practice
2.79
1.18
27 (14.1) 1 55 (28.8) 1 54 (28.3) 1 36 (18.8) 1 15 (7.91-- ýl
5-)
((OT.
The organisation is good at learning from things that do not go well
2.86
1 28(14.7) 1 52(27.2) 1_51(26.7) 1 38(19.9) 1 17(8.9) 1 3(1.6)
1.25
Procedures are in place for employeesto clarify their expectations of line managers
2.90
1.34 1 26(13.6) 1 64(33.5) 1 34(17.8)_1 38(19.9) 1 22(11.5) 1 5(2.6)
There IIso pen sharing of information acrossorganisational departments
2.94
1 22 (11.5) 1 49 (25.7) 1 53 (27.7) 1 47 (24.6) 1 16 (8.4)
1.17
l(O. 5)
_
Employees
influence senior managementin their making of policy decisions
1 20 (10.51 F-55(28.8) 1 52 (27.2) 1 34 (17.8) 1 24 (12.6)
299
1.27
4 (M)
Departments clarify what they expect from each other
3.07
1.17 1 17 (8.9) 1 50 (26.2) 1 43 (22.5) 1 61 (31.9) 1 15( 9)
2(l)
.
uggestionsfor improvements are rarely sought by my line manager
3.10
1 16 (8.4) 1 49 (25.7) 1 52 (27.2) 1 36 (18.8) 1 30 (15.7)
1.23
1 (0.5)
Suggestionsmade by employeesare usually ignored
3.40
1 10 (5.2) 1 34 (17.8) 1 53 (27.7) 1 54 (28.3) 1 36 (18.8)--r 1(0.5)
1.16

CONSTRUCT

RELIABILITY

Sample size = 191
sd - Standard Deviation
SA = Strongly Agree (1)
A= Slightly Agree (2)

= 0.772
N- Neutral (3)
DA = Slightly Disagree (4)
SDA = Strongly Disagree (5)
DK - Don't Know (6)
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5.3.5 Flexible Organisational Structure

All items in the flexible organisationalstructureconstruct were answeredin a
leaned
frequencies
in
balance
that
the
more towards the
of
similar pattern
'strongly agree' and 'slightly agree' categories.The only exceptionto this was
the final item (My line managerlikes me to consulthim1herbeforeI take action)
disagreed
disagreed
those
with this statement
or slightly
where
who strongly
(44.5%) were more than those who strongly disagreedor slightly agreed with
this statement(29.3%).
Table 5.10 Flexible OrganisationalStructureConstruct:Mean. Standard
Deviation & Fregug.
M
Iý Mean

S(I
SA
n ('Y(,)

AN
11('YO)

Frequency
DA
11('Y,,)
n ('Yo)

SDA
11('Y,))

DK
('Y,,)

People in my department fully understand the busine-s-so-rje-ctives
14 (7.3) 1 3(l. 6).
1(0.5)
1 55 (28.5) 1 89 (46.6) 1 26 (13.6)
2.06
0.98
--1
MZ line manager does not t! X to control mX work activities
--- -T-1.27
1 20 (10.5) 1 12 ( 3)
1(0.5)
23 (12)
2.18
71 (37.2)
54 (28.3)
.
I fully pa rticipat in decisions which directly affect my work
1 59 (30.9)
0(0)
2.21
63 (33) 1 37 (1 4) 1 17 (8.9) 1 9(4.7)
1.13
.
I am ,keet well enough informed for me to take appropriate decisions
1 42 (22)
1 77 (40.3) 14
1 (0.5)
(17.8) 1 25 (13.1) 1 8(4.2)
2.37
1.13
Most employees share a clear understanding of what it s the organisation is trying to achieve
1 28(14.7) 1 4(2.1)
1 43(22.5) 1 77(40.3) 1_33(17.3)
4(2.1)
2.39
1.17
My d partment respects the contribution made by other departments
1 3(1.6)
5(2.6)
(24.6) 1 21 (11)
1 27 (14.1) 1 87 (45.5) 14
2.8
1.08
Work is delegated to me according to my level of experience
1(0.5)
1 37 (19.4) 1 75 (39.3) 1 31 (16.2) 1 22 (11.5) 1 16 (8.4)
2.49
1.22
The organisation undertakes adequate planling for the future
1
1
1
10
(5Y)
1
5(2.6)
31
(16.2)
28
(14.7)
(38.2)
2.50
73
1.28
42(22)
My department is respected by the other departments in the organisatio
16 (3.1)
1 16(8.4)
1 34 (17.8) 1 81 (42.4) 1 44 (23)
9 (4.7)
2.51
1.24
Departments meet their responsibilities to other departments
1 22 (11.5) 1 88 (46.1) 1 47 (24.6) 1 24 (12.6) 1 4(2.1)
5(2.6)
2.55
1.0
I am only held responsible for those things I can influence
1 25 (13.1) 1 80 (41.9) 1 34(17.8) 1 29 (15.2) 1 13 (6.8)
3(1,6)
2.64
1.20
Senior management keeps everXone in the organisation informed about current activities
1 34 (17.8) 1 70 (36.6) 1 29 (15.2) 1 38 (19.9) 1 16 (8.41
2.65
1.25
Future plans for the organisation are clearly communicated to employees
1 27 (14.1) 1 73 (38.2) 1 37 (19.4) 1 32 (16.8) 1 20 (10.5)
0(0)
2.71
1.21
I have full confidence in the process by which important organisational decisions are made
1 22 (11.5) 1 27 (14.1)
1 25 (13.1) 1 68 (35.6) 1 44 (23)
2.79
1(0.5)
1.27
It is clear where one person's job ends and another person's begins
1 48(25.1)_1
1 24(12.6) 1 49(25.7) 1 49(25.7)
17(8.9)
2.95
2 (1)
1.22
Employees influence senior management in their making of policy decisions
34 (17.8) 1 24 (12.6)
1 20 (10.5) 1 55 (28.8) 1 52 (27.2)
2.99
4(2.1)
1.27
_1
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Mean

sd
SA
n ('Yo)

3.19

1

3.23

1

AN
n ('Y,,)

Frequency
DA
11('YO) 11('YO)

SIM
11(,Yql)

In taking an initiative, my colleagues sometimes ignore rules
1 11(5.8)
1 52(27.2) 1 55(28.8) 1 32(16.8) 1 27(14.1)
1.28
My line manager likes me to consult him/her before I take action
1 18 (9.4) 1 38 (19.9) 18
1.25
(19.9) 1 57 (29.8) 1 28 (14.7

CONSTRUCT

RELIABILITY

Sample size = 191
scl= StandardDeviation
SA = Strongly Agree (1)
A= Slightly Agree (2)

1)K
n ('Yo)
1

8(4.2)

= 0.664
N= Neutral(3)
DA = SlightlyDisagree(4)
SDA= StronglyDisagree(5)
DK = Don't Know(6)

5.3.6 Routine Innovation

Most items in this construct presenteda similar pattern in the distribution of
frequencies leaning more towards the 'strongly agree' and 'slightly agree'
categories except for the fmal item (in taking an initiative, my colleagues
sometimesignore rules) wheretherewas a more even spreadof frequencies.
Eight out of the nine items in the constructhad a mean in the 'slightly agree'
categoryand only one item had a meanin the 'neutral' category.
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Table 5.11 Routine Innovation Construct:Mean. StandardDeviation &
Frequency

M

E

2.07

I am encouraged to be innovative in my work
72 ( 7.7) 1 58 (30.4) 1 27 (14.1) 1 18 (9.4)

1.14

no)
1

7(3.7)

0(0)

When business opportunities arise, people make an extra effort to capitalise on them
1 26 (13.6)
1
4(2.1)
2(1)
1
49
(25.7)
(30.9)
1.14
49
(25.7)
59
2.38
My department is encouraged to innovate
1
1
1
27(14.1)
5(2.6)
3(1.6)
36(18.8)
46(24.1)
72(37.7)
1.16
2.38
colleagues often take the initiative in solving problems
0(0)
1.10
40 (20.9) 1 76 (39.8) 1 29 (15.2) 1 35 (18.3) 1 5(2.6)
2AO
Senior management encourages workers to use their imitative when procedures are unclear
1 37 (19.4) 1 63 (33)
1
(16.2) 1 17 (8 9)
2(l)
2.65
1.27
.
The organisation responds promptly to new market innovations
1 6(3.1)
1
4(2.1)
32
(16.8)
1
1
1
(30.4)
(29.8)
58
31
(16.2)
57
1.16
2.66
In general, the organisation encourages .employees to make their own decisions
1 3(1.6)
1
1
32
(16.8)
17
(8.9)
1
1
1
38
(19.9)
70
(36.6)
1.26
31
(16.2)
2.70
M

2.78
3.19
CONSTRUCT

Work methods are quickly changed to meet new conditions
-- 1.20
26 (13.6 - 1 61 (31.6) 1 50 (26.2) 1 37 (19.4) [77ý
-1
In taking an initiative, my colleagues sometimes ignore rules
1 11(5.8)
1 52(27.2) 1 55(28.8) 1 32(16.8) 1 27(14.1)
1.2
RELIABILITY

4 (2.1)
1

8(4.2)

= 0.803

Sample size = 191
sd = StandardDeviation
SA = Strongly Agree (1)
A= Slightly Agree (2)

N= Neutral (3)
DA = Slightly Disagree(4)
SDA = Strongly Disagree(5)
DK = Don't Know (6)

5.3.7 Knowledge-Sharing BasedReward
There was a broad rangeof meansin responsesto the knowledge-sharingbased
reward constructvarying from strongly agree' to 'neutral' (SA = 7%, A= 72%,
N= 21%). One item (promotion within the organisation is clearly based on
merit) showsa distinctively different responsepattern from the rest of the items
as the percentageof people strongly disagreeingwith this statementwas higher
(17.3%) than thosewho strongly agreed(11.5%).
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Table 5.12 Knowledge-SharingBasedRewardConstruct:Mean. Standard
Deviation & Fregugacy
E

I

NJ
SA
nnn

DA
nn

2.21
2.27

1

1.31

DK
1)]
n(Oo)

SDA

Colleagues in my department value me
0.98
69 (36.1) 1 89 (46.6) 1 23 (12) 15 (2.6) 11 (0.5)
There are appropriate systems for appraising my performanc
9 (4.7)
1.28
73 (38.2) 1 48 (25.1) 1 28 (14.7) 1 24 (12.6)
In the main, the organisation meets my needs
9 (4.7
1.34
54 (28.3) 1 67 (35.1) 1 36 (18.8) 1 21 (11)
I receive appropriate benefits

1.91

2.52

AN

4(2.1)
2(l)
_ O(O)

1 58 (30.4) 1 40 (20.9) 1 42 (22) 1 35 (18.3) 1 15 (7.9) 1

0(0)

The organisation takes career develoRment seriously
2(l)
143 (22.5) 1 70 (36.6) 1 29 (15.2) 1 28 (14.7) 1 19 (9.9)
2.56
1.31
Employees who work hard are appropriately recognised
1 44 (23) L54 (28.3) 1 29 (15.2) 1 34 (17.8) 1 22 (11.5)
4(2.1)
2.72
1.42
In general, the organisation appropriately rewards employees
4(2.1)
2.75
1.31
33 (17.3) 1 59 (30.9) 1 44 (23) 1 28 (14.7) 1 19 (9.9)
I receive a salaa appropriate to the work I undertake
-7.38
1 43 ( 2.5) 1 50 (26.2) 1 34 (17.8) 1 37 (19.4) 1 24 (12.6)
2(l)
2.76
Sharing knowledge is taken into consideration in my performance appraisal
1 1.38
1 44 (23) 1 39 (20.4) 11 (21.5) 1 39 (20.4) 1 15 (7.9) 15 (2.6)
2.77
There are clear differences in pay awards made to good and bad performers
(17.3) 1 22 (11.5)
11 (5.8)
2.89
1.49
37 (19.4) 1 56 (29.3) 1 32 (16.8) 1
_33
Co n M(16.2)
u nces of poor performance are clear for all to see
1 55 (28.8) 1 36 (18.8) 1 37 (19.4) 1 25 (13.1)
2.96
1.41
7 (3.7)
31
Motivation in the organisation is currently at a high level
1 33 (17. )1 42 (22) 1 43 (22.5) 1 40 (20.9) 1 28 (14.7)
3.02
5 (2.6)
1.40
__
Promotion within the organisation is clearly based on merit
1 22 (11.5) [ 59 (30.9) 1 42 (22) 1 32 (16.8) 13 (17.3)
3 (1.6
3.02
1.40
Em ployees . hose work is not of the highest-order are dealt with appropriately
1 23(12)
1 40(20.9) 1 51(26.7) 1 49(25.17)TI7(8.9)
1 7(3.7)
1 1.29
3.10
CONSTRUCT RELIA131LITY = 0.736

Sample size = 191
sd = StandardDeviation
SA = Strongly Agree (1)
A= Slightly Agree (2)

N= Neutral (3)
DA = Slightly Disagree(4)
SDA = Strongly Disagree(5)
DK - Don't Know (6)
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5.3.8 Effective Information

Technology

All responsesto items in the effective IT constructhad a mean in the 'slightly
agree' category but there was a distinct difference in the distribution of
frequencieswhere the responsesto the first two items leaned more towards
slightly agree or strongly agree and the last two items showed a more even
spreadof frequencies.

J

Table 5.13 Effective IT Construct:Mean. StandardDeviation & Frequengy
EN

My
2.17
2.42
2.77
2.80

epartment receives sufficient information to enable it to achieve its goals
0.99
2(l)
51 (26.7) 1 77 (40.3) T 4-0(20.9) 1 16 (8.4)
Organisational information is we presented
1 65 (34) 1_ 44 (23) 1 23 (12) J
1.17
44(23)
8 (4.2)
My department suffers from information overload _
1.20
25 (13.1) 1 63 (33) 1 46 (24.1) 1 32 (16.8)
18(9.4)
Information is always available when it is needed
1.18
29 (15.2) 1 53 (27.7) 1 45 (23.6) 1 48 (23.1)
11 (5.8) ýI

CONSTRUCTRELI"ILITY
bampie stze= ig i
sd = StandardDeviation
SA = Strongly Agree (1)
A= Slightly Agree (2)

= 0.603

DK
n o)
1(0.5)
2(l)
l(O.-5y
(055-)

IN= Neutrai (j)

DA = SlightlyDisagree(4)
SDA= StronglyDisagree(5)
DK = Don't Know(6)

5.3.9 Availability of Time
Responsesto items in the availability of time construct showed consistent
means all within the 'slightly agree' category. Further, the distribution of
responseswas similar with at least 40% of all respondentseither slightly
agreeingor strongly agreeingwith all the statementsin the construct.
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Table 5.14 Availabilily of Time Construct: Mean-StandardDeviation &
Freguency
ME

I

N
SA
nnn

2.54

AN

DA
n

SDA
n

I do not have time to read all the documentation that is passedto me
1.28
40 (20.9) 1 76 (39.8) 1 19 (9.9) 1 35 (18.3) 1 16(8.4)

--2.58

1.34

2.73

1.34

2.89

1.29

2.95

1.33

I have to put in long hours to achieve mý work targets
1 52 (27.2) 1 55 (28.8) 1 25 (13.1) 1 31 (16.2) 1 23(12)
There Is often too much work to do in the time allocated
1 36 (18.8) 1 65 (34) 1 25 (13.1) 1 37 (19.4)
23(12)
I often feel that the pressureof work is excessive
1 29 (15.D 1 50 (26.2) 1 44 (23) 1 36 (18.8)
24
Work piles up faster than I can complete it
1 30 (15.7) 1 51 (26.7) 1 32 (16.8) 1 47 (24.6)
26(13.6)

CONSTRUCT RELIABILITY=

DK
n (OX)
1(0.5)
1(0.5)
1 (5'5)
(0.5)
1(0.5)

0.821

Sample size = 191
sd = StandardDeviation
SA = Stiongly Agree (1)
A= Slightly Agree (2)

N= Neutral (3)
DA = Slightly Disagree(4)
SDA = Strongly Disagree(5)
DK = Don't Know (6)

53.10 Overall Frequency of Responsesto Items in Constructs
The table below provides a summaryof frequencyof responsesto items in each
of the individual constructs. There is a clear, pattern of responses with
responsesin the 'slightly agree' category being most popular followed by
responses in the 'strongly agree' category. Very few responses fell into the
'strongly disagree' and 'don't know' categories.

The only construct where there was a very slight variation in weightings of
responseswas the knowledge-sharingbased reward construct where fewer
responsesfell in the 'slightly agree' category and more responsesfell in the
'strongly disagree'categorythan the rest of the constructs.
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Table 5.15: Averaize Frequency of Responsesto Items in Constructs

S(roll-IN
A gyree
4%)
24

sholith
A go
ree
CVo)
36

Neutral

High Trust Climate

26

36

Routine Knowledge
Sharing
High Levels of Job

23

Construct

SHOWN
Disagree
CV40
13

Strongly
Dis. 1"ree
CV(0
6

18

12

6

2

37

19

14

6

1

24

36

19

13

6

2

satisfaction
Flexible Organisational.
Structure

18

37

20

15

8

2

Routine Innovation

18

37

20

15

81

2

23

29

19

17

10

2

20

34

23

16

5.5

0.5

20

31

16_

20

12

1

Knowledge-Friendly
Culture

Knowledge-Sharing
Reward
Effective

IT

Availability

of Time

Based

CV41)
18

1
1

1

Doll't
K1101%
Cý40
3

5.4 Objective 2: Relationship between Critical Success Factors and
Perceptions of Organisational Success
The secondobjective for this researchis:
9 To establish which of the critical successfactors has an impact on
perceptions of organisational success.

In order to addressthis objective,primary data was collectedthrough the use of
self-completedpostal questionnaires. Details of the profile of respondentsto
the survey are provided in section 5.2. Analyses of the results of this
questionnaireare presentedbelow.

All analysespresentedin these sections

were conductedusing SPSSfor Windows, Version 14.
Further, a number of hypotheseswere developed in order to answer this
objective. For easeof reference,thesehypothesesare listed below.

193

HU There is no relationship between a knowledge-friendly culture and
perceptions oforganisational success.

H2: There is no relationship betweena high-trust climate and perceptions of
organisationalsuccess.
1-13: There is no relationship between routine knowledge sharing and
perceptions oforganisational success.

H4: There is no relationship between high levels of job satisfaction and
perceptions oforganisational success.

H5: There is no relationshiP betweena flexible organisatlohi7lstructure and
perceptionsoforganisational success.
H6: There is no relationship betweenroutine innovation and perceptions of
organisationalsuccess.
H7: There is no relationship betweenknowledge-sharingbased reward and
perceptionsoforganisational success.
H8:

There is no relationship between effective IT and perceptions of
organisationalsuccess.

H9: There is no relationship betweenavailability of time and perceptions of
organisationalsuccess.

In addressingthe secondobjective, the next section begins by establishingthe
relationship between awareness of KM programme and perceptions of
between
individual
Following
the
that,
relationships
organisational success.
constructs and perceptions of organisational successfor the two groups of
organisationsare explored. Finally, predictorsof successfor the two groups are
194

investigated identifying which of the critical success factors account for the

variancein perceptionsof organisationalsuccess.
5A. 1 Relationship between Awareness of KM
Organisational

Programme and

Success

In order to addressthe second objective for the research,i.e. establish the
impact of the critical successfactors on perceptionsof organisationalsuccess
it
hypotheses
or
was.
the
not;
supported
are
and establish whether
research
important to ascertain if there was a difference in perceptions of success
betweenthe two different groupsof organisationswithin the sample(i.e. those
in
discussed
do
in
KM
those
as
not
who
who operate a
environment and
in
determine
this
3.12.4).
Details
to
are
provided
the
t-test
conducted
section
of
table 5.16 below.
Table 5.16 T-test - Awarenessof KM'vs Perceptionsof OrganisationalSuccess

The t-test shows that there is a statistically significant difference, at the 5%
level, betweenthe perceptionsof successamong those who operatein a KM
in
those
a non-KM envirom-nent.
operate
who
environment compared with
Thus, those who operatein a KM environmenthave a different perception of
successcomparedto thoseoperatingin a non-KM environment.
5A.2 Relationship between Individual Constructs and Perceptions of
Organisational Success

Having establishedthat there is a difference in perceptionsof successbetween
the two groups of organisations,this next section presents the findings in
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respectof the relationshipbetweenthe individual constructsand perceptionsof
organisationalsuccessfor the two groups.
5.4.2.1 Knowledge-Friendly Culture

Table 5.17 CorrelationCoefficients- Knowledge-FriendlyCulture vs
Perceptionsof OrganisationalSuccess

The-results.show that there.is. a statistically.significant relationship, at the,5%
level, betweena knowledge-friendlyculture and organisationalsuccessfor both
groups5.4.2.2 High-Trust Climate

Table.5.18 CorrelationCoefficients-- High-Trust Climate.vs Perceptionsof
Organisational

Success

Similar to knowledge-friendly culture, a high-trust climate also showed a
statistically significant relationship with perceptionsof organisationalsuccess
for organisationsoperatingin a KM enviromnentand those operatingin a nonKM enviromnent.
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5.4.23 Routine Knowledge Sharing

Table 5.19 CorrelationCoefficients- RoutineKnowledizeSbarinRvs
Perceptionsof OrganisationalSuccess

The relationship betweenroutine knowledgesharingand organisationalsuccess
was different from the previous two constructs in that routine knowledge
sharing was statistically significant, at the 5% level, for organisationswhich
in
for
in
KM
those
a
operating
organisations
operated a
environmentwhereas
between
there
relationship
significant
non-KM environment,
wasno statistically
routine knowledgesharingandperceptionsof organisationalsuccess.
5.4.2.4 High Levels of Job Satisfaction

Levels of Job Satisfactionvs
Table 5.20 CorrelationCoefficients- Hi%zh
Perceptions of Organisational Success

High levels of job satisfaction was statistically significantly related to
organisationalsuccessin an environmentwhere there was a KM programme (r
= .548, p<.05). For organisations,in a non-KM environment,the results show
job
levels
high
between
of
satisfaction and
no significant relationship
organisationalsuccess.
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5.4.2.5 Flexible Organisational Structure

Table 5.21 CorrelationCoefficients- Flexible OrganisationalStructurevs
Perceptions of Organisational Success

The results show a statistically significant relationship between a flexible
organisational structure and perceptions of organisational successfor both
do
in
KM
that
those
that
not.
organisations
operate a
enviromnentand
5.4.2.6 Routine Innovation

Table 5.22 CorrelationCoefficients- RoutineInnovation vs Perceptionsof
OnzanisationalSuccess

The results show that there is no significant relationship between routine
innovation and organisational successfor organisations which have a KM
however,
in
Organisations
a
non-KM
environment
programme.
which operate
showed a statistically significant relationship between routine innovation and
perceptionsof organisationalsuccess(r = .344, p <05).
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5.4.2.7 Knowledge-Sharing Based Reward

Table 5.23 CorrelationCoefficients- Knowledae-SharingBasedRewardvs
Perceptions of Organisational Success

Table 5.23 shows that there is a statistically significant relationship between
knowledge-sharingbasedreward and perceptionsof organisational.successfor
This
(r
545,
the
<05).
KM
m:
as
not
p
=
organisationsoperatinga
programme
.
case for organisations not operating a KM programme as there was no
based
between
knowledge-sharing
reward and
significant relationship
perceptionsof organisationalsuccess.

5.4.2.8 Effective Information Technology

Table 5.24 Correlation Coefficients - Effective IT vs Perceptions of

OrganisationalSuccess

The relationshipbetweeneffective IT and perceptionsof organisationalsuccess
was statistically significant for both groupsof organisations.
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5.4.2.9 Availability

of Time

Table 5.25 CorrelationCoefficients- Availability of Time vs Perceptionsof
OrizanisationalSuccess

The results show that there was no statisticallysignificant relationshipbetween
availability of time and perceptions of organisational.success for both
organisationsthat were operating in a KM enviromnent and those that were
operatingin a non-KM enviromnent.
5.43 Summary of Relationships
The results from the analysisof correlationsabove,point towards a pattern of
significant relationshipsbetweenthe different constructsand the sub-samples.
Table 5.26 below outlines whether the hypotheses (developed as part of
answeringthis researchobjective) were supportedor not supportedfor each of
the sub-samplesand the findings are discussedin the sectionsbelow.

200

Table 5.26 Resultof ResearchHypothesisTesting in Sub-samples
KNI
Emiromneut
70'
is
There no relationshipbetweena knowledgeI 11-pothesis

friendly culture and
perceptions of
organisationalsuccess
No
There is no relationship bqween a high-trust
climate and perceptions of organisational
success
There is no relationship between routine
No
knowledge sharing and perceptions of
organisationalsuccess
There is no relationshipbetweenhigh levels of
No
job
satisfaction and perceptions of
organisationalsuccess.
There is no relationship between a flexible
No
organisational. structure and perceptionsof
organisationalsuccess
Yes
There is no relationship between routine
innovation and perceptionsof organisational
success
There is no relationship betweenknowledgeNo
sharing based reward and perceptions of
organisationalsuccess
There is no relationship between effective IT
No
and perceptionsof organisationalsuccess
There is no relationship between availability
Yes
of time and perceptions of organisationaI
success
Yes = Hypothesis supported No = Hypothesis not supported

Non- KNI
Emiromneiit
No

No

Yes

Yes

No

No

Yes

No
Yes

5.4.3.1 Factors Influencing Success for Organisations Operating a KM
Programme

In the sample where organisationswere operating a KM programme (n=62),
there was a distinctive difference from the other sample as in these
organisations, perceptions of organisational success showed a statistically
significant relationshipwith sevenof the nine constructs.
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Knowledge-friendly culture,high-trustclimate,routine knowledgesharing,high
levels of job satisfaction,flexible organisationalstructure,knowledge-sharing
based reward and effective IT were all correlated with perceptions of
organisationalsuccess.
The two factors that showed no statistically significant relationship with
perceptionsof organisationalsuccesswere routine innovation and availability
of time.

5.4.3.2 Factors Influencing Successfor Organisations Not Operating a KM
Programme

For organisations which did not pursue a KM programme (n=125),
organisational.successwas statistically significant with only five of the nine
constructs.
Knowledge-friendly culture, high-trust climate, flexible organisational.
structure, routine innovation and effective IT were all significantly coffelated
with organisational success. The factors that showed no relationship with
perceptions of organisationalsuccessin this sample were routine knowledge
sharing, high levels of job satisfaction,knowledge-sharingbased reward and
availability of time.
Thus, the results show that there is a distinct difference between the factors
affecting perceptionsof organisationalsuccessin firms that operatein a KM
environmentand thosethat do not.
5.5 Predictors of Success
Having establishedwhich of the constructsis correlated with perceptions of
organisational.successfor eachof the groups;this sectionpresentsthe results of
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the regressionanalysis which was used to identify how accountableeach of
theseconstructsis for perceptionsof organisationalsuccess,within each of the
sub-samples.
5.5.1 Predictors of Success for Organisations Operating in a KM
Environment
For organisationsthat operatea KM programme,the results (table 5.27 below)
show that out of the seven constructsthat were significantly correlated with
organisational success,the two constructsthat most influence organisational
successin this sample are routine knowledge sharing and knowledge-sharing
basedreward.
The model suggeststhat the combination of routine knowledge sharing and
knowledge-sharingbasedrewardaccountfor 59% of the variancein perceptions
of organisational success. The t-statistic indicates that routine knowledge
sharing makes almost double the contribution to the model than reward.
Nonetheless,both routine knowledge sharing and knowledge-sharingbased
reward are statistically significant at the 5% level.
The Stepwisemethod in regressiononly addsvariablesthat make a significant
contribution to the model (> .05). In this case,the remaining five constructs,
althoughsignificantly correlatedwith successfor this samplewere not addedas
they did not make a significant contributionto the model.
Furthermore,the model can be usedto generaliseas there is only 2% (.59 - 57
.
= .02) less variance should the model be derived from the total population as
opposedto the sample.
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Table 5.27 Stepwise Regression Model for Organisations Operating a KM
Programme

lklrmrqýý
I
Constant
Routine KnowledgeSharing
2
Constant
Routine KnowledgeSharing
Knowledge-SharingBased
Reward
Note: R2 = 53, AR2 = 52 for step 1, R2
.
.
* Significant at the 5% Level

ýIgm
-0.80
0.07
-0.54
0.06
0.01
.59,

0.39
0.01
0.39
0.01
0.00

AR2 =

= M
73
.
59
.
28
.

U
-2.03
7.01

-1.41
5.18
2.47

049
.
000*
.
166
.
000*
.
018*
.

for step 2
.57

I= Routine Knowledge Sharing
2= Routine Knowledge Sharing, Knowledge-sharing Based Reward

5.5.2 Predictors of Successfor Organisations Operating in a Non-KM
Environment

For organisationsoperating in a non-KM environment,the two constructs of
effective IT and high-trust climate accounted for 40% of the variance in
perceptions of organisationalsuccessfor that sample. The remaining three
constructsthat were significantly correlatedwith successfor this sample were
not addedasthey did not makea significant contribution to the model.
The t-statistic indicates that both effective IT and high-trust climate make
relatively similar contributions (4.10 & 3.86 respectively) to the model in a
situation where all other variables are held constant. Furthermore, both
constructsarehighly significant at the 5% level.
The table below provides details of the coefficients for this regressionmodel,
and showsthat there is only 1% (.40 -. 39 =. 01) lessvarianceshould the model
be derived from the total populationasopposedto the actual sample.
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Table 5.28

Stepwise Regression Model for Organisations Operating in a

Non-KM Environment

1

Constan

0.34

mamý
0.29

l

1.15
7.05

0.04
56
Effective IT
0.26
.
2
co St
Constant
0.35
-1.38
-0.48
37
4.10
ffective IT
0.04
Em
0.17
jrr
.
High-trust Climate 0.01
35
3.86
0.00
.
1
for step 2
Note: R2 =
AR2 = 31 for step 1, R2 = 40, AR2 =
.39
.31,
.
.
* Significant at the 5% level
I= Effective IT
2= Effective IT, ffigh-Trust

252
.
000*
.
170
.
000*
.
000*
.

Climate

5.6 Kqý Findings: Objective 2

The secondobjective of this researchis:

*

To establish which of the critical successfactors has an impact on
perceptions of organisational success.

Through the analysisof findings from a large scalepostal survey,this research
was able to establish which of the critical successfactors had an impact on
perceptions of organisational successin organisationsthat operate in a KM
environmentand thosethat do not. Further,the findings also determinedwhich
of those factors made a significant contribution to perceptionsof organisational
successin the two groups. Thesefindings are summarisedbelow.
5.6.1 Critical SuccessFactors
For organisations operating a KM programme, the factors that influenced
perceptions of successwere knowledge-friendly culture, high-trust climate,
routine knowledge sharing, high levels of job satisfaction, flexible
organisational.structure,knowledge-sharingbasedreward and effective IT. All
20S

these seven factors showed a statistically significant relationship with
perceptionsof organisationalsuccess.
The two factors that showed no statistically significant relationship with
perceptionsof organisationalsuccesswere routine innovation and availability
of time.
For thoseorganisationsnot operatingin a KM environment,five factors showed
a statistically significant relationshipwith perceptionsof organisationalsuccess.
These were knowledge-friendly culture, high-trust climate, flexible
organisationalstructure,routine innovationand effective IT.
The factors that showed no relationship with perceptions of organisational
successin this sample were routine knowledge sharing, high levels of job
satisfaction,knowledge-sharingbasedrewardand availability of time.
The model below depicts the factors that are associatedwith perceptions of
organisational success for organisations operating in a KM environment
comparedwith organisationsoperatingin a non-KM environment.
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Fig. 5.1: Factors Associated with Perceptions of Organisational SLICCCSS
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5.6.2 Predictors of Success
For organisations that operate in a KM environment. Out of the seven factors
that showed a significant relationship with perceptions of organisational
success, two factors made the most influence on perceptions of organisational
based
knowledge-sharing
knowledge
These
and
sharing
success.
were routine
reward.

The combination of these two factors accounted flor 59% of the

for
in
this group oforganisations.
success
variance perceptions of organisational

In organisations that operate in a non-KM environment, two Out 01' the five
factors

that showed a significant

relationship

with

perceptions of'

organisational successmade the most influence on perceptions oforganisational
success. These were effective IT and high-trust climate which accounted (lor
40% of the variance in perceptions of organisational success.
207

5.7 Summary

This chapter has presented the results of the quantitative primary data in line

with the researchobjectives. This chapterwas concernedwith addressingthe
secondobjective for the research.
Through analysisof a large scalepostal survey,the resultsconfirmed that there
was a difference in perceptionsof successbetweenthe sub-groupswithin the
factors
between
is
distinct
difference
the
that
there
affecting
sample and
a
organisationalsuccessin organisationsthat operatein a KM environment and
those that do not. The findings showedthat for organisationsthat had a KM
programme,sevenout of the nine constructswere significantly corrplatedwith
perceptions of success whilst for organisations not operating in a KM
environment,only five of the nine constructswere significantly correlatedwith
in
difference
Also,
the portfolio of
there
a
perceptions of success.
was
constructsthat were correlatedwith successfor eachof the groups.
Further, findings indicated that the two main constructs that account for
variance in perceptions of success for organisations that operate a KM
knowledge-sharing
based
knowledge
and
programme were routine
sharing
reward. For organisationsthat operatedin a non-KM environment, the two
in
impacted
the
that
constructs
variance perceptionsof success
significantly
on
were effective IT and high-trust climate.
Thus, this answeredall of the researchquestionsset for this study. All findings
emerging from this research will be evaluated in line with the research
objectivesand the extantliterature in the next chapter.
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Chapter 6

Discussion of Results
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6.1 Introduction
The aim of this chapter is to discuss the results in line with the research
objectives. The previous two chapterspresentedthe results of the researchand
this chapternow builds on this by evaluatingtheseresults with respectto both
the objectives of the researchas well as the extant literature on KM. This will
its
knowledge.
in
be
to
the
to
terms
contribution
of
allow
research
positioned
The chapter addresseseach of the researchobjectives in turn, analysing the
results for that particular objective and evaluating them with respect to the
extant literature.
The specific objectivesfor this researchare:

e

To identify the critical successfactors for KM programmes.

*

To establish which of these critical successfactors has an impact on
perceptions of organisational success.

6.2 Critical SuccessFactors for KM
TNs sectionis divided into two parts. The first discussesthe factors that were
confirmed as critical to the successof KM programmes, and the second
discussesthe factorswhich were not viewed as critical to KM success.
6.2.1 Factors Critical to the Successof KM Programmes
6.2.1.1Knowledge-Friendly Culture

In line with previous KM literature, interviewees confirmed a knowledgefriendly culture as one of the critical successfactors for KM. KM research
identifies culture as one of the main preconditions for a successful KM
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programme(Chase,1997,Davenportet al., 1998,McDermott and O'Dell, 2001)
and this was corroboratedby many of the interviewees.
Intervieweescited many different facetsof a knowledge-friendlyculture such as
trust, a good working environmentand team spirit. This is in support of the
literature with regard to taking a holistic view of culture incorporating a
completeorganisationalsocial systemand not just singularphenomenon(Louis,
1983, Wallace et al., 1999). However, this posesa challengefor management
as all these characteristicsof culture are fluid and difficult to measure and
control (Chase,1997,Deal, 1986).
Further, responses to interview questions highlighted the different
interpretations of the aspects of culture, held by the key informants. In
exploring trust as a typical example of a "conducive organisationalculture",
some respondents saw knowledge sharing amongst employees as a
representationof trust while othersinterpretedtrust through the developmentof
personalor friendly relationshipsamongstemployeesin an organisation. This
seemsto reflect Goffee & JonesCorporateCulture Framework (1998) which
categorisedorganisationalculture basedon the two dimensionsof sociability
and solidarity where sociability representedpersonalrelationshipsand solidarity
represented the pursuit of organisational goals. From a management
perspective,this demonstratesthat culture can meandifferent things to different
people underlining the complexities associatedwith this concept as a whole.
However, intervieweeswere almost agreedin that a knowledge-friendly culture
was of paramountimportanceto the successof any KM initiative.
Intervieweesalso cited many of the issuesthat the KM literature addresseswith
regard to culture. Primarily, the inability to instigate a particular culture was
identified as one of the major challengesfor KM. This is in line with previous
researchin the areawhich has identified culture as one of the biggesthurdles in
developing a KM programme (Ernst and Young, 1997). Another challenge
posed by culture is that cultures take a long time to develop and once
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developed,are notoriously difficult to changeas people generallyresist change.
This was identified by a numberof intervieweesas a barrier to successwhich
again corroboratespreviousresearchin the area(Davenportet al., 1998,Hislop,
2005).

In line with the debatein the KM literature, respondentswere divided as to
whether a knowledge-ftiendlyculture shouldprecedethe developmentof a KM
programme or that the KM programmeshould facilitate the developmentof a
knowledge-friendly organisational culture. Mainly, respondentsin private
sector organisations where KM is a core activity (e.g. PriceWaterhouse
Coopers) felt that KM programmesare pivotal in shaping the organisational
culture and laying the correct foundations for a culture that encourages
knowledge sharing as well as a culture where KM is embedded in all
organisationalprocesses.Employeesof public sectororganisationson the other
hand (e.g. NES) indicated that KM needsto fit into the organisationalculture
that already exists as it would be difficult to adaptthe current ways of working.
This has implications for managementin that the type of organisationwill have
an impact on how KM is positionedwithin that organisation.
Given the discussionaboveand the importanceof a knowledge-friendly culture
to the successof a KM initiative, it is interestingthat none of the respondents
viewed a friendly or conduciveculture as one of the contributionsof KM to the
organisation. The majority of respondentsfelt that the chief contribution of
any KM programme would be increasedeffectivenessand efficiency which
indicates that they are taking a solidarity view of culture and not a sociability
view even though some intervieweeshad indicated that culture is represented
through personalfriendships.
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6.2.1.2 Routine Knowledge Sharing

The secondcritical successfactor for KM to emergeout of the results was that
of routine knowledgesharing. This was not surprisingas much of the literature
focuseson knowledge sharingas the main pre-condition for effective KM (e.g.
Goh, 2002, Hislop, 2005, Huber, 2001, Nonaka, 1991). The survey results
showedthat 90% of the respondentsstrongly agreedor slightly agreedwith the
statementthat "knowledge sharingmakesit easierfor us to achieveour goals".
This indicates the strength of feeling regarding the importance of routine
knowledge sharing for the achievementof organisationalgoals and although
this may not be directly related to KM programmesper se, it shows the
importance of

knowledge sharing for

perceptions of organisational.
effectiveness. This supports research conducted by Yang (2004) which
highlighted a positive relationship between knowledge sharing and
organisationaleffectiveness.
Many of the organisationsinterviewedhowever were still primarily concerned
with IT tools as the main facilitator for routine knowledgesharingefforts. This
is in supportof the early KM literaturewherethe focus
development
the
on
-was
of IT tools that aid KM initiatives (Goh, 2002). Public sectororganisationsin
particular displayed a tendency to concentrateon IT tools and a number of
reasonscan be cited for this. Firstly, public sectororganisationsare relatively
new to KM programmesand the most common and convenientstarting point
for KM tends to be through the developmentof IT tools that facilitate KM
efforts (Stoddart,2001). Secondly,the type of knowledgebeing transferredhas
an impact on the easeby which it can be shared. Explicit knowledge lends
itself easily to being transferredthrough IT tools whereastacit knowledge is
more difficult to transfer and requires participants to interact more closely in
order to be able to transfer this type of knowledge. Thus organisationsnewly
embarking on KM programmes tend to focus their efforts initially on
transferring explicit knowledge before tackling the more challenging task of
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interviews echoedthe KM literature in that

routine knowledge sharing was viewed as a function of the organisational
felt that one of the main characteristicsof a knowledgeculture. lnt%-rviý-wees
friendly and 'conducive' organisational culture was evidence of effective
knowledgesharing. This supportsfindings from Ruggles(1998) which showed
that an organisationalculture which inhibited knowledgesharingwas one of the
main reasonsfor the failure of KM programmes.
Contraryto the literature which arguesthat three conditions must exist if routine
knowledge sharingis to take place (Nahapietand Ghoshal, 1998); namely that
the opportunity must exist, participants must expect to create value and
participants must also believe that taking part in the ýrocess is worth their
while, the results from the interviews indicated that for interviewees, value
creation and reciprocity were not the main concernin knowledge sharing. The
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6.2.1.3Effective Information Technology (M

The results indicate that the survival of KM initiatives is dependant to a large
extent on the existence of correct and effective IT which facilitates and supports
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KM efforts. Therewas completeconsensusamongstthe intervieweesregarding
the fact that effective IT forms one of the key ingredientsfor setting up a KM
programme. This is in line with KM literature which arguesthat effective IT
can play a leading role in managingknowledgein any organisation(Nonaka ct
al., 1996a,Stoddart,2001).
Interviewees commentedon important characteristicsof IT tools being the
availability of all organisationalknowledgestoredcentrally; having easyaccess
to organisationalknowledge as well as the existenceof user-friendly intra and
extranets. This suggeststhat the focal point in theseorganisationsis effective
IT from a technologicalperspective. There was no evidenceof attentionbeing
given to effective IT from a social perspectivewhere IT tools are used to
develop trusting communities and a collaborative culture (Hislop, 2005),
although the literature is still in disagreementabout the extent to which IT can
be used to develop trust amongst employees(Jarvenpaaand Leidner, 1999,
Piccoli and Ives, 2003, Townsend et al., 1998). Onereasonfor the focus on the
technologicalperspectivemaybethat the majority of theseorganisationsare still
in the early stagesof adopting KM and need to focus efforts on ensuring that
the right technology is available which supports the transfer of explicit
knowledgebefore consideringthe more challengingtransferof tacit knowledge.
The results also showedthat one of the issuesfaced in using IT tools was the
difficulty in updatingand maintainingthesetools. Maintenanceof websitesand
databasesetc is a time, effort and resourceintensivetask and this was viewed as
the main disadvantageof IT since the consequencesof outdated or wrong
information was viewed as more severethan the lack of information. Although
the literature highlights the criticality of maintaining IT tools (Coakes,2006,
Sherif et al., 2006), this is not considereda prime focus of current research
which is more concernedwith exploring ways in which IT can be utilised to
transfertacit knowledge.
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Interestingly, the collection of all organisationalknowledge and information
onto centraliseddatabaseswas viewed by many of the intervieweesas one of
the main achievementsof KM. This is contrary to the literature which is
for
is
facilitator
in
IT
that
successfulKM, not
a
generally agreement
effective
an outcomeof successfulKM (Coakes,2006, Sherif et al., 2006).
Further, intervieweesfelt that the delivery of effective IT systemscan lead to
improved organisationalefficiency and effectivenessthrough reducedrepetition
of work, quicker responsetimes and more satisfied customers. This is in line
with researchby WatsonandHewett (2006)who arguethat efficiency gains and
better decision making can be achievedthrough easy accessof information.
However, research has yet to establish a clear causal relationslýip between
effective IT and organisationalefficiency (Johannessenet al., 2001, Sherif et
al., 2006) and thereforemanagershave to be aware that unlimited investments
in IT will not necessarilyresult directly in improved organisationalefficiency.
Push and pull factors were consideredof equal importance by interviewees
recognisingthat IT is a useful tool for storing information given that people are
willing to commit their knowledge onto a database(i. e. push factors), but
equally important is the use of IT to retrieve the knowledgethat has beenstored
(i. e. pull factors). Interestingly,over 26% of respondentsto the survey felt that
their departmentsuffers from information overload which has implications for
managementin terms of ensuring that the right amount of information is
provided as too much information can havenegativeeffects.
Although the majority of the organisationshad no clear method of measuring
KM in their organisations,three intervieweescommentedon the use of IT as a
way of measuringKM success.This can be achievedby monitoring number of
hits, number of sites accessedetc. This is in support of some of the KM
literature which arguesthat measuringKM successcan take a number of forms
and using IT is one form of measurement(Housel and Bell, 2001). Managers
however need to be aware that this form only measuresthe use of explicit
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knowledge and makesno attemptto capturethe useof tacit knowledgewhich is
more likely to createcompetitiveadvantagefor the organisation.
6.2.1.4 Availability of Time

Availability of time was the final critical successfactor identified by the
interviewees. This is in line with someresearchwhich identifies lack of time as
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Furthermore, although availability of time was identified as a critical success
factor in its own right, it was also clear that availability of time was inter-related
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It is outsidethe scopeof this researchto explore the inter-relationshipsbetween
the factors,yet this is a potential areafor further researchas it may have serious
implications for managementpractise.
Time was also viewed as a barrier to KM success.Although availability of time
is crucial for the successof KM programmes,it is difficult to estimate how
much time is actually neededand it is also difficult to measurethe impact of the
availability of time on the successof theseprogrammes. This may be one of
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the reasonswhy managementare hesitantto allocate too much time to these
programmesas it is difficult to draw a link betweenthe time investedand the
effects on the bottom line.
As discussedin chapter2 (section2.4.9) the KM literature lacks any empirical
research into the effects of availability of time on the success of KM
programmes. However, a possible explanation for this proposed by O'Dell
(1999) is that availability of time shouldnot be viewed as a separateentity to a
KM programme. Time needsto be seenas integral to the workings of any KM
system and the processesof the organisationas a whole and therefore should
not be studiedindependently.
Finally, time saving was also viewed as one of the achievementsof any KM
programme. KM was seenas a facilitator of time savingsthrough easieraccess
to information, better use of information and reducedrepetition of work which
would all lead to time savings and ultimately, increased organisational
efficiency. Again, there is limited researchin the KM literature to support this
view yet this posesanotherareafor further research.
6.2.2 Factors not Critical to the Successof KM Programmes
6.2.2.1High-Trust Climate
In line with previous KM literature, high-trust organisationalclimate was not
identified as a critical factor for KM success. The KM literature has not yet
drawn a direct.link betweenhigh-trust organisationalclimate and KM success
but high-trust climate doeshave an impact on employees'perceptions,attitudes
and behaviours (Burke and Litwin, 1992), and as KM initiatives are highly
dependenton employee interaction, it is surprising that climate has not been
identified as a critical factor for KM success.

219

One of the reasonsfor this may be that the terms 'organisationalclimate' and
forganisational culture' are sometimes used interchangeably or there is
confusion over the precise definition of each of these terms (Kangis and
Williams, 2000). In general,organisationalculture refers to the norms and
values of the organisationas a-whole (Kangis and Williams, 2000) whereas
organisationalclimate refers to norms and valueswithin specific departments.
Intervieweesmadereferenceto elementsof organisationalculture such as trust
and co-operation amongst employees but it was unclear whether these
referenceswere directedat the organisationas a whole, or specific departments
or work groupings within the organisation. This is especially important for
large public sector organisations(e.g. NHS) where there are many different
departmentswhich havevarying values,normsand ways of working.
6.2.2.2High Levels of Job Satisfaction

High levels ofjob satisfactionwas not confmnedas a critical factor for success
by the interviewees. Although the KM literature lacks empirical evidenceof a
positive relationship betweenhigh-levels of job satisfaction and KM success,
there has been some evidence that higher levels of job satisfaction lead to
employeeswho are more capableof building trusting and fruitful relationships
with colleagues (Heijden and Brinkman, 2001) which is one of the basic
requirementsfor successfulknowledgesharing.
One explanation for high-levels of job satisfaction not being identified as a
critical factor for successis that the majority of employeeswere referring to
KM programmesthat were in their infancy and where the focus was still on the
developmentand use of the correct IT systemsthat enableknowledge transfer.
This is a more operational level of KM and the concentration of KM
programmesat this stagetends to be that the IT systemsdeliver the required
information and are easily accessibleby all. Furthermore,KM programmesin
the early stagestend to focus less on softer issuessuch as the developmentof
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trusting relationshipswheretacit knowledgecanbe easily transferredand where
theremay be more needfor higher levelsofjob satisfaction.
It is important to note that respondentsto the survey showedmedium to high
levels of job satisfaction where 71% of the respondentsstrongly agreed or
slightly agreedwith 25 out of the 35 statementsin that construct. This may
indicate that there is generally a high level of satisfaction with jobs in this
industry and therefore, job satisfaction is not consideredimportant since it
alreadyexists.
6.2.2.3Flexible Organisational Structure

Flexible organisationalstructurewas also not confirmed as'i critical factor for
KM success. In fact, one of the intervieweesbelievedthat someelementsof a
flexible organisationalstructure,or open plan offices in particular, can be seen
as a barrier to KM successsince they reducethe need for KM systems. The
intervieweesdid not view the grouping structurechosenby the organisationas
somethingthat may impact on KM programmes.
Although the KM literature lacks empirical evidenceas to the importanceof a
flexible organisational structure for KM success,it has been identified as a
critical area (Davenport and Volpel, 2001) especially through the Hypertext
organisational.model suggestedby Nonakaand Takeuchi(1995).
One explanation for flexible organisational structure not being viewed as
important by the intervieweesmay be that the term 'organisationalstructure' is
itself vague and can be manifestedin many ways. Organisationalculture may
influence how an organisationis structuredwhere flat structuresreflect flexible
organisationsand pyramid structuresreflect more rigid organisations. Thus,
having identified a knowledge-friendly organisational culture as one of the
critical successfactors for KM, intervieweesmay also have been indicating an
elementof a flexible organisationalstructure.
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Furthermore,the realisationthat the collection of all knowledge into a central
repository or databaseas one of the prime contributions of KM, may also be
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knowledge sharing. Given the increasing size of organisations in today's
economy coupled with the abundanceof geographically disparate office
locations and the increaseduse of technology, this has meant that there are
fewer opportunities for employee interaction and the development of
communitiesof practise.
6.2.2.4RoutineInnovation
Tle interviewees did not identify routine innovation as one of the critical
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KM.
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though
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success
innovation was not seenas one of the expectedlong term achievementsof KM
programmes. This is surprising given that the majority of KM literature
(Drucker, 1993, Johannessenet al., 1999, Sveiby, 1997) arguesthat the main
outcomeof KM initiatives shouldbe increasedlevels of innovation asthis leads
to more competitiveadvantageand increasedorganisationaleffectiveness.
Although the intervieweesmade no reference to the significance of routine
innovation for KM programmes,routine innovation is a broad conceptwhich is
supported by a number of organisational functions.

Primarily, routine
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knowledge sharing and availability of time are key requirements for the
innovation processto take placeregularly. Both of thesefactorswere identified
as critical to the successof KM programmesand it may be concludedthat once
these factors are considered to be present, organisations would be more
concernedwith the developmentof innovations.
Further, it is difficult to measureinnovation and the KM literature is still
debating whether innovationscan in fact be measured(Kanter, 1984, Leonard
and Sensiper,1998). Hence, innovationsrequire organisationsto risk a time
investment which may not lead to any organisationalgains. The majority of
intervieweesindicatedthat KM initiatives were currently not being measuredin
their Qrganisationsand therefore,it is unclear whether KM programmeshave
led to any early innovationsor not.
Another reason that may be cited for the lack of identification of routine
innovation as a critical successfactor is that the majority of organisations
interviewed were in the early stagesof KM development with their prime
concernbeing the introduction of effective IT systemsthat supportKM. These
types of IT systems focus on the transfer of explicit knowledge whereas
innovation is dependantupon the interactionof tacit knowledgewith individual
creativity to produce new ideas or ways of working (Kanter, 1996). Thus,
routine innovation would not be one of the expectedoutcomesof these early
KM efforts and thereforeit is not viewed asa critical factor for success.
6.2.2.5 Knowledge-Sharing BasedReward

Although someintervieweesconfirmed that different forms of reward are being
used within their organisationsto incentivise knowledge sharing behaviour,
none of the intervieweesfelt that knowledge-sharingbasedrewardwas a critical
factor for the successof theseKM programmes. This is in line with some KM
literature which argues that reward is not necessary for eliciting positive
knowledge sharing behaviours and offering rewards may in fact act as a
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deterrent to knowledge sharing (Bock and Kim, 2002, Lucas and Ogilvie,
2006).

However, other KM literature arguesthat knowledgesharing takesplace in the
knowledge market and unless there are suitable knowledge-sharingbased
rewards on offer, individuals will not participate in the knowledge market
consideringthat the sharingactivity is not worth the effort (Molm, 2001). This
may be the reasonthat someorganisationshavechosento introduceknowledgesharing based rewards as an integral part of their KM programmesbut it is
interesting to note that the organisationswhich had a formal reward system
ýhich
had more developed KM
were all private sector organisations
programmes. Intervieweesfrom public sector organisationsdid not refer to a
formal system for rewards but this may be becausethe KM programmesin
theseorganisationswere in the early stagesof development.
The fact that the majority of intervieweescame from organisationswhich were
in the early stagesof KM developmentmay also be another explanation for
knowledge-sharingbased reward not being confirmed as a critical factor for
success. Organisationsin the early stagesof KM programmestend to focus on
the transfer of explicit knowledge usually through IT systems. Researchhas
shown that employeesfeel that organisationshave a right to explicit knowledge
in that it is 'owned' by the organisationwhereastacit knowledgeis 'owned' by
the individual and thereforethereneedsto be personalbenefitsbefore it is given
up (Constantet al., 1994). This may be an indicator that although knowledgesharing basedreward may not be consideredimportant currently, as the KM
programme develops and there is an increasedrequirement to transfer tacit
knowledge,knowledge-sharingbasedreward will take a more prominent place
as a critical factor for success.
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6.3 Impact of Critical Success Factors on Perceptions of Organisational

Success
Having identified the critical successfactorsfor KM programmesboth from the
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the results showed that there is a statistically significant difference between the
two groups. This is an interesting finding indicating that the introduction of a
KM programme into an organisation changes the combination of factors that
influence perceptions of organisational success.
finding

The implications of this

are huge in that the introduction of a KM

programme into an

organisation not only changes the way knowledge is managed but also changes
the way people work and changesthe things that impact on people's perceptions
of success.

The next section discusses the results for the associations between the
individual factors and perceptionsof organisationalsuccess. The discussionis
grouped into factors that impactedon perceptionsof successin organisations
operatingin a KM environmentand in a non-KM environment;in organisations
operating in a KM environment only; organisationsoperating in a non-KM
environment only and factors which did not impact on perceptions of
organisationalsuccessfor both groupsof organisations.
Following that, a discussionof the predictors of successfor both groups of
organisationsis Presented.The final elementin addressingthe secondobjective
is a comparisonof the results for the critical successfactors for organisations
operatingin a KM environmentwith thoseoperatingin a non-KM environment.
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6.3.1 Factors which Impacted on Perceived Organisational

Success for

Organisations Operating in a KM Environment and in a Non-KM
Environment

63.1.1 Knowledge-Friendly Culture

Knowledge-fHendly culture was associýtedwith perceptionsof organisational
successirrespective of whether or not the organisation operated in a KM
enviromnent.
This finding corroboratesresults from the key informants in industry where
knowledge-friendly culture was identified as one of the main criýical success
factorsfor any KM programme.
Furthermore,the KM literaturehasfocusedon the importanceof developingthe
correct organisationalculture in order to supportKM initiatives (Davenport et
al., 1998,Malhotra, 2002, Van Den Hooff et al., 2003) therefore,this finding is
not surprising.
More interesting though was that the results indicated that knowledge-friendly
culture is linked to perceptionsof organisationalsuccessin both organisations
that operatea KM programmeand thosethat operatein a non-KM environment.
Owing to the fact that knowledge-friendly culture is a broad concept covering
many issues(Louis, 1983,Wallace et al., 1999),the implications of this finding
should be a focus on the different elementsof knowledge-friendly culture in
order to establishthe degreeof impact on perceptionsof organisationalsuccess.
Theseconsiderationsare important sincethey inform the debateon whether the
KM programme needs to fit into the existing organisational culture or the
organisational culture needs to be adapted to reflect the needs of the KM
programme.
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6.3.1.2 High-Trust

Climate

Given that the KM literature makesno direct link betweenhigh-trust climate
and KM, this result is surprising.
In a similar vein to knowledge-friendly culture, high-trust climate was also
associatedwith perceptionsof organisationalsuccessfor organisationsin a KM
environmentas well as in a non-KM environment. This signalsthe importance
of high-trust organisationalclimate for perceptionsof successbut also indicates
that there needsto be a differentiation between the elementsof climate and
culture that are prevalentin an organisationin order to be able to managethese
concepts.
Interestingly, the link between high-trust climate and perceptions of
organisationalsuccessis in contrastto results from the key informants where
high-trust climate was not identified as a critical success factor for KM
programmes. One explanation for this may be that the term 'climate' is
somewhatvagueand is not as commonly usedas the term 'culture' (Burke and
Litwin, 1992,Kangis and Williams, 2000) and given that the survey instrument
included 60 items dealing with the high-trust climate construct,this allowed a
level of detail that was not possibleduring the interviews. Henceinterviewees
were referring to the generalway of working within the organisationincluding
employee interaction, under the umbrella heading of 'culture', whereas the
survey differentiated between culture and climate and therefore yielded
different results. Furthermore,the survey reacheda larger samplewhich may
havebeena contributing factor to the differencein results.
6.3.1.3Flexible Organisational Structure

The findings showed a flexible organisational structure is associated with
perceptionsof organisationalsuccessfor both groupsof organisations.
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This result is in contrastto findings from the interviews with key informants in
the industry who did not identify flexible organisationalstructureas critical to
KM initiatives. One explanationfor this variancemay be that the term 'flexible
interpreted
in
be
many different ways and can
organisational structure' can
interviewees
different
therefore,
encompassa number of
elements,
need to
make their own judgement as to the exact meaning of flexible organisational
structure. This is comparedto the surveywhich utilised pre-validatedmeasures
of flexible organisationalstructureand was therefore able to achievea greater
level of accuracyin responses.
Although there is little empirical researchin the KM literature regarding the
impact of flexible organisational structure on KM initiatives, there is a
realisation of the importanceof this conceptfor the successof KM programmes
(Davenport and Volpel, 2001) as the structure of the organisation needs to
supportthe knowledgeprocessesnecessaryfor the survival of KM programmes.
From a managementperspective,flexible organisationalstructureforms one of
the greater challengeswhen dealing with the requirementsof KM. This is
becauseorganisationalstructuresare at times difficult to change and can be
enforcedon the organisationeither for historical reasonsor due to the sheersize
of the organisation(Hislop, 2005) making it difficult to introduce change into
theseestablishedset-ups.
Furthermore,one of the featuresof organisationalstructure is the existenceof
Communitiesof Practise(Lave and Wenger, 1991) which are sub-communities
within the overall structureof the organisationthat have a sharedunderstanding,
vocabulary and supportmechanisms.Although these Communitiesof Practise
can be useful in the transfer of knowledge,they make the managementof the
overall organisationalstructuremore challenging as they each have their own
ways of working that may not fit in with the organisations' own way of
working.
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63.1.4 Effective IT

As expected,the resultsshowedthat thereis an associationbetweeneffective IT
and perceptionsof organisationalsuccessfor both organisationsoperating in a
KM environmentand organisationsoperatingin a non-KM environment. This
finding is in agreementwith most of the literature especially the early KM
literature which placed a lot of emphasison the importance of having the
correct IT systems in order to aid KM development (e.g. Malhotra, 2000,
Moffett et al., 2003, Stoddart, 2001). Additionally, this result is also in
agreement with findings from the interviews which identified effective IT
systemsas not only one of the main critical successfactors for KM, but also as
one of the achievementsof KM for an organisation.
Thus, the availability of efficient and, effective IT systems that support
organisational processesis linked to perceptions of organisational success
irrespectiveof whetheror not KM existsin the organisation. However,research
has yet to draw a causallink betweeneffective IT and improved organisational
is
2001)
this
performance(Johannessen
so
purely an employeeperception
et al.,
that has not beenconfirmed empirically. Nonetheless,this is still important in
that in today's economy,effective IT systemsare the cornerstonefor effective
organisations;and thereforethis elementcannotbe overlooked.
The IT issuepresentsa numberof implications. The importanceof effective IT
systemsfor sharingexplicit knowledgeis a well known fact and it forms one of
the main steps in starting a KM system. In the longer term though,
considerationneedsto be given to how effective IT can be usedto transfer tacit
knowledge as this is where the real competitive advantagecan be achieved
(Coakes,2006). This is obviously a more demandingtask as tacit knowledge is
context dependentand difficult to codify and therefore does not lend itself
easily to being collected into a central repository or being transferred using
generalIT systems(Hislop, 2005).
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Furthermore,someresearchhasshownthat at times, use of IT can lead to lower
levels of trust amongemployeesandmore opportunisticbehaviours(Piccoli and
Ives, 2003, Townsend et al., 1998). This would obviously lead to negative
development
the
to
of trusting
outcomes as managementwish
encourage
communitieswhereknowledgecanbe sharedfreely.
Finally, Malhotra,(2000) identified three myths that effective IT was initially
believed to deliver to organisations. These were delivery of the right
information to the right personat the right time; the ability to store intelligence
is
intelligence.
human
It
distribute
the
to
and experienceand
vital that
ability
management view effective IT as a way of facilitating more efficient
ingredient
improved
to
the
magic
organisational processes and not as
organisationalperformance.

6.3.2 Factors which Impacted on Perceived Organisational Successin
Organisations Operating in a KM Environment
6.3.2.1RoutineKnowledgeSharing
The association between routine knowledge sharing and perceptions of
organisationalsuccessis not surprisingconsideringhow much attentionis given
in the KM literature to the importance of routine knowledge sharing (e.g.
Hislop, 2005, Huber, 2001, Nonaka, 1991, Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995).
However, routine knowledgesharingcoversboth the sharingof explicit as well
as tacit knowledgeand the resultsdo not differentiate betweenthe two forms of
knowledge. Basedon the resultsof the interviews, the majority of respondents
were focusing on the importance of routinely sharing explicit knowledge
through the use of suitableIT systemswith little attention being focusedon the
more difficult task of routinely sharingtacit knowledge.
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This result has a numberof implications. Primarily, the results show that a KM
environment increases awarenessof the importance of routine knowledge
sharing given that knowledge sharing in non-KM environments was not
associated with perceptions of success. Thus establishing the correct
knowledge sharing support systemsthat enablesthe routine sharing of explicit
as well as tacit knowledge is critical to KM success(Hislop, 2005, Huber,
2001).

Furthermore,routine knowledge sharing can also be linked with a number of
other factors such as availability of time (Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998) and
knowledge-sharingbased reward (Molm, 2001) and it is imperative that the
different factors work togethercohesivelyin order to make routine knowledge
sharingas effortlessaspossible.
Ilerefore, it can be concludedthat the introduction of KM into an organisation
provides new challengesfor managementin that it not only changesthe way
knowledge itself is managed;but the way people work within the organisation
(Hislop, 2005) therebyimpacting on their perceptionsof organisationalsuccess.
A prime exampleof this is routine knowledgesharingwhich beginsto have an
impact on perceptionsof organisationalsuccessonly after the introduction of
KM into the organisation.
6.3.2.2High LeveIs of Job Satisfaction

Similar to routine knowledge sharing, KM increasesthe importance of high
levels of job satisfaction. This is in line with the job satisfaction literature
which arguesthat successfulKM can only take place if employeesare happy
with their jobs and are therefore in a better position to build fruitful
relationshipswith colleaguesthereby allowing for effective knowledge sharing
to take place (Heijden and Brinkman, 2001).

231

The association between high levels of job satisfaction and perceptions of
,
organisationalsuccessin KM environmentsmay be explainedusing Herzberg's
Dual Factor Theory (1959) which arguesthat certain factors are.necessaryto
ensureemployeesare not dissatisfiedwith their jobs (known as hygienefactors)
yet motivating factors are the ones that enrich a person's job. Examples of
motivating factors are recognition, the work itself and responsibility. Thus, it
may be argued that the introduction of KM into an organisation provides
elementsof motivating factors therebymakingjob satisfactionmore important
for employeesin a KM environment.
The results showed that there is no relationship between high levels of job
satisfactionand perceptionsof organisationalsuccessin or9anisationsoperating
in a non-KM enviromnent, This is an interesting finding indicating that
employeesin a non-KM environmenthavea different set of concernsthan those
operating in a KM enviromnent.

63.23 Knowledge-Sharing BasedReward

The association between knowledge-sharingbased rewards and perceived
organisationalsuccessis in agreementwith some of the KM literature which
emphasises the importance of knowledge-sharing based reward for KM
initiatives (e.g. Alavi and Leidner, 1999, Boist and Griffiths, 1999, Huber,
2001) arguing that employeesneedto feel that it is in their interest to give up
their knowIedgeas the gainsare perceivedto be higher than the costsof parting
with the knowledge.
It is important to note though that the KM literature is not in agreementabout
the impact of knowledge-sharingbased reward on KM initiatives. Some
researchersbelieve that introducing knowledge-sharingbasedreward can have
negative effects on employees since rewards only facilitate temporary
complianceto the desiredbehaviour(Kohn, 1993)and employeesmay also feel
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that if a task has to be rewarded,it must mean that the task is not desirable
therebycreatingnegativefeelings(Kohn, 1993).
It may be concludedthereforethat the introduction of KM into an organisation
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6.3.3 Factors which Impacted on Perceived Organisational

Success in

Organisations Operating in a Non-KM Environment

633.1 Routine Innovation

The results showedthat there is an associationbetweenroutine innovation and
perceptionsof organisationalsuccessfor organisationsoperating in a non-KM
in
is
This
KM
but
for
a
a
environment.
environment not
organisationsoperating
very surprising result given the amount of literature that focuses on the
importanceof routine innovationfor KM initiatives (e.g. Drucker, 1993,Garvey
and Williamson, 2002, Sveiby, 1997)and the view that increasedinnovation is
the main desired outcome from KM since it .forms the basis for improved
competitive advantagein today's knowledgeeconomy(Sveiby, 1997).
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The results indicate that employeesworking in organisationswhich operatea
KM programmedo not makethe link betweenroutine innovation and improved
organisational successwhereas employeesin organisations unaware of the
existence of a KM programme perceive routine innovation as improving
organisational.success. One explanation for this may be that employees in
organisationswhere there is a KM programmemay be focusing on other issues
that they believe lead to higher levels of organisationalsuccess. These issues
may include knowledge-friendlyorganisationalculture and routine knowledge
sharing efforts which may in the end lead to improved innovation but this is a
more long term outcome. However, employees operating in non-KM
environmentsrealise the importanceof routine innovation as directly linked to
increased organisational successbut there pay be limited actual activities
undertakento improve levels of innovationwithin the organisation.
Interestingly, this result corroboratesfindings from the key informants from
industry who did not view routine innovationas a critical successfactor for KM
programmes but they were all employed in organisations that had a KM
their
programme so
efforts were concentrated on other areas, such as
introducing the effective IT systemand improving knowledge sharing,in order
to developthe KM initiative.
This finding could indicate that excessiveefforts are being focused on issues
that are a means to an end, not the end itself - i. e. effort is being given to
knowledge sharing and developingthe right organisationalculture, and not on
increasinglevels of innovation. However, it is important to note that KM is a
young discipline (Moffett et al., 2003) and effort does need to be focused on
these issues in order to achieve the desired outcomes in the long-term.
Increasedlevels of innovation do not happenovernight and it is important that
the KM programme is establishedin such a way that it supports routine
innovation in the long run.

234

6.3.4 Factors which did not Impact on Perceived Organisational

Success

for Organisations Operating in a KM Environment and in a Non-KM
Environment

6.3.4.1Availability of Time
The resUltsshowedthat there was no associationbetween availability of time
and perceptionsof organisationalsuccessfor both groupsof organisations.
This finding supportsprevious KM literature which has not drawn a direct link
betweenavailability of time and KM programmes.Only very few studiesin the
KM literature have attemptedto study the relationship betweenavailability of
time and KM successand thesehave generally not been based on empirical
in
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One
the
Guptara,
1998).
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research
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integral
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part of many of the other
area
viewed as an
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issuesinvolved in KM suchas effective IT, knowledge-friendly culture, routine
knowledge sharingand knowledge-sharingbasedreward. For.example,routine
knowledge sharing is dependentupon the availability of time in order for
knowledge givers to part with their knowledgeand for knowledge receiversto
searchfor, locate and absorbthe new knowledge(O'Dell et al., 1999,Zahra and
George,2000). Knowledge-friendly culture is also time dependentin that the
is
based
takes
time
and
on
growth of a certain culture within an organisation
regular social interaction among employees in order to develop trusting
relationshipsand collaborations(Hofstede, 1981). Thus, availability of time is
seenas part of the day-to-dayworking of the organisationand not as a separate
entity (O'Dell et al., 1999). Since availability of time is embeddedin other
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that
to
these
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viewed
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and
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time
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not
of
on perceptionsof organisationalsuccessand
Interestingly though, this result is in contrastto findings from key informants in
industry who identified availability of time as a critical factor for successof
KM programmes. The intervieweesfelt that the availability of time or lack
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thereof had a major effect on whetheror not they could learn to use the new IT
systems,could routinely shareknowledgeand could searchfor new knowledge.
Therefore,availability of time was viewed as critical to the successof any KM
initiative.

One reason for availability of time not being associatedwith perceptions of
organisational.successalthoughit was identified as a critical successfactor, is
that availability of time may be viewed as a predecessorto the developmentof
successful KM Programmes but availability of time in itself does not lead to
improved organisational performance.

Another interestingpoint coming out of this result is that availability of time is
not associatedwith perceptionsof organisational.
successfor both organisations
that have a KM programmeand those that are unawareof a KM programme.
This means that the 'existence of a KM programme does not increase
employees' awarenessof the importance of availability of time for overall
organisationalperformance.
Although the results indicate that availability of time is not related to
perceptionsof organisationalsuccess,managementstill needto be awareof the
importanceof time as it was identified as a critical successfactor for KM. The
implications of this is that sufficient time needsto be allocatedin order to allow
other organisational.functions that do have an impact on perceptions of
organisational success, and that are dependent on time (such as routine
knowledge sharing,effective IT etc) to developand prosper.
6.3.5 Predictors of Success for Organisations Operating in a KM
1:0
Environment

The discussion of results regarding factors that impact on perceptions of
organisational successhas highlighted that in organisationsoperating a KM
programme, seven out of the nine identified factors have an impact on
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perceptions of organisationalsuccess. These factors are knowledge-friendly
culture, hightrust climate, routine knowledge sharing, high levels of job
satisfaction,flexible organisationalstructure,knowledge-sharingbasedreward
and effective IT.
It is important to note at this stagethat this combination of factors is different
than the combinations of factors that have an impact on perceptions of
organisationalsuccessfor organisationsoperating in a non-KM environment.
Thesedifferenceswill howeverbe discussedin greaterdetail in section6.3.7.
In order to fully addressthe secondobjective of this research,i. e. establishthe
impact of the critical successfactorson perceptionsof organisationalsuccess,it
was important to identify which of the critical successfactors had more of an
impact on perceptionsof organisationalsuccessthan the others.
The results showed that the two factors of routine knowledge sharing and
knowledge-sharingbased reward had the greatest impact on perceptions of
successin organisationsoperatinga KM programme. Thesetwo factors alone
accountedfor 59% of the variancein perceptionsof organisationalsuccessfor
this group.
This indicates that although the other five factors are significantly associated
with perceptionsof organisationalsuccess,the two factorsthat accountfor most
of the change in perceptionsof organisationalsuccessare routine knowledge
sharing and knowledge-sharingbasedreward. Furthermore,the results show
that even within the two main predictorsof success,routine knowledge sharing
makes almost double the contribution to the effect on perceptions of
organisationalsuccessthan reward.
Thesefindings are interestingon a number of counts. Initially, the importance
of routine knowledgesharinghasbeenwell establishedin the KM literature and
theseresults corroborateprevious findings (e.g. Hall and Goody, 2007, Hislop,
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2005, Huber, 2001, Nonaka.and Takeuchi, 1995) indicating that routine
knowledge sharingis not only critical to the successof KM programmesper se,
but routine knowledge sharing also has a large impact on how employees
perceiveorganisationalsuccess.
Furthermore, these results have shown that in this particular sample,
knowledge-sharingbasedreward is viewed as critical to the successof KM
programmes and also has a large impact on perceptions of organisational
success.The KM literatureon rewardis divided on whetherknowledge-sharing
basedrewards elicit positive or negativebehaviours(Alavi and Leidner, 2001,
Hall, 2001, Kohn, 1993,Hall and Goody,2007) and lead to the successof KM
literature
KM
Therefore,
the
these
which argues
programmes.
results support
that knowledge-sharingbased rewaids are integral to the success of KM
programmes (e.g. Boist and Griffiths, 1999, Davenport and Prusak, 1998,
Molm, 2001).

The identification of routine knowledgesharing and knowledge-sharingbased
reward as the two key factors that influence employee perceptions of
organisationalsuccessis vital information from a managementperspectiveas it
informs managementpractise and allows managementto focus on the factors
that have most impact on the successof KM programmesas well as those
factors that havemost impact on perceptionsof success.
However, although the factors are treated independentlyin much of the KM
literature, there is a great deal of inter-relatednessamongstthese factors. For
example,routine knowledgesharingis affectedby the prevalent organisational
How rewards are perceived can also be influenced by the
organisationalculture, KnQwledgesharing can be aMcted by the IT systems
available that support the transfer of both tacit and explicit knowledge. Thus,
culture.

although managementneedsto give due considerationto the factors of routine
knowledge sharing and knowledge-sharingbasedreward as they account for a
large proportion of perceptionsof organisationalsuccess,it is important to note
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that these factors are not stand-alone and are related to other organisational

factorswhich aIsoneedto be considered.
6.3.6 Predictors of Successfor Organisations Operating in a non-KM
Environment
For organisations;operating in a non-KM environment, five factors were
associatedwith perceptionsof organisationalsuccess.Thesewere knowledgefriendly culture, high-trust climate, flexible organisationalstructure, routine
innovationand effective IT. This is a different combinationof factorsthan the
onesassociatedwith successfor organisationsoperatingin a KM envirorunent.
Furthermore,the main predictorsof successfor organiskions operating in a
non-KM environment were high-trust climate and effective IT. These two
factors accountedfor 40% of the variancein perceptionsof successfor this
group of organisations. Both high-trust climate and effective IT made similar
in
to
contributions perceptionsof organisationalsuccess the model.
The most interesting aspect of these findings is that high-trust climate has been
strongly associated with perceptions of organisational success. This seems to
support the KM literature that draws no direct link between climate and KM
success or perceptions of organisational success as these organisations are
operating in a non-KM environment and have therefore yielded different results
than organisations operating in a KM enviromnent.

Tle identification of effective IT as a main predictor for success for
organisationsoperating in a non-KM environmentindicatesthat effective IT
plays a more crucial role for this group of organisationsthan organisations
which operatea KM environment. This supportsprevious KM literature (e.g.
Malhotra, 2000, Stoddart, 2001) which argues that effective IT is only
important in the initial set-upstagesof a KM programme. Oncea prograinme
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has been set up, more challenging factors such as routine knowledge sharing

cometo the fore (Coakes,2006,Moffett et al., 2003).
From a management perspective, this is a very important result as it indicates
that although effective IT may be important for certain stages of -a KM
programme, it is not the main ingredient to the success of the programme.
Management need to be aware that different stages of the programme will
require different combinations of factors that impact on successand perceptions
of organisational success.

63.7

Difference

between Organisations

in KM

Environments

and

Organisations in Non-KM Environments
The discussion above has highlighted some major differences between the
factorsthat impact on organisationsthat operatein a KM environmentand those
that operatein non-KM environments. Initially, the combinationsof factors
that impact on perceptions of organisational success are different in
organisations that operate a KM programme and those that operate in a non-KM
environment. Routine knowledge sharing, high levels of job satisfaction and
knowledge-sharing based reward are only associated with perceptions of
organisational success in organisations that operate a KM programme.

In

organisations operating in a non-KM environment, routine innovation is
associated with perceptions of organisational success. For both groups of
organisations,

knowledge-friendly

culture,

high-trust

climate,

flexible

organisational structure and effective IT were associated with perceptions of

success. For both groups of organisationsavailability of time was not
associatedwith perceptionsof organisationalsuccess.
Furthermore, the predictors of successf or organisations operating a KM
programmeareroutineknowledgesharingandknowledge-sharingbasedreward
while in organisationsin a non-KM environment,they are climateandIT.
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This points to a general picture that the introduction of a KM programme not
only has implications on how knowledge is managed within an organisation,
but also introduces a more complex and more challenging management agenda
where different factors impact on perceptions of success. It may be concluded
that the introduction of a KM programme increases awareness and importance
of different factors than in situations where a KM programme is not present or
is unknown.

This is very important as it indicatesthat KM does not only impact on how
actualknowledgeis managedin an orgarusationbut also impactson how people
operate within the organisation and on the things that influence their
perceptionsof success.This givesmanagementan insight into the factors that
by the
that
posed
employeesperceiveas importantand also the challenges
are
0
interactionsof thesefactorsin orderto achievesuccess.
6.4.Summar-y
This chapter has discussed the findings from both the qualitative and
quantitative results of this researchand has linked findings to previous
literature.

The findings indicate that KM successand perceptions of organisational
success are associated with different factors depending on whether the
organisation is operating in a KM environment or not. Furthermore, the
portfolio of factors that is associatedwith KM successand perceptions of
organisationalsuccessis different for the two groups of organisations. The
results also showed that the predictors of successfor the two groups of
organisationsis different.
The next chapterdiscussesthe contributionsto knowledgemade as a result of
this research,considersthe limitations of the researchand highlights avenues
for future research.
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Chapter 7

Contribution to Knowledge, Limitations and
Areas for Further Research
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7.1 Introduction

This chapterdiscussesthe contributionsto knowledgemade as a result of this
researchtogetherwith the implicationsof the findings for managementpractise.
The chapter then explores the limitations of this study and concludes by
identifying possibleavenuesfor futureresearch.
7.2 Contribution

to Knowledge

A number of contributions to KM theory are made through this research.
Initially, it is importantto note that mostpreviousKM researchis theoreticalin
'
is
has
based
This
nature or
research
primarily practitioner
case-studies.
howeverbeenempirical utilising a robustthree-stagedresearchdesignin order
to gain a clearerpicture of how KM operatesin organisationalsettings. Thus,
this researchaddsa broaderdimensionto currentKM literature.
Furthermore,much of the KM literaturediscussesbroad singular constructsin
relation to KM. This researchhoweverbrings togetherdifferent constructsto
build a unifying framework of clearly defined constructsand establish their
impact on KM successaswell ason perceptionsof organisationalsuccess.
Some of the factors identified through this research as critical to KM success
corroborate previous literature. Principally, a knowledge-fziendly culture was
identified as a critical factor for KM success. This finding is in agreement with
previous KM literature (e.g. Davenport et al., 1998, ' Gold et al., 2001,
McDermott and O'Dell, 2001, Van Den Hooff et al., 2003) which gives further
credence to the importance of culture for KM success.

Routine knowledgesharingwas also found to be critical to KM successwhich
again confinns previous researchin this area which has centred around the
importanceof routine knowledgesharingin order to enablesuccessfulKM (e.g.
Hall, 2001, Huber,2001).
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Another factor confirmed in this study as critical to KM successwas that of
effective IT. This corroboratesearly KM literaturewhich placesa greatdeal of
emphasison the criticality of effective IT systemsfor the developmentof KM
programmes(Nonaka et aL, 1996a). This is however in disagreementwith
secondgenerationKM literaturewhich comesto the realisationthat effective IT
may be a predecessorto successfulKM but that it cannot guaranteesuccess
(Coakes,2006). The implicationsof this may be that the developmentof theory
in the KM field is faster thaii the applicationof theory in actual management
practiseand that theremay be a time lag betweentheoreticalfindings and their
adoptionin the organisationalsetting.
This researchhas found however, that availability of time is viewed by key
players in industry as a critical successfactor which is in contrastto previous
KM literature where there have beenvery limited studieson the effects of the
availability of time on KM success.This is an important contribution to KM
theory as it adds a new dimensionto the study of factors impacting on KM
success.
Another important contribution madeby this study is that there is a significant
difference between perceptions of organisational success in organisations
operatingin a KM environmentand thoseoperatingin a non-KM environment.
This is an important contribution to KM theory as no previous studies have
explored this comparison. This finding indicatesthat the introduction of KM
into an organisation changes the way employees view organisational
performanceand therefore imposes a new and more complex management
agenda.
Moreover, this researchhas establishedthe combinationof factors that impact
on perceptions of organisational successis different in organisations operating
in a KM environment compared with organisatiOns operating in a non-KM
environment.

In both groups of organisations, knowledge-firiendly culture,
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high-trust climate, flexible organisational structure and effective IT were

associated with perceptions of organisational success. However, in
organisationsoperatingin a KM environment,routine knowledgesharing,high
levels of job satisfaction and knowledge-sharingbased rewards were also
associated with perceptions of organisational success. In organisations
operating in a non-KM environxnent,the only added factor impacting on
perceptions of organisational successwas routine innovation.
The outcome of these findings is therefore, the development of a unifying
framework that analyses the impact of clearly defined independent factors on
whether or not they were perceived to be critical to KM success as well as

whetheror not they were associatedwith perceptionsof organisationalsuccess.
This, coupled with the comparisonbetweenorganisatiOnsoperatingin a KM
environmentand thoseoperatingin a non-KM environment,allows for a more
holistic view of KM to be taken and more insight into the factors that really
impact on KM to be gleaned. This is a big developmentfrom previous KM
studieswhich havetendedto addressthe relationshipbetweensinglefactors and
KM.
This researchhas also establishedthat the two predictors of successfor
organisationsoperating in a KM environmentare routine knowledge sharing
and knowledge-sharingbasedreward whilst the two predictorsof successfor
organisationsoperating in a non-KM environmentare high-trust climate and
effective IT. This is a significant contributionto both KM theory and practise.
From a theoretical perspective,this finding corroboratesprevious studies in
relation to the importanceof routine knowledgesharing for KM success(e.g.
Davenportet al., 1998,McDermott and O'Dell, 2001, Nonaka, 1991),and also
confirm findings from some studies with regard to the importance of
knowledge-sharingbased reward for KM success(e.g. Boist and Griffiths,
1999,Hall, 2001). From a managementperspective,this finding identifies the
main factors that are perceivedto be important in organisationsawareof KM
andtherebyallows managementto focuson thesefactors.
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Contrary to much of the KM literature (Chou et al., 2005, Leonard and
Sensiper, 1998, Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995), this researchhas found that
routine innovation was not viewed as a critical factor for successnor was it
associatedwith perceptionsof successfor organisationsoperating in a KM
environment. This is an importantcontributionas it indicatesthat the theory of
the ultimate goal of KM initiatives being increasedlevels of innovation is not
necessarilyrealisedin practise.
Finally, becausethis researchadoptsa rigorousand robustresearchdesigm,this
aflows for the researchto be replicatedin other industriesallowing for crosssectorcomparisonsto be made. nis is a uniquecontribution to knowledgein
this field.
Thus, this researchhas made a number of important contributions to KM
theory. Furthermore,as a result of this study, a number of implications for
managementpractiseare highlightedandtheseare discussedbelow.

7.3 Implications for Management Practise

Understandinghow KM can affect employeebehaviourand ways of working,is
critical for managementand has many implications for how KM programmes
Progress. The next sectionaddressesthe managementimplications arising out
of the researchand is structuredaround each of the nine factors that were
identified aspotentially having an effect on KM success.

7.3.1 Knowledge-Friendly

Culture

Knowledge-friendly culture was identified as critical to KM successand also as
impacting on perceptions of organisational. success yet knowledge-friendly
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culture is a broad concept that entails many elements. The challenge for
managementis to be able to identify the factors within a knowledge-friendly
culture that imt)acton KM success.This is, to a large extent,dependenton the
type of organisation (i. e. public or private sector) as the results from key
informantsin the industry have indicatedthat private sectororganisationstend
to believe that the organisationalculture needsto adaptto the requirementsof
the KM programmewhereaspublic sectororganisationsview KM programmes
as having to fit into the existing culture. Managementneed to be able to
distinguish whether the organisationalculture can accept the introduction of
KM or whether the culture needsto be changedto allow KM to fit into the
organisationas well as which specificelementsof a knowledge-fiiendlyculture
will impact on the KM programme.
73.2 High-Trust Climate

Although high-trust climate was not viewed as critical to KM success, it was
found to be associated with perceptions of organisational success. Therefore,
management need to be able to differentiate between elements of culture and
elements of climate. This is especially the case for large organisations which
may harbour varying organisational climates purely due to their size and
geographical dispersion.

7.33 Routine Knowledge Sharing
Viewed as critical to KM success, as associated with perceptions of
organisational.successand as one of the main predictors of success for
organisationsoperating in a KM environment,routine knowledge sharing is
evidentlya very importantfactor.
Two main management implications arise under routine knowledge sharing.
The first is, given that knowledge sharing is not a natural human tendency,
especially the sharing of tacit knowledge, management need to support the
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culture and environmentin which routine knowledee sharina is due to take
placetrying to makethe sharingprocessaseffortlessaspossible.
The secondmanagementimplication is an appreciationof the complexity and
difficulty of the sharing process,especially when sharing tacit knowledge,
which is one of the ultimate aoals of KM initiatives. as this facilitates
knowledge creation. This is becausesharing tacit knowledge requires the
developmentof trust and co-operationas well as involving personalinteraction
amongemployees.Therefore,the establishmentof complexIT systemsmay be
a useful beeinning for KM programmes,but these on their own will not
facilitate the sharingof tacit knowledge. Managementneedto considerways in
which trusting relationships can be encouragedto develop amongst the
employees.
7.3.4High Levels of Job Satisfaction
High levels ofjob satisfactionwas associatedwith perceptionsof organisational
successalthough not viewed as critical to KM success. The implications for
managementof this finding is that higher levels of job satisfactioncan lead to
more positive perceptionsof organisationalsuccesswhich will in turn impact
on work performed.
Furthermore,high levels of job satisfactionmay act as a predecessorto routine
knowledge sharing as there is evidencein the literature that more satisfied
employeesare more likely to build trusting and fruitful relationships with
colleagueswhich is a basicrequirementfor knowledgesharing. Therefore,high
levelsofjob satisfactioncannotbe ignoredasan enablerof successfulKM.
7.3.5Flexible Organisational Structure
How employees are grouped in an organisation has a direct impact on
oppodunities for employee interaction and, ultimately, knowledge sharing.
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This is a vital consideration for managementespecially in today's large
organisationswhich tend to be geographicallydispersed,as there is more of a
need to ensure that the organisationalstructure allows sufficient interaction
amongthe employeesto facilitate knowledgetransferand exchangeof ideas.

7.3.6 Routine Innovation
Routine innovation was not identified as a critical factor for successnor was it
associatedwith perceptionsof organisationalsuccessin organisationsoperating
in a KM environment. However, this in itself is important as it indicates to
managementthat employeesare not focusingon routine innovation as a way to
-io
improving
Therefore,
of
organisational performance.
managementneed
ensurethat innovation is encouragedand the importanceof routine innovation
for the success of KM in particular and the organisation in general, is
highlighted to all employees.
7.3.7 Knowledge-Sharing BasedReward
Although knowledge-sharingbasedrewardwas not identified as a critical factor
for KM success,it was associatedwith perceptionsof organisationalsuccess
and identified as a main predictor of success. This highlights to management
the importanceof knowledge-sharingbasedrewardsin the organisation.

Therearea numberof management
implicationswhenconsideringknowledgesharingbasedreward. Thefirst is thatrewardingthe sharingof tacit knowledge
is a difficult task sinceit is impossibleto quantify a person'sbank of tacit
knowledgeandthereforedifficult to rewardanunknownquantity.Furthermore,
the importanceandrelevanceof any particularindividual'stacit knowledgeis
perceiveddifferently by the knowledgeholder and the organisation. If the
rewardsofferedfor the knowledgeareperceivedto benot worththeknowledge
on offer, this may have negativeeffects on the employees'attitudes to
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knowledee sharinain izcneral.Thus, managementneedsto ensurethat rewards
are seento be equitableto the knowledgethat is being given up.
Also, the natureof the industry in which the organisationoperatestogetherwith
the type of knowledge being shared will have implications on the type of
reward expected(Huber,2001).
Finally rewards need to be inclusive and regular. Knowledge sharing is at
times a long processinvolving both time and effort on the part of the knowledge
holder as well as the knowledge receiver and rewards have to be offered at
varying stagesof the knowledge sharing processto ensurethat all parties are
rewarded (Lucas and Ogilvie, 2006). If rewards are only given to the
knowledgeholder, then there is no motivation for the knowledgereceiverto use
the knowledge on offer. Moreover, if the rewardsare only provided at the end
of the knowledge sharing process, this may be too far removed from the
knowledge sharingprocessto act as a real motivator. Thus, managementneed
to make sure that the processof awardingrewardsis positive so as to facilitate
increasedknowledgesharing.

7.3.8 Effective Information Technology (IT)
Effective IT was identified as a critical factor for success and was also
associatedwith perceptions of organisational success,therefore effective IT
plays a big role in how employeesview organisationalperformance. From a
managementperspective,effective IT is an important enabler of knowledge
transfer as well as knowledge collection yet having extensiveIT systemsdoes
not necessarilylead to effective KM. Effective IT is a first stepto ensuringthat
employees can get to the right information but it is important to note that
information on IT systemsneedsregular updatingto make it relevant. Also, the
availability of information does not necessarily mean that it will be used.
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Managementneedsto ensurethat information is easily accessibleto limit the
time taken to searchfor the requiredinformation.
Furthermore,effective IT is useful in the transferof explicit knowledgebut less
be
in
Management
knowledge.
to
the
transfer
tacit
aware that a
need
so
of
concentrationof effort on transferringexplicit knowledgeshould only be a first
be
introduced
initiatives
development
KM
to
to
time,
need
stage of
and over
enablethe transferof tacit knowledge.
7.3.9 Availability

of Time

Although availability oftime was not found to be associatedwith perceptionsof
organisational success,it was identified as a critical factor for KM success.
Time to share knowledge, time to searchfor knowledge and time to absorb
knowledge may all impact on how successful a KM programme is.
Furthermore, availability of time is associatedwith many of the other factors
such as high levels of job satisfaction,knowledge-friendlyculture, effective IT
and routine innovation and thereforea careful considerationof the impact of the
availability of time on how employeescarry out tasks and interact with each
other is useful in improving the -chancesof the KM programme achieving
success.
7.4 Limitations of Study
While this researchwas conductedthrough a robust and consideredresearch
design to minimise threatsto the reliability and validity of the results, as with
all research projects, some limitations still exist.
discussedbelow.

These limitations are
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7.4.1 Research Context

The context in which the study was set was limited to the Financial Services
industry. This was necessaryin order to keep the scopeof work manageable,
yet meansthat the findings arenot generalisableto other industriesand sectors.
7.4.2 KM vs Non-KM Dichotomy
One of the central tenets of this study is the differentiation between
organisationsoperatingin a KM environmentand thoseoperatingin a non-KM
environment. This distinction allows for comparisonsto be drawn between
organisations in order to assessthe impqct of KM in the two groups of
organisations. However, one of the limitations of adopting this distinction is
that arguably all organisations,especiallythose operatingin financial services,
manage knowledge to a greater or lesser degree therefore making this
distinction not plausible.
For the purposesof this study though,the distinction betweenKM and non-KM
was based around awarenessof the existence of formal KM efforts in an
organisation,not its actual existence. This is basedon the assumptionthat if
employeesare aware of formal KM efforts, their perceptionsof KM success
and overall organisationalsuccesswill be different to employeesunawareof the
existence of KM efforts. Thus, this allows for comparisonsto be drawn
between the two groups of organisationsand to assessthe impact that the
introduction of KM has on KM successand perceptions of organisational
success. It is acceptedthough that this distinction is reliant on interpretationof
awarenessof KM versusexistenceof KM which may be troublesomeand future
research may adopt a different approach in developing a comparative base
betweenorganisations.
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7.4.3 Construct Development

One of the main objectivesfor this researchwas to identify the critical success
factors for KM. This was achievedthrough a three-stageddesign allowing the
identification of the factors from a thorough review of the literature and then
interviews
largefactors
through
these
a
and
refinement and confirmation of
scale survey. However, given that KM is a relatively new and expandingarea,
there is a growing body of researchin the area and therefore continuous
developmentsin the process of identifying the factors that impact on KM
success.Thus, the nine factors identified as a result of this study emergedfrom
the literature review conductedat the beginning of the researchand although
every effort was madeto maintain the currencyof the literature,.a cut-off point
for including new factors was reachedonce the exploratory stagewas started.
This is an obvious limitation of this researchbut is commonto all large research
projects of this nature.

Furthermore, although one of the contributions to knowledge emanatingfrom
this researchis the bringing togetherof a large number of variablesthat impact
on KM success,these variables are generally very broad and needed to be
is
For
down
in
the
to
culture
example,
a
useful.
narrowed
results
order make
literature
broad
the
thus
through
of
and exploratory stage,
very
review
concept,
this was refined to a particular element of culture which was a knowledgefriendly culture. One of the limitations of this refinementprocessis that other
elementsfrom eachconstructare eliminated. Future researchmay addressthis
by measuringvarying elementswithin eachconstruct.
7.4.4 Data Collection
The data collection conducted for this study was based on a three staged
approach utilising a thorough review of literature, semi-structured interviews as

well as self-completedquestionnaires.Whilst there was control over the choice
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of interviewees,there was no control over the completionof the questionnaires.
All efforts were made to ensurethat the questionnaireswere mailed directly to
the relevant people but this doesguaranteethat the questionnaireswere in fact
bias
in
introduce
may
intended
by
This
the
the
an
element
of
completed
person.
findings but theseare consideredminimal and do not affect the overall findings.
Furthermore, wider qualitative data collection potentially through the use of
focus groupspost the large scalesurveywould have enabledexploration of the
reasonswhy certain constructswere not consideredcritical to KM successor
were not viewed as impacting on organisational success. Adopting this
final
have
the
outcomesof the researchand
emergentapproach would
enriched
it
due
However,
for
to
time
was
constraints,
allowed
greateranalysisof results.
for
future
be
do
but
to
this
research,
not possible
would a useful consideration
7.4.5 Instrument Development
The survey instrument used in this research generally adapted previous
increase
in
to
the
This
order
validated questionnaires.
method was chosen
in
findings
but
because
the
the
actual statements the survey
reliability of
instrument were adaptedand not adoptedwholly, this may slightly skew the
meaningsof the statements. Although a limitation of this research,this was
consideredmore appropriatethan adopting statementsthat were intended for
anothercontext.
Another limitation of adopting previously validated questionnairesis that they
may suffer from lack of currency. This is especially the casewith constructs
such as IT where there is continuous development and the uses of IT are
regularly changing. Although the decision was taken to adopt and adapt prevalidated survey tools to increasethe reliability and validity of findings, there is
a recognition that this has been at the expenseof measuringthe most current
and up-to-date application of these constructs.Future researchmay overcome
this limitation by developingnew measurementtools.
254

7.4.6 Contextualising Findings
The findings from this researchare related solely to the financial services
industry. Although thesefindings are useful independently,there is potential to
data
in
findings
triangulation
through
these
sources
external
with
contextualise
key
industries
the
This
of
other
would enablea greaterappreciation
and sectors
success factors for KM in financial services as compared to other areas.
However, given that KM is sucha new area,thesestudieswere not available at
the time of researchandthereforeposean avenuefor ftirther research.
The findings from this researchwere basedon a perceptualapproachand whilst
there is general agreementin the managementsciencesthat perceptualbased
measuresare acceptable,it is recognisedthat these views may not necessarily
representreality. This howeveris not considereda threatto the reliability of the
key
the
to
the
the
of
players
perceptions
researchas
aim of
researchwas explore
in the field and not to establishthe truth or reality.
7.4.7 Geographical Scope

Finally, the geographicalscope of the researchmay be considereda limiting
factor as the research was conducted in the UK in order to keep within
for
Another
levels
this
reason
manageable
of scope, cost and access.
geographical constraint was to limit the potential of moderating variables
surroundingcultural differencesfrom affecting the resultsof the research.
7.5 SuggestedAreas for Further Research
This researchhas contributedto the extant literature on KM by identifying the
critical factors for successfor KM programmesas well the factors that impact
on perceptions of organisational success. Although this researchaddressed
many important questionsin the KM field, it also raised a number of important
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questions that need to be answeredbut which were outside the scope of this
both
has
Thus
speciflc and
study.
a clear researchagenda arisenwhich entails
wider researchcontextsto be identified.
Firstly, one of the central tenetsof this researchwas the comparisonbetween
in
in
KM
those
operating
a non-KM
and
organisationsoperating a
environment
for
distinction
the purposes of the
Although
this
was useful
environment.
current study, future researchcould explore different comparisons such as
different
in
different
KM
countries. This
or
organisationsoperating
sectors
in
impact
KM
that
practises
all
on
can
would provide valuable results
industries.

For the purposesof this research,an'yattemptto formally manageknowledge,
either in its tacit or explicit form was considereda KM programme and no
detailed definition of the intricacies of the KM programmewas sought,as this
however,
Future
the
the
may considerthe
research
was outside
scopeof
study.
identification of the different elementsof any KM programme in question as
this may help in addressingthe differencesin perception of critical success
factors.

Although a knowledge-friendly culture was identified as a critical factor for
KM successand as a factor that is associatedwith perceptionsof organisational
success,specific elementsof a knowledge-friendlyculture vary and are open to
different interpretations. Further research needs to establish the specific
elementsof a knowledge-friendly culture that impact on KM successand how
thesecan be promotedin an organisation.
Given that researchhas establishedthe importanceof organisationalclimate for
is
in
limited
it
is
(Gray,
2001),
that
there
research the
project success
surprising
KM field regardingthe effectsof organisationalclimate on KM success.This is
an avenue for further researchwhich may have important implications for
managementpractise. The need for this is compoundedby findings from this
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research which have establishedthat a high-trust climate is associatedwith
perceptions of organisationalsuccess,and considering that the terms climate
and culture are sometimesused interchangeably,it is therefore important to
differentiate betweenthe two terms enabling better analysis of the impact of
climate on success.
Much of the KM literature has beenconcernedwith the impact that knowledge
sharing can have on KM successand this researchhas establishedthat routine
knowledge sharing 'is a critical factor for KM successas well as being a
predictor for success. However, the routine sharing of tacit knowledge is an
area that requires ftirther researchas it is still unclear how organisationscan
promote the sharing of this type of knowledge. Future researchmay make the
clear distinction between tacit knowledge and explicit knowledge as two
separateconstructs thereby enabling independentanalysis of these different
factors. In addition, researchneedsto establishhow IT can most usefully help
in transferringtacit knowledge.
Although this researchhas explored the importance of effective IT for KM
success and perceptions of organisational success, IT is a continuously
developing field and the uses of IT are changing the face of communication
within organisations. Thus, avenuesfor further researchmay explore these
changesutilising up-to-datesurveytools that reflect the developmentsthat have
taken place in this field.
This researchhas also establishedthat availability of time is viewed as a critical
factor for KM successyet there is still limited researchin the KM literature to
supportthis view which this posesanotherareafor further research.
Given the increasingsize of organisationsin today's economycoupledwith the
abundanceof geographicallydisparateoffice locations and the increaseduse of
technology, this has meant that there are fewer opportunities for employee
interaction that facilitate the routine sharingof knowledge. Empirical research
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needs to identify the most conducive organisational structure in order to
overcome these problems and allow for the development of trusting
relationships. Furthermore,more researchneedsto be concernedwith the types
of organisationalstructuresthat arebestsuitedto organisationsoperatingin KM
environmentsand thoseoperatingin non-KM environmentsand whether or not
organisationalstructurescan in fact be influencedso that they are aligned to the
needsof the KM programme.
Key literature in the KM field identifies routine innovation as the main desired
outcome of KM programmes,yet this is not reflected in the findings from this
study. Further empirical researchneedsto advancethe understandingof how
innovationscan be supportedandmeasuredin an organisationalsetting.
Although this study has establishedthat knowledge-sharingbasedrewards are
associatedwith perceptionsof organisationalsuccess,the KM literature is still
undecidedas to whetheror not rewardsact as motivators for improved KM and
knowledge sharing. Thus, this forms a prime areafor further empirical research
in order to establishthe impact of knowledge-sharingbasedrewards on KM
efforts as well asthe most effective rewardsystemsand structures.
Moreover, this research has identified differences in perceptions of
organisationalsuccessbasedon respondents'position in organisation,level of
understandingof KM as well asthe organisations'strategicfocus. Thus, further
researchcould explore the impact and extent of thesedifferenceson perceptions
of organisationalsuccess. This could potentially be achievedthrough a wider
qualitative researchprocessprobing respondenton their perceptionsin order to
glean rich data.
On a more generallevel, this researchhas identified the inter-relatednessof the
factors involved in the research. TIlis has beenevident throughoutthe different
stagesof the researchwhich has highlighted the complexities of the individual
factors as well as the effects of the,factors on each other. Further researchin
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this areawould allow a betterunderstandingof the cumulative impacts of these
factors on KM successtherebygreatlyassistingmanagementpractise.
A specific interesting finding that emerges from the results of this research
relates to the lack of a clear KM measurement system. This is a highly debated
area in the KM literature but ftirther empirical research into the measurement of
KM would enrich the understanding of how KM can impact on organisational
effectiveness.

Finally, this researchwas limited to the financial servicesindustry and future
work can replicate this study in other industries(both public and private sector)
in order to achievecross sectorcomparisonswhich would aid understandingof
the characteristicsof KM in different settings. Furthermore,triangulation of
results with external data sourcesallows for realistic comparisonsto be drawn
which can be very useful for managementpractise.
7.6 Conclusion

This chapter has detailed the main contributionsto knowledge emerging as a
result of this study. These contributions were discussedboth specifically in
relation to the researchfindings as well as more generally in relation to the
researchprocess. This allowed the researchto be positionedwithin KM theory.
Following this, the implications of the researchfindings to managementpractise
were explored. Details of the implications of each of the constructs were
discussedin relation to its potential impact of managementpractise.
The chapterthen turned to a discussionof the limitations of the study. As with
any research,somelimitations alwaysexist and thesewere discussedand where
possiblejustified. A clear agendafor future researchemergedout of this study
and this was discussedin the final section. -
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Confidential
COMMUNICATION

SURVEY

This is a national survey looking at communication in organisations. Responses are hased on your
own experiences, therefore there are no right or wrong answers. All replies -,ire confidential and
you are not asked for your name, or your organisation. The questionnaire should take no longer
than 15 minutes to complete. Thank you for your time in completing this q ues(ion nai re.
Please answer the following
questions, as honestly as possible, with
organ isation/depa rtment in mind.
To answer the questions, please tick the appropriate box that represents how you feel.

your

own

Information
Slightly
11
ý-.,"ý "I

Reward

00

d"Millml.

0

Ll

13

11

El

13
El

1-1

[A

II

slightly

El

13

El

11
ýEl ---

13

C3

El

C3
Ll

13

13

Ll
13
Ll
(3,0El

00
(3
0--L)

11

-;:
11
11

0

11

II

-7-77;

13

IC3,

11

Ei
278

Li

Ll

13
11

13
Zm
-0
cjý,
00
q775'
El
E]

SECTION 2: HOW THE ORGANISATION WORKS

Cl

Ll

0

000

Li

u

IF jil

11

Ll

0

El

El

00

El

rl

11

11

13

0

13

El

El

11

11

El

El

El

Ll

Ll

13

13

11

11

13

El
1:1

13

0

13

1:1

Ll

11

11

13

13

00

El

L.1

iIII

1:1

13

n

F]

El
13
El
11
C3-- 13
11
ri

Ll

271)

13
11

11

a
IIII

13
II

Ll

El
13
1:1

Career Development
The organisatioD
Promotion

takes career developmeaseriodsly.

tfic organisation
An adeq'uate sýýtem for career 'de
within

is clearly

based on incrit
T,

T-11,

strongly

shghtly

13

13

O'ý

El

11

0

R.,M, 51151---:
Ajý-

290

51,ghtly,

El

El

I100

El

11

11
-777

-

11
77=

13
IIIIII

13ý, q

El

U

El

Ll

11

El

El

0

11

11

El

11

13

13

13

13

El

1-1

El

strongly

With regards to the organisation's products/ services, only the best will do
My department has quality standards that are

ýigher

than those of its external competitors

UU

Thinking of your job, how would you rate your current job?
(please circle one numktTfiqr tmh ifent)
Enjoyable
1234567
Bad
1234567
1234567
Worthwhile
Better than most 1234567
1234567
Excellent
Agreeable
1234567
Contented
1234567

Unpleasant
Oood
Waste of' time
Worst than most
Poor
Disagreeable

-Discontented

What do you consideryour organisation'smain strategicfocus? (please tick one box only)
Efficiency/Cost
CUStOllier Satisiliction
Quality 0
Innovation 0
reduction 0
Does your organisation
0
Yes
have a knowledge management programme?
How much do you know about knowledge management?
(please tick one box onl. v)
Never heard of it
1:1
0A
A fair amount
little bit

0

Don't Know
0
No
0A

0
Don't
p-eatdca
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Text cut off in original

Finally, a few questions about yourself

Thesequestionsare being askedso that comparisonscan be madebetweendifferent groupsof responi
All responseswill remainconfidential,with no individual being identified.
.
How would you classify your organisation?(pleasetick one box only)
C3
Manufacturing/production 13
RetaiMolesale
13
Business/Professional
Services 1-3
Construction
engineering,
13
Telecommunications/IT
E3
Transport/Distribution
[3
Leisure/Catering/Hotels
0
Health/Education/Govemment
Which departmentin the
organisationdo you work for?

What is your job title?

What is your employment
status?
...
F/T 13 P/T 13 Contractor[3

Health/Education/Governmen
Utilities/Mining/Agiriculture
Bankbg/Finance/Insurance/La
Other

Which of the followingbest describesyour position in the Are you: Male E
organisation?(please tick one box
only)
What Is your age
13
Executive/CEO/Director

JuniorManager

E3
13

SeniorManager

[3

Supervisor

MiddleManager

0

Front-lineemployee 13

Other(pleasestate)

-E-3

How long haveyi
the organisationl
How longhaveyo
your current rolt

How would you rate your knowledge/understanding
of the tasks requiredin your job?
High 13 Medium E3 Low 13 None 13
If you have any other commentspleaseaddthem over the page.

Thank you very much for your time, your thoughts are very greatly
appreciate .
Pleasereturn the completedquestionnaireto:
Yusra Mouzughi,
Senior Lecturer,
School of Management,
Liverpool John Moores University,
John FosterBuilding, 98 Mount Pleasant,
Liverpool, D 5UZ
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Items in Knowledge-Friendly Culture Construct
The commitment of staff is an important asset for any organisation
Sharing knowledge makes it easier for us to achieve our goals
I am very clear about my role in helping the organisation achieve its goals
I am clear about my work priorities
I value colleagues in my department
I feel valued by the organisation.as a whole
I know exactly what is expected of me
We are proud of the quality provided by our department
Overall I value my work colleagues in the organisation.
I am a valued member of the department
Colleagues outside my dept. share information when I ask them
I am kept informed about significant issues in the org.
The people in my department coopemte well with other departments
Achieving business goals is the organisation's most imoortant aim
I use my skills to support colleagues outside the dept.
My line manager clarifies what he or she expects from me
Colleagues outside my dept. share their skills when I ask them
With regards to the organisation's products/ services, only the best will do
I arn proud to be part of the organisation
I am aware of the role most people play in the organiSation
Employeesare encouragedto participatein formulating their performanceobjectives
The organisational grapevine keeps me well informed
My departmenthasquality standardsthat arehigher than thoseof its external
competitors
The organisation has a stron determination to beat clearly defined competitors
The organisation's strategic goals are openly shared
In general, people pull their weight in the organisation
The next five years are likely to be betterfor the organisationthan the last five years
People here strongly support each other
Employees are generally encouraged to resolve conflicts quickly
I share the information I have with colleagues outside the dept.
Reviews of my work are strongly related to my personal development
I feel valued by the organisation as a whole
Overall, organisational communication is effective
Once a project has been started it is usually seen through to completion
I feel as senseof belonging to the organiSation
My department respects the contribution made by other departments
My work would improve with more training
In general, this is a caring organisation
The organisation encouragesall employees to openly share information
The organisationencouragesemployeesto passinformation upwardsto managers
The organisation effectively solves most of its important problems
Employees are committed to helping each other leam about their work
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Within the organisation everyone is clearly held responsible for their performance
The organisational "grapevine" is a strong source of knowledge
In general, decision making in the organisation is effective
I would happily work for this organisation until retirement age
The organisation regularly reviews work procedures
Sharing knowledge is one of the core values of the organisation
The organisation's strategic goals are understood by all employees
Employees are protective about their work
The organisation. makes the best use of people's experience
The organisation is too tolerant of poor performers
The work of the organisation is coordinated effectively
Employees in this organisation are enthusiastic about learning from their work
In general conflict is managed effectively by the organisation
Senior management lives up to its responsibilities to the workers
job makes full use of my abilities
._My_current
The organisation is good at sharing good practice
Planning is carried out appropriately in the organisation
There is little conflict between departments
...
The organisation is good at leaming from things that do not go well
The training offered by the organisation is of a high quality
Procedures are in place for employees to clarify their expectations of line
managers
The organisation. has measures in place that reduce the number of conflicts
Consequences of poor performance are clear for all to see
It is rare that new projects are started without it being decided in advance how
they will proceed
The organisation's induction procedures are effective
Workers can get what they need from other departments without being hampered by
procedures
In taking an initiative, my colleagues sometimes ignore rules
Suggestions made by employees are usually ignored

Items in High-Trust Climate Construct
Employeesare generallyencouragedto resolveconflicts quickly
I fully understandwhat my responsibilitiesare
I think that it is important to discussmy appraisalreport with my line manager
Sharingknowledgemakesit easierfor us to achieveour goals
I arn very clear aboutmy role in helping the organisationachieveits goals
I am clear aboutmy work priorities
I value colleaguesin my department
I know exactly what is expectedof me
The sharingof information makesthis a betterplace to work
I Overall I value my work colleaguesin the organisation
[I have adequateoppoftunity to expressmy views in my dept.
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Colleagues in my department value me
Colleagues outside my dept. share information when I ask them
The people in my department cooperate well with other departments
My line manager clarifies what he or she expects from me
Colleagues outside my dept. sharetheir skills when I ask them
I use my skills to support colleagues outside the dept.
I am proud to be part of the organisation
I am aware of the role most people play in the organisation
My colleagues live up to my expectations of them
I know what contribution most departments make
In my organisation there is a real will to succeed
My line manager lives up to my expectations of him/her
In general, people pull their weight in the organisation
The next five years are Rely to be betterfor the organisationthan the last five years
People here strongly support each other
I share the information I have with colleagues outside the dept.
Overall, the organisation is flexible in meeting my needs
I feel valued by the organisation as a whole
Once a project has been started it is usually seen through to completion
I feel as senseof belonging to the organisation
My de2artment respects the contribution made by-other departments
In general,
this is a caring organisation
My department is respected by the other departments in the organisation
The organisation encourages all employees to openly share information
The organisationencouragesemployeesto passinformation upwardsto managers
The organisation effectively solves most of its important problems
The organisation respects my needs, even though they cannot always meet them
Within the organisationeveryoneis clearly held responsiblefor their perfonnance
The organisational "grapevine" is a strong source of knowledge
In general, decision making in the organisation is effective
I would happily work for this organisation until retirement age
The organisation regularly reviews work procedures
Sharing knowledge is one of the core values of the organisation
In this organisation conflicts tend to be resolved constructively
The organisation is too tolerant of poor performers
The work of the organisation is coordinated effectively
In general conflict is managed effectively by the organisation
Senior management lives up to its responsibilities to the workers
My current job makes full use of my abilities
The organisation is good at sharing good practice
Planning is carried out appropriately in the organisation
The organisation is good at learning from things that do not go well
There is little conflict between departments
Procedures are in place for employees to clarify their expectations of line
managers
The organi ation has measuresin place that reduce the number of conflicts
I am unlikely to leave the organisation to develop my career
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The organisation's induction procedures are effective
Workers can get what they need from other departments without being
hampered by procedures
Suggestions made by employees are usually ignored

Items in Routine Knowledge Sharing Construct
I think that it is importantto discussmy appraisalreport with my line manager
Sharing knowledgemakesit easierfor us to achieveour goals
The sharing of infannation.makesthis a betterplaceto work
When I've learnt somethingnew, I passit on to my colleagues
Colleaguesoutsidemy dept. shareinformation when I ask them
I receive aHthe infortnation neededto carry out my work
I am kept informed about significant issuesin the org.
My colleaguesare generallykeento discusswork matterswith me
My supervisorkeepsme informed aboutwhat is happening
Colleaguesoutsideniy dept. sharetheir skills when I ask them
Colleaguesin my departmentshareinformation aboutwhat is happening
I am awareof the role most peopleplay in the organisation
The organisationalgrapevinekeepsme well informed
The organisation'sstrategicgoalsare openly shared
The departmentis fully informed aboutsignificant organisationalissues
I sharethe inforination.I havewith colleaguesoutsidethe dept.
My colleaguesopenly discusswhat they needof eachanother
The organisation.encouragesall employeesto openly shareinformation
The organisation
to passinformationupwardsto managers
encourages
employees
The departmentreceivesall the information it needsto function effectively
Employeesare committedto helping eachother learn abouttheir work
The organisational"grapevine"is a strongsourceof knowledge
I would work more effectively if the other employeessharedtheir ideas
informedaboutcurrent
Seniormanagement
keepseveryonein theorganisation
activities
Sharingknowledgeis one of the core valuesof the organisation
Future plans for the organisation.are clearly communicatedto employees
Sharingknowledgeis taken into considerationin my performanceappraisal
The organisationis good at sharinggoodpractice
The orizanisationis good at learningfrom things that do not go well
Procedures
to clarify their expectations
of line managers
arein placefor employees
There is open sharingof information acrossorg isational departments
Employeesinfluence seniormanagementin their making of policy decisions
Departmentsclarify what they expectfrom eachother
Suggestionsfor improvementsarerarely soughtby my line manager
Suggestionsmadeby employeesare usually ignored

Items in High Levels of Job Satisfaction Construct
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I think that it is important to discuss my appraisal report with my line manager
Sharing knowledge makes it easier for us to achieve our goals
The sharing of information makes this a better place to work
When I've learnt something new, 'I pass it on to my colleagues
Colleagues outside my dept. share information when I ask them
I receive all the information neededto carry out my work
I am kept inforrned about significant issues in the org.
My colleagues are generally keen to discuss work matters with me
My supervisor keeps me informed about what is happening
Colleagues outside my dept. share their skills when I ask them
Colleagues in my department share information about what is happening
I am aware of the role most people play in the organisation
The organisational grapevine keeps me well informed
The organisation's strategic goals are openly shared
The department is fully informed about significant organisational issues
I share the information I have with colleagues outside the dept.
My colleagues openly discuss what they need of each another
The organisation encourages all employees to openly share information
The organisationencouragesemployeesto passinformation upwardsto managers
The department receives aH the information it needs to function effectively
Employees are committed to helping each other learn about their work
The organisational "grapevine" is a strong source of knowledge
I would work more effectively if the other employees shared their ideas
Senior managementkeepseveryonein the organisationinformed aboutcurrent
activities
Sharing knowledge is one of the core values of the organisation
Future plans for the organisation are clearly communicated to employees
Sharing knowledge is taken into consideration in my performance appraisal
The organisation is good at sharing good practice
The organisation. is good at learning from things that do not go well
Proceduresare in placefor employeesto clarify their expectationsof line managers
There is open sharing of information across organisational departments
Employees influence senior management in their making of policy decisions
Departments clarify what they expect from each other
Suggestio s for improvements are rarely sought by my line manager
Suggestions made by employees are usually ignored

Items in Flexible Oreanisational Structure Construct
Peoplein my departmentfully understandthe businessobjectives
My line managerdoesnot try to control my work activities
I fully participatein dedisionswhich directly affect my work
I am kept well enoughinfonned for me to take appropriatedecisions
is
it
is trying to
Most employees
theorganisation
of
what
sharea clearunderstanding
achieve
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My department respectsthe contribution made by other departments
Work is delegated to me according to my level of experience
The organisation undertakes adequateplanning for the future
My department is respected by the other departments in the organisation.
Departments meet their responsibilities to other departments
I am only held responsible for those things I can influence
Senior managementkeepseveryonein the organisationinformed about current
activities
Future plans for the organisation.are clearly communicated to employees
I have full confidencein the processby which important organisationaldecisionsare
made
It is clear where one person'sjob ends and another person's begins
Employees influence senior management in their making of policy decisions
In taking an initiative, my colleagues sometimes ignore rules
My line manager likes me to consult him/her before I take action

Items in Routine Innovation Construct
I am encouragedto be innovativein my work
Whenbusiness
opportimities
arise,peoplemakeanextraeffort to capitaliseon them
My departmentis encouragedto innovate
My colleaguesoften take the initiative in solving problems
Seniormanagement
encourages
workersto usetheir imitativewhenprocedures
are
unclear
The organisation.respondspromptly to new market innovations
In general,the organisationencouragesemployeesto make their own decisions
Work methodsare quickly changedto meetnew conditions
In taking an initiative, my colleaguessometimesignore rules

Items in Knowledge-Sharing Based Reward Construct
Colleaguesin my departmentvalue me
There are appropriatesystemsfor appraisingmy performance
In the main, the organisationmeetsmy needs
I receiveappropriatebenefits
The organisationtakescareerdevelopmentseriously
Employeeswho work hard are approPriatelyrecognised
In general,the organisationappropriatelyrewardsemployees
I receive a salaryappropriateto the work I undertake
Sharingknowledgeis taken into considerationin my performanceappraisal
There are clear differencesin pay awardsmadeto good and bad performers
Consequences
of poor performanceare clear for all to see
Motivation in the organisationis currently at a high level
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Promotion within the organisation is clearly based on merit
Employees whose work is not of the highest order are dealt with appropriately

Items in Effective Information Technology Construct
My departmentreceivessufficient infonnation to enableit to achieveits goals
Organisationalinformation is well presented
My departmentsuffersfrom infonnation overload
Infonnation is alwaysavailablewhen it is needed

Items in Availability of Time Construct
I do not have time to read all the documentationthat is passedto me
I haveto put in long hours to achievemy work targets
There is often too much work to do in the time allocated
I often feel that the pressureof work is excessive
Work piles up fasterthan I can completeit
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Appendix 3
Covering Letter
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Dear
EFFECTIVE COMMUNICATIONMANAGEMENT
Effective.communicationin organisationsis a subject of much debate.
We simply do not understandwhat combinationof factors constitute best
practise in sharing information.
This survey is designed to develop an understanding of effective
communication. It is part of a major researchprogrammeundertaken at
Liverpool John Moores University and I am writing to invite you to
participate, as it is very importantfor us to receive your input. You may
be assured that the confidentialityof your responseswill be respected.
The survey should take you no more than 15 minutes to complete. If
you would like a summary of the results - factors leading to effective
communicationmanagement- please includeyour mailing details at the
end of the survey.
Thank you -I know you have great demands on your time, but this
research anticipates helping you make best use of your limited
resources.
I would be very happy to answer any questions you may have and may
be contactedon 01512313261.
Yours sincerely
Yusra Mouzughi MBA, BA (Hons)
Senior Lecturer
School of Management

292

SOME

PARTS

EXCLUDED
UNDER
INSTRUCTION
FROM

THE

UNIVERSITY

