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Abstract of Dissertation

Confirming the Stankosky Knowledge Management Frame  work

As a managerial construct, knowledge management (KM) optimizes organizational
knowledge assets to achieve sustainable business advantages by connecting people
with the intellectual resources needed to operate more effectively. Yet KM may have its
greatest impact when used with repeatable, systems engineering-based “frameworks.”
As such, this study sought to compare and contrast the Stankosky Knowledge
Management Framework (KMF) to other KMFs with special emphasis on the Wieneke-
Price (aka General Motors) KM Domain Model, for the purpose of determining the
validity of the four primary pillars of the Stankosky KMF as core components of modern-
day KM frameworks.

Using a systematic literature review to gather current information regarding KM and
its managerial frameworks, this study identified potential capability gaps in the
Stankosky KMF in nine different domains. These perceived gaps in turn helped to field a
45-question self-administered survey which fueled statistical analysis and testing of four
(4) question groups.

Three (3) of the four (4) question groups evaluated in this study suggest (from a
majority rule perspective) that the Stankosky KMF leadership, learning, and technology
pillars merit inclusion as components of a contemporary KM framework. However,
juxtaposed to the works of Stankosky and Baldanza, Calabrese, Bixler, Eisner, Wiig,
Davenport, and others this research also suggests that the Stankosky KMF
organizational pillar in its current form, may not wholly fulfill the needs of today’s KM

community.



The contributions of this research primarily affect the academic and operational KM
communities. Academically, it serves as a potential starting point for future research
aimed at identifying and or validating the components and activities comprising modern-
day KM frameworks. Operationally, it suggests various considerations for implementing
KM frameworks that are capable of operating in myriad organizations and business
domains. From an operational viewpoint it also proposes several new research
opportunities, many with potentially significant ramifications, regarding the
implementation of future KM frameworks and their potentially holistic impact on

organizational performance.
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Glossary of Terms

Abstract . A short summary containing information readers need in order to decide
whether or not the materials in question are credible, applicable, and worth
reading in its entirety (Salkind, 1991).

Abstraction . The “simplification” or translation of empirical observations for the purpose
of defining potentially complex concepts relating to areas of primary interest
(Routio, 2004).

Adopters . Those using knowledge, innovation, and or KM programs (Hall, 1994).

Alpha Level ( a). The level of risk a researcher is willing to accept (i.e., the probability)
that a Type | statistical error will occur resulting in the null hypothesis being
rejected when it should not be rejected (Hildebrand and Ott, 1996; Urdan, 2005).

Alternate Hypothesis (H,). The rival (i.e., opposite) hypothesis of a null hypothesis that
typically states the population’s observed behavior is not equal to (or not as
extreme as) the claimed result/value stated in the null hypothesis (Rumsey, 2003).

Architecture . The structure of the components comprising a system, the relationship(s)
between these components, and the principles and guidelines governing the
system’s design and evolution (Eisner, 2002).

Attributes . The discernible properties or characteristics of a system’s components
(Blanchard and Fabrycky, 1981).

Availability (Ao). The probability that a system will be available and or capable of
operating as designed when needed (Eisner, 2002).

Baseline . A collection of information highlighting the current condition, characteristics,
and or state of a project, program, or system used to differentiate between
previous, current, and future representations of the same or similar entities (US
Army, 2001).

Basic Research . Research that collects new information with the goal of advancing the
state of knowledge in a particular area of interest (Blanchard and Fabrycky, 1981).

Benchmarking . The process of acquiring and classifying information and promoting

this information to intelligence and or knowledge through the process of inference
(Wieneke and Price, 2003).
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Best Practice . A method for accomplishing a business function or process considered
superior to all other known methods for achieving the same goal (US Army, 2001).

Beta Level ( B). The level of risk a researcher is willing to accept that Type Il statistical
errors may occur (Hildebrand and Ott, 1996).

Business Research . A systematic inquiry or scientific method of discovery for providing
information used to guide business decisions (Cooper and Emory, 1995)

Business Strategy. The overall approach an organization takes to achieve its primary
business goals and objectives (Wieneke and Price, 2003).

Capability . The measure of a system’s performance relating to its ability to achieve
customer requirements and or meet expectations (Eisner, 2002).

Central Limits Theorem . A statistical rule stating if a reasonably large sample size is
collected (typically N => 30) the sampling distribution of the mean will be normally
distributed even if the distribution scores of the sample collected is not (Hildebrand
and Ott, 1996; Urdan, 2005).

Closed System . A system that does not interact (significantly) with its external
environment whereby the external environment only provides a context for the
system to operate within (Blanchard and Fabrycky, 1981).

Cadification . The process of collecting and validating the value and or worth of
knowledge assets through their use and reuse in achieving enterprise goals and or
solving corporate problems (Koenig, 2001; Bixler, 2002b, 2002c)

Codified Knowledge . Knowledge that is considered explicit, accurate, and factual
based on related information and knowledge available at the time (Zack, 1999).

Community of Interest (COI) . Groups of organizations or people (typically from a
variety of disciplines) engaged in closely related activities due to a shared interest
or passion. Typically these groups exchange ideas about the shared passion but
know or care little about each other outside of the area of interest (Gerhard, 1998).

Community of Practice (COP) . Communities or groups composed of people or
organizations with similar interests or expertise informally bound to each other
through common problems, pursuits, or knowledge (US Army, 2001).

Complex Systems . Systems composed of numerous related and or unrelated parts,
components, and sub-systems that may or may not be part of other systems or
sub-systems (Moore, 2001).

Component . The lowest level and or most discreet functional entity of a complex
system (Blanchard and Fabrycky, 1981).
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Confidence Interval (CI) . A numerical value commonly depicted in either decimal or
percentage form indicating the confidence a researcher has that the findings of
their work are similar to those existing in the overall target population at large
(Cooper and Emory, 1995; Hildebrand and Ott, 1996; Creative Research, 2001).

Confidence Level (Z) . Typically expressed as a percentage or decimal value
representing how often the true percentage of the target population could be
expected to behave in a given manner or fall within a specific set of boundaries
(Salkind, 1991).

Confounding Factors.  Variables and or behaviors with the potential to skew or
negatively impact the results of research by indicating false relationships,
masking, or wrongly demonstrating possible associations between variables of
interest when in fact, no real relationships exist (Rumsey, 2003).

Cross-Sectional . A concept referring to research investigating the current state of
affairs in an area of interest as it exists at a set time and place in order to form a
baseline or snapshot in time of existing and or pre-existing conditions (Cooper and
Emory, 1995).

Customer . The “end user” and (typically) primary driving factor behind the design,
development, and fielding of systems, processes, or programs (Eisner, 2002).

Data. Discrete and or objective facts and figures about items typically without context or
prior interpretation (US Army, 2001).

Decision Support System (DSS) . Interactive, typically IT-based systems that help
organizations make better, quicker, and arguably more informed decisions when
solving unstructured or semi-structured problems (US Army, 2001).

Descriptive Statistics . Summary values of sample data describing basic features of a
target population’s distribution meant only for ascertaining general characteristics
of the overall population from which they were collected (BBN Corporation, 1997;
Urdan, 2005).

Descriptive Studies . Studies describing the state of affairs in an area of interest as
they existed at the time the study was conducted in order to document a given
domain’s “baseline” or “as-is” condition (Salkind, 1991; Cooper and Emory, 1995).

Empirical Research . A research methodology founded on the scientific precept of
discovery using direct or indirect observation to support inductive or deductive
reasoning (Cooper and Emory, 1995; wordIQ, 2003).

End User. See “Customer.”

Environment . The physical and or other conditions (internal and external) in which a
system operates (Blanchard and Fabrycky, 1981).

Epistemology . The study of the origin, nature, methods, foundations, and limits of
knowledge (Gruber, 1993; Nonaka, 1994, Stankosky, 2001e).
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Expert System . Computer programs or IT systems possessing information, knowledge
and or experience in a particular domain capable of simulating human or
organizational judgment and behavior (Primozic, Primozic, and Leben, 1991).

Explicit Knowledge . Knowledge that has been captured and can be repeatedly
articulated in recognizable forms such as grammatical statements, mathematical
expressions, specifications, drawings, diagrams, manuals, etc. (Stankosky and
Baldanza, 2000).

Exploratory Research. Research leading to the investigation of loosely structured
activities with the objective of discovering and developing hypotheses and or
guestions suitable for additional future research (Cooper and Emory, 1995).

Framework . A structure comprised of relevant entities, activities, and or guiding
principles for understanding, defining, capturing, documenting, and or categorizing
how various parts and processes of a complex system work together to achieve
desired objectives (Harris and Varveris, 2004; Wong and Aspinwall, 2004).

Function . A specific action or set of actions required to achieve specific goals and or
objectives (Blanchard and Fabrycky, 1981).

Funneled Survey Questions . An approach for sequencing survey questions that
places more generalized questions at the beginning and end of the survey with
more difficult and or thought-provoking questions located in the middle of the
instrument (Cooper and Emory, 1995; Hildebrand and Ott, 1996; SurveyMonkey,
2007a).

General Information . Information that provides a high-level overview of topics of
interest but does not contain the level of detail found in primary or secondary data
sources (Salkind, 1991).

Generalization . The act of interpreting the results of a study’s data analysis phase and
arranging this information so it better focuses attention on those issues and or
activities common to the primary area of interest (Routio, 2004)

Hard Systems . Systems based on documented, proven, established engineering or
otherwise scientifically based concepts (Blanchard and Fabrycky, 1981).

Heuristics . General beliefs based on previous personal experiences that serve as the
basis for estimating future outcomes in similar or like situations (Wideman, 2001).

Hypothesis . An educated guess posed in the form of a question reflecting a testable
theory or body of literature which implies a relationship exists between the
activity’s variables of interest (Salkind, 1991; Cooper and Emory, 1995).

Inductive Thought . A method of reasoning that draws its conclusion from one or more

particular facts or pieces of evidence where the conclusion reached explains the
facts and the facts support the conclusion (Cooper and Emory, 1995).
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Information . Data, messages, or meanings having recognizable context and order that
are capable of adding, restructuring, yielding, or changing knowledge (Nonaka,
1994; Gill, 2001).

Information Technology (IT) . Computer-based systems for collecting, exchanging,
processing, storing, retrieving and or producing information (Roling, 1990).

Innovation . The application of an invention, new idea, or theory for the first time (Hall,
1994).

Integration . The process of bringing disparate components and or elements together
for the purpose of working as a single entity (INCOSE, 2005).

Intellectual Capital . Non-financial based assets such as knowledge, information,
experience, and other tacit entities capable of generating (or representing)
organizational wealth and or competitive advantage (Malhotra, 2003).

Knowledge . Data and or information that provide meaning, value, or relevance to an
activity based on the application of “human factors” to this information (Gill, 2001).

Knowledge Asset: Relevant knowledge-based items and or activities needed for
business processes to generate profits and achieve economic growth and
competitive advantage (Malhotra, 2003).

Knowledge Base . A specialized database commonly supporting knowledge
management activities that provide automated methods for collecting, organizing,
and retrieving organizational knowledge (Wieneke and Price, 2003).

Knowledge Capital . The overall value (implicit and explicit) that the knowledge in
guestion provides and or returns to the company (Wieneke and Price, 2003).

Knowledge-Centric . A system or activity whose central focus is creating, capturing,
sharing, or using knowledge (Stankosky, 20019).

Knowledge Lifecycle . A continuous and iterative process for creating, capturing,
organizing, storing, accessing, and using an organization’s intellectual assets (US
Army, 2001).

Knowledge Management (KM) . A systematic process for acquiring, organizing, and
communicating relevant knowledge assets to improve organizational efficiency,
effectiveness, and innovation (Stankosky, 2001f; Hahn and Subramani, 2003).

Knowledge Manager . The person responsible for managing organizational knowledge
assets needed to achieve primary business objectives who knows where these
assets can be found and can verify they are accurate, relevant, current, and
available when and where needed (Wieneke and Price, 2003).

Knowledge Nugget . A parcel of knowledge that is easily managed, applied, shared, or
re-used (Wieneke and Price, 2003).
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Knowledge Worker . An individual possessing the skills and practical life experiences
needed to maximize the impact of available knowledge assets (Drucker, 2001b).

Kurtosis . The shape of the distribution of statistical scores with respect to the resultant
flatness, peakedness, and heaviness or thickness of the distribution’s tails relative
to its expected normal distribution (BBN Corporation, 1997; Urdan, 2005).

Learning . The process of acquiring skills and competencies that allow the learner to
more successfully achieve individual and or organizational goals (OECD, 2000).

Learning Organization . A corporate entity intentionally structured and or organized to
enhance organizational learning and competence through acts of knowledge
creation, modification, acquisition, and transfer (Garvin, 1993; OECD, 2000).

Legacy System . Typically older and or technologically dated IT systems or software
that despite potentially poor performance, efficiency, or incompatibility with more
modern equivalents, continue to be used due to replacement cost, redesign,
integration, capability, or other resource considerations (Hooper and Barker,
1999).

Literature Review . A systematic review of existing documentation serving as the
informational foundation of research-based studies by identifying work already
completed or underway in an area of interest and providing a framework for
answering questions relevant to the study being conducted (Salkind, 1991).

Measurement Question . Questions that interface directly with and collect information
from survey participants (Cooper and Emory, 1995).

Metaknowledge . Knowledge about the nature of knowledge and knowing (Swanstrom,
2000; Wieneke and Price, 2003).

Methodology . Rules or sets of activities guiding actions and or decisions based on the
situation at hand (Vanhoenacker, Bryant, and Dedene, 1999).

Metrics . Collections of data used as points of reference for evaluating the progress,
performance, quality, and or success of products or services (Software, 2002).

Minimum Sample Size . The smallest recommended number of participants who should
respond for a survey to effectively and reliably demonstrate (via statistical testing
methods) if differences exist between the expected and attained results (Salkind,
1991).

Model . Physical or conceptual representations of phenomena that typically use
analogies to study the individual properties of the phenomena in question (Cooper
and Emory, 1995).

Non-Probability Sampling . A sampling methodology based on the premise that
participant selection is not random and does not consider the entire pool of
potential respondents but rather, a sub-set of the total population that sufficiently
represents the entire population or is of specific interest to the study (Cooper and
Emory, 1995).
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Nominal Data . Data that is categorical in nature and differing by quality rather than
guantity. Because the level of measure is qualitative in nature, nominal items
cannot belong to more than one category at a time (Salkind, 1991; Rumsey,
2003).

Null Hypothesis (H,). A hypothesis typically stating that there is no difference or effect
between the sample population’s observed behavior and the claimed results/value
of the overall population (Rumsey, 2003; Urdan, 2005).

Object-Oriented Methodology. A system development methodology focusing on
groups of interacting objects vice conventional flowchart models. Under this
model, each object interacts with other objects as part of a larger entity yet
maintains the individual personality defining its actions, roles, or responsibilities
(Booch, 1994).

Ontology . The study of objects providing structure and vocabulary for defining
knowledge-based concepts and relationships (Gruber, 1993; Batres and Naka,
2000).

Open System . Systems that interact with their internal and external environments by
allowing and or requiring inputs and outputs to cross environmental boundaries
(Blanchard and Fabrycky, 1981; Eisner, 2002).

Ordinal Data . Data referenced by its position along a given continuum where the items
in question are not only categorized but are also ordered within the category using
a given set of criteria (Salkind, 1991; Cornell, 2002).

Organizational Culture . The process by which organizations build their operational
environment using goals, experiences, lessons learned, and innovation to create
new innovations and achieve corporate objectives (Swanstrom, 2000).

P-Value. The probability (i.e., likelihood) of observing a test statistic equally as extreme
as the value(s) actually observed based on the assumption that the null
hypothesis is true. If the obtained p-value is outside of the upper and lower
confidence interval limits, then it can be said either the null hypothesis is false (i.e.,
is rejected) or an unusual (i.e., “statically significant”) event has occurred (BBN
Corporation, 1997).

Parametric Tests. Statistical tests assuming the data used come from a specific type of
probability distribution and making inferences about the parameters of the
population distribution (Hildebrand and Ott, 1996).

Peer Review . A method of testing where the item(s) in question are reviewed for
accuracy, effectiveness, and or completeness by individuals, other than the
author, who possess appropriate expertise (Primozic, Primozic, and Leben, 1991).

Personalization . Connecting people and or maximizing human-based networks in
order to optimize customized, innovative, and primarily tacit organizational
knowledge (Koenig, 2001).

Population . A group from which data are collected or a sample is taken (Urdan, 2005).
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Probability . The chance or likelihood of an event occurring (Urdan, 2005).

Process . A systematic series of actions and or activities directed to some end; a
continuous action, operation, or series of changes occurring in a defined order (US
Army, 2001).

Project . A formal enterprise, usually of limited scope, used for addressing matters
relating to the design, development, and centralized management of complex
systems (Eisner, 2002).

Proportion Rate (p) . The probability of an event occurring during a given observation
or sample period (Hildebrand & Ott, 1996).

Random Sample . A sampling methodology where members of a population are
selected in a manner so that all members of the population have an equal chance
of being selected into the sample pool (Urdan, 2005).

Relationships . The links and or interactions (physical and logical) between the
components of complex systems (Blanchard and Fabrycky, 1981).

Reliability . A metric for determining the consistency, repeatability, or likeness of the
items or actions being measured and ensuring like activities return similar results
each time they’re executed (Salkind 1991, Hildebrand and Ott, 1996).

Requirement . Customer “wants or desires” resulting from problems or deficiencies that
must be satisfied to achieve stated goals and objectives (Blanchard and Fabrycky,
1981).

Research . A process of exploration and discovery pursuing answers to questions or
problems using a repeatable, scientific methodology (Salkind, 1991; Cooper and
Emory, 1995).

Research Question . An expression of interest and or intent regarding a subject or
guestion of significance to the researcher (Salkind, 1991).

Risk. The possibility something will interfere with the completion and or proper
execution of a project, process, or activity (Wideman, 2001).

Risk Management . The process of controlling risk to include risk identification,
analysis, reduction, transfer, avoidance, and contingency planning (Wideman,
2001).

Sample. An individual or group selected from a target population from whom pertinent
data are collected (Urdan, 2005).

Sample Frame . A subset of a target population whose behavioral characteristics can be

reasonably expected to mirror those of the overall population from which the
participants are selected (Salkind, 1991; Cooper and Emory, 1995).
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Scientific Method . The process of answering questions and defining problems through
the use of repeatable research methods that provide objective, fact-based results
justified by the data collected (Cooper and Emory, 1995).

Scientific Research . A systematic process of on-going exploration and discovery
through which new knowledge is discovered and or gained (Salkind, 1991).

Second-Loop Learning . The process of reflecting on what was learned during previous
activities and applying these lessons to achieve better results in future efforts
(OECD, 2000).

Skewness . When the distribution of statistical information has many scores clustered at
one end of the distribution and relatively few at the other end thus forming a tail
(Urdan, 2005). A measurement depicting the lack of variance in the symmetry of a
sample population’s distribution (BBN Corporation, 1997).

Soft Systems . Systems based on heuristics, dynamic environmental factors, and
intangible economic returns rather than codified, science-based methods or fixed
measurements (Blanchard and Fabrycky, 1981).

Specification . A document stating in complete and verifiable terms the requirements,
design, behavior, and other key characteristics of a complex system (IEEE, 1991).

Standards . Criteria typically established by recognized authorities defining rules,
principles, or measures for evaluating performance (IEEE, 1991).

Static System . Systems having structure but no activity (Blanchard and Fabrycky,
1981).

Statistical Power . A unit of measure, usually in decimal form, stating the ability of a
statistical test to accurately access and or detect genuine relationships or
differences between variables or items of interest (NCS, 2003; Crunk, 2004).

Statistical Significance . A unit of measure, usually stated as a percentage, used to
determine whether the differences between variables of interest occurred by
chance and are due to other factors (Salkind, 1991).

System . A combination of elements or parts forming a complex or unitary whole; an
ordered and comprehensive assemblage of facts, principles or doctrines that
together converts inputs to outputs and or produces results not obtainable by the
elements alone (Blanchard and Fabrycky, 1981; Eisner, 2002; INCOSE, 2005).

System Elements . All things required to produce system-level results. Elements can
include people, hardware, software, facilities, policies, intellectual property and
other items (INCOSE, 2005).

Systems Engineering (SE). The “iterative process of top-down synthesis,

development, and operation of a real-world system that satisfies, in a near-optimal
manner, the full range of requirements” (Eisner, 2002).
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Systems Management . A set of practices (i.e., planning, organizing, directing, and
monitoring) whereby people, processes, tools, and systems are brought together
to maximize their efficiency and effectiveness (Stankosky, 2001a).

Systems Thinking . An SE-based approach where all systems are comprised of other
systems and at the same time, serve as sub-systems and or components of larger
systems (Blanchard and Fabrycky, 1981; Eisner, 2002).

Tacit Knowledge . Non-codified knowledge that is typically undocumented and often
based on individual skills, routines, and experiences (OECD, 2000; Swanstrom,
2000).

Target Population . The entire group of subjects whose behavioral characteristics a
study is attempting to capture, replicate, or generalize (NCS Pearson, 2003).

Taxonomy . A framework for classifying and arranging objects based on their
similarities, differences, and or relationships (Swanstrom, 2000).

Team Learning . A process whereby groups are the fundamental learning units in an
organization vice individuals (Wieneke and Price, 2003).

Theory . The hypothetical formulation of apparent relationships and underlying
principles regarding observed phenomena that have been quantifiably verified to
an acceptable degree (Stankosky, 2001e).

Type | Error . A common statistical error made when the data collected or testing
methodologies used lead researchers to incorrectly reject a null hypothesis that is
in fact true (Salkind, 1991; Hildebrand and Ott, 1996; Urdan, 2005).

Type Il Error . A common statistical error made when the data collected or testing
methodologies used incorrectly lead researchers to not reject a null hypothesis
that is in fact, false (Eisner, 2002).

Validity . A construct for determining whether an activity accurately tests or measures
the parameters and criteria it is designed to (Salkind, 1991).

Z-Level. A statistical measurement based on the “empirical rule” which states that a
corresponding percentage of all answers from this and similar samples will fall
within a given number of standard deviations of the mean value of the target
population (Hildebrand and Ott, 1996).
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Chapter 1 - Introduction & Overview

“...(the) Intent of knowledge is to inform and influence decision
making. It must therefore focus on the future...”

Neilson (1998)

1.0. Introduction. KM...A Tipping Point in Today’s Business World

“Tipping points” are those moments in history when emerging trends hit theoretical
thresholds or points of critical mass which often trigger monumental change (Gladwell,
2002). Signaling profound and often radical departures from the status quo, tipping
points open the fabric of society to dramatic and far-reaching transformation. Tipping
points have happened throughout history and often seem random in nature. However,
this may not be the case as evidence suggests they instead build over time releasing
their transformational power when conditions are right (Gladwell, 2002).

Assigning value to and reusing man'’s intellectual creations may highlight one of the
most profound tipping points of the post-industrial age...the genesis of a managerial
philosophy known as knowledge management (Liebowitz, 1999). Ongoing efforts over
the past two decades to actively develop, manage, and apply tangible value to
intellectual property (IP) emphasize the impact knowledge management (KM) may be

having on worldwide business activities (Drucker, 2001a).



1.1.  Applying Frameworks to KM

Perhaps as important as recognizing when knowledge-based tipping points occur is
knowing how and when to maximize their potential in structured, manageable, and
repeatable ways (Broadbent, 1997). Malhotra (2003) states that organizations rich in
knowledge assets' and IP typically fare better than those who aren't, especially when
applying their knowledge toward achieving human development and competitive
business advantages. To this end, many companies who repeatedly rank at the top of
their business domain maximize intellectual assets in ways that support organizational
goals and objectives (Lamont, 2002; Anantatmula, 2005).

The continuing transformation to a knowledge-based economy and the need for
more productive employees fuels the argument that knowledge is one of an
organization’s most critical resources (Liebowitz, 1999; Lynch, 2002). Stankosky (2001f)
supports this claim by stating that intellectual assets are prime factors in today’s growing
knowledge-based economy. Thus, accumulating and accessing knowledge assets in
the quantity, detail, and speed required is critical to maximizing emerging business
opportunities (Drucker, 2001a). Yet as stated by Wong and Aspinwall (2004), few
organizations are able to effectively leverage and manager their organizational
knowledge resources. Consequently, managing the lifecycle of dynamic and complex
“soft systems™ like KM may be one of the greatest challenges facing corporate leaders

(Stankosky, 20019).

! Knowledge assets are items of relevant intellectual value needed by businesses to generate
profits, achieve economic and or market growth, and attain competitive advantages (Malhotra,
2003).

% Soft systems are organized entities based on heuristics, dynamic environmental factors, and
other intangibles rather than physical, documented, codified, or science-based facts (Blanchard
and Fabrycky, 1981).



One way of managing a dynamic corporate KM program is to use a systems
engineering (SE)-based “framework” approach (Stankosky and Baldanza, 2000). Also

known as “systems thinking,”

an SE-centric approach helps develop relationships based
on knowledge sharing rather than discrete pockets of expertise operating in isolation
(Senge, 1990). Using a SE-based systems thinking framework approach also helps
organizations see the various structures and dynamics underlying more complex

systems and situations rather than viewing business environments from a single-

dimensional perspective.

1.2.  ...And Then There was Knowledge Management

Identified by Malhotra (2002) as an integrated approach to identifying, capturing,
retrieving, sharing, and evaluating enterprise information assets, KM has been used in
one form or another for decades. However, only recently has it become a formally
recognized component of corporate business strategies (Liebowitz, 1999; Tuomi, 2002).
And while early KM programs may have primarily emphasized the use of technology,
research by Vanhoenacker, Bryant, and Dedene (1999) describe KM as being about
more than just managing organizational information technology (IT) and the stockpiling
of intellectual assets. Supporting this construct are the findings of Ponzini and Koenig
(2003) that state while the concept of KM remains broadly defined, its longevity and
ability to remain a viable managerial methodology make it more than a fad. Further
complimenting this position is Owen Ambur (2001), a former co-chair of the XML

Working Group and member of the Federal Information and Records Management

3 Systems thinking is an SE-based management approach using structured, system-based
entities comprised of other, subordinate systems which at the same time serve as sub-systems of
larger systems (Blanchard and Fabrycky, 1981).



Board, who states that the essence of KM may also be found in two wholly human
activities of profiling things* and profiling people.®

KM has become a key strategic component of many corporate business plans
(Broadbent, 1997). As such, the real issue confronting many organizations today is not
whether they need KM, but rather determining how they can best implement and
manage their knowledge-based programs to achieve organizational objectives (Wong
and Aspinwall, 2004). With this in mind, today KM is seen as an active process whereby
organizational IP helps define the firm’s operational domain and the role it plays (Tuomi,
2002). A study by Anantatmula (2005) states that 80 percent of senior corporate
executives believe actively managing organizational knowledge is an essential part of
their company’s business strategy. Dyer and McDonough (2001) support this finding by
stating that senior executives personally lead more than 40% of all corporate KM
programs. Also supporting this claim are statements from the Federal Chief Information
Officer (CIO) Council describing KM as the “...intersection of culture, philosophy, and
technology with what we know” (DLA, 2001b) and Drucker (2001a) who believes
corporate knowledge is most effectively managed when organizations use a formal,
flexible, and cogent framework. Last is Stankosky (2001b) who summarizes these
thoughts by stating that organizations typically benefit most when their KM programs are

linked to corporate business goals and have active senior-level management support.

*The profiling of things consists of assigning and associating metadata and other forms of explicit
knowledge-based value to discrete entities (Ambur, 2001).

®The profiling of people is the act of identifying, capturing, and or making available knowledge
about an organization’s staff and its specific skills, talents, attributes, and limitations (Ambur,
2001).



1.3. The Problem Environment

Because of the role knowledge plays in organizational success, interest in a
systematic, structured, life-long, framework-oriented approach to managing corporate IP
is increasing (Drucker, 2001b). Yet despite the apparent role knowledge-based activities
play, only limited research appears to have been done to date in identifying possible
frameworks capable of yielding successful KM programs. Evidence furthermore
indicates that while numerous frameworks exist for managing KM activities, less work
appears to have been accomplished thus far in determining a common set of methods,
processes, and components of a successful KM framework (Calabrese, 2000; Allen,
2002). As such, data from Storey and Barnet (2000) suggesting that “a significant
proportion of KM initiatives will fail” should come as no surprise.

With this in mind, a top priority to this study was comparing and contrasting the
capabilities of the Four Pillar Stankosky KMF Framework (KMF) with other documented
KM framework models. Of particular interest was a comparison of the Four Pillar
Stankosky KMF to the General Motors KM domain model, commonly referred to as the
Wieneke-Price KM Framework Model. Chosen for its general taxonomy-based
structure, the Wieneke-Price KMF seemingly offered a variety of alternative and
frequently different viewpoints and architectural considerations from those of the

primarily systems engineering-oriented approach employed by the Stankosky KMF.

1.4.  About this Study

Many companies now realize that conceptualizing, building, fielding, managing, and
sustaining effective KM programs is a potentially complex and often long-term endeavor.
They also soon understand that successful KM programs typically require company-wide
commitment in order to achieve significant, lasting change in underlying organizational

strategy, processes, and structures (Dyer and McDonough, 2001). This study attempted



to determine through exploratory research whether the four pillars of the Stankosky KMF
model in their current form possess the full range of elements, attributes, and capabilities

required of a successful®, contemporary’ KM framework.

1.4.1. Research Goal

Ultimately, the goal of this study was to determine whether the Stankosky KM
Framework model, when compared to other KM frameworks, possesses the full range of
attributes and capabilities required to implement and sustain successful KM programs.
Because the study’s literature review (presented next in Chapter 2) suggests the
Stankosky KMF model may not possess the full range of attributes and capabilities
required, this research then sought to identify those components or “pillars” which
statistical evidence implied should or should not be included in a fully capable KMF. To
achieve this goal, four (4) question groups and a corresponding set of 22 hypotheses

were evaluated.

1.4.2. Purpose of this Study

This study first aimed to compare and contrast, via a review of existing literature, the
Stankosky four pillar KMF model to other documented KM frameworks for the purpose of
determining commonalities and differences between models and identify potential
capability gaps in the Stankosky KM. However, perhaps more importantly the study
employed a 45-question survey to evaluate the validity of potential capability gaps and
determine the applicability of model’'s four core pillars as components of modern-day KM

frameworks.

® For the purpose of this study, a successful knowledge management framework is one that
meets user expectations and or needs based on organizational goals, objectives, and an
acceptable return on investment (ROI).

" For the purpose of this research, use of the term contemporary refers to entities considered
current and or used in modern-day KM settings.
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From the study’s literature review, various commonalities, differences, and potential
capability gaps between the Stankosky KMF, Wieneke-Price KMF and other KM
frameworks were identified. Perceived capability gaps (i.e., potential performance
shortfalls) of the Stankosky KMF model were subsequently used to develop the

measurement questions presented in the study’s survey.

1.4.3. Relevance of This Research

The cost of creating, implementing, and sustaining organizational KM programs can
be quite significant (Stankosky, 2001a). Therefore, sound reasoning and reality-based
expectation management should be applied when pursuing knowledge-centric corporate
initiatives (US Army, 2001). Because few (if any) documented works currently exist that
clearly define the continued applicability of the four Stankosky KMF pillars to modern-
day knowledge frameworks, this research sought to identify and or confirm the model’s
key foundational underpinnings. As such, the relevance of this research lies in its
employment of a repeatable systems engineering-based approach to identify the
activities and elements constituting a successful KM framework in today’s business
environment.

Thus, the importance of this research stems from both operational and academic
needs to discover and document the components of a full-spectrum organizational KMF
capable of yielding repeatable, manageable, sustainable, and most importantly, effective
results. From an operational perspective this equates to identifying the components of a
KMF that maximizes corporate efficiency, effectiveness, and competitiveness.
Academically, this research aims to expand the findings of Calabrese (2000), Bixler
(2001a), Stankosky (2001d, 2001e, 2001f, 2002), Wieneke and Price (2003), Wong and

Aspinwall (2004), and others by establishing the value of and rationale for applying hard



systems® methodologies and frameworks to soft disciplines like KM. As exploratory
research, this study also opens potential avenues for more in-depth research regarding
the full spectrum of elements, activities, and processes required of modern knowledge

frameworks to best support successful organizational KM initiatives.

1.4.4. Type of Study

This study most closely resembles “exploratory” research as defined by Salkind
(1991), Cooper and Emory (1995), and Routio (2004). Supporting this claim is the
study’s observation that limited descriptive research has been accomplished to date

concerning the similarities and differences of an all-inclusive, contemporary KMF.
1.5. Research Parameters and Organization

1.5.1. Data Collection Methods

The methods used to collect data for this study were two-fold. First was the review
of existing literature targeted at gathering relevant primary,® secondary,'® and general**
information regarding the concept of KM and its successful implementation via a variety
of documented KM frameworks. Data sources exploited included books, newspapers,

military archives, government reports and studies, the Internet and World-Wide Web

® Hard systems are those based on documented, proven, established engineering or other
tangible scientifically based concepts (Blanchard and Fabrycky, 1981).

o Primary data are information sources that have not been modified, synopsized, or changed from
their original form (Salkind, 1991).

10 Secondary data are data, information, and knowledge originating from sources that are “once
removed” from their primary source (e.g., literature reviews, abstracts, and indexes; Salkind,
1991; Cooper and Emory, 1995).

! General information provides a high-level overview of topics of interest but doesn’t contain the
level of detail found in primary or secondary data sources (e.g., literary indexes, The Reader’s
Guide to Periodic Literature, etc.; Salkind, 1991).



(WWW), corporate studies and reports, periodical and non-periodical publications,
doctoral dissertations and other academic writings, and private and public white papers.
The second method used for collecting required real-world information was the use

of a 45 question, self-administered survey.

1.5.2. Time Dimension

This study employed a cross-sectional*? approach to comparing, contrasting, and
validating methods currently used within the KM community to implement and sustain

organizational KMF-based programs.

1.5.3. Research Environment

The research environment surrounding this study most closely conformed to Cooper
and Emory’s (1995) definition of a field study. As such, no experiments or experiment-
based activities occurred during this research. Information obtained and or used came
from existing documentation, previous research efforts, and or current activities and
attitudes within the public and private sector regarding today’s KM environment as

captured through the study’s survey questionnaire.
1.5.4. Data Evaluation Criteria

1.5.4.1. Confidence Level

This research used a 95% level of confidence that the findings reported could be
reasonably expected to mirror those of the overall population at large. An explanation of
the sampling methodologies used to in an attempt to achieve this confidence level can

be found in Chapter 3.

'2 Cross-sectional as applied to this study refers to the state of affairs in an area of interest as it
existed at a specific point in time (i.e., a baseline of current conditions; Cooper and Emory, 1995).



1.5.4.2. Data Scaling

Survey data collected during this research most closely fit the description of

|13

nomina 14

or ordinal™ data as defined by Cooper and Emory (1995). A more detailed
explanation of the study’s survey question response scaling methodology is also

presented in Chapter 3.

1.5.4.3. Level of Significance

For this research effort, a significance level (i.e., confidence interval (Cl)) of 0.05 was
used to mitigate, as best as possible, the risk of Type | statistical errors and their
potentially negative impact on the study’s findings (Salkind, 1991; Cooper and Emory,

1995).

1.5.4.4. Controlling Measurement Errors
Various efforts were made to control the potential for and impact of measurement
errors in this study. Activities employed included:
» A peer review and pilot test of the study’s survey instrument
» Use of a “funneled” approach to survey question sequencing
» Short and concise survey response options
* Pragmatic research and statistical testing models, and

* The non-use of technical or misleading words and multi-part questions.

'3 Nominal variables are categorical in nature and differ by quality rather than quantity (Salkind,
1991). Examples of nominal variables include survey questions with “yes” or “no” answers.

4 Ordinal variables are referenced by their position along a given continuum where they are first
categorized and then ordered within their given category per known criteria (Salkind, 1991). An
example of ordinal data includes survey questions capturing respondent preferences using a 1-5
or Likert rating scale.
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Additionally, attempts were made to control Type Il measurement errors and
increase the study’s statistical power by trying to ensure the number of survey
responses collected exceeded the recommended minimum sample size and by using a

0.05 alpha level and 0.5 proportionality level (explained in Chapter 3).

1.5.45. Statistical Comparisons

The results of statistical tests completed on the study’s survey data were compared
to computer-generated p-Values and the author-select confidence interval of 0.05. The
results of these comparisons were subsequently used in rejecting or not rejecting the

study’s evaluation questions as documented in Chapter 4.

1.5.5. Confounding Factors and Limitations

Failing to identify and or acknowledge the existence of confounding factors and
control their impact can lead to incorrect or biased conclusions (Rumsey, 2003).
Likewise, limitations in a study’s execution, methodology, and related factors can also
influence the outcome of scientific research. As such, several confounding factors and
limitations were identified as potentially impacting the findings of this study. A detailed
description of the confounding factors and limitations possibly affecting this study and

the methods used to mitigate their impact is presented in Chapter 5.

1.6.  Organization of Research

The remainder of this study is organized by functional activity each of which is

covered in one of following chapters and or appendices.

1.6.1. Chapter 2 - Literature Review and Theoretical Framework

Chapter 2 discusses the findings of the study’s literature review and sets the stage

for the remainder of this research effort. In doing so, it provides readers background
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information needed to build a better understanding of KM-related activities and how they
apply to the precepts of this study. This chapter also looks to develop a rudimentary
understanding of the concepts of systems engineering (SE) and systems thinking and
their role in creating, implementing, and sustaining potentially complex and dynamic KM
frameworks.

Chapter 2 lastly compares and contrasts the Stankosky KM framework (KMF) model
to the Wieneke-Price and other documented KM frameworks with the goal of identifying
possible capability and or performance gaps in the Stankosky model. The gaps
identified consequently served as driving factors behind the creation of 45 measurement

guestions comprising the study’s survey instrument (described in Chapter 3).

1.6.2. Chapter 3 - Research Design and Methodology

Chapter 3 highlights the methodology used in establishing the study’s data collection
process and locating the survey target population. It also presents the process used for
instituting the study’s sampling technique, discusses the course of action used in
identifying the study’s desired minimum survey sample size, and explains the rationale
behind the selection of the statistical testing methodology used to analyze the study’s
survey data. Data collected as a result of the methods described in Chapter 3 served as

the basis for the analysis and statistical testing activities reported in Chapter 4.

1.6.3. Chapter 4 - Data Results and Analysis

Chapter 4 presents the results of the study’s data analysis and testing phase. As
such, it documents the findings of statistical testing used to determine the continued
applicability of the Stankosky KMF model when compared to real-world user
requirements. Information presented in Chapter 4 ultimately forms the basis for the

study’s conclusions and recommendations presented in Chapter 5.
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1.6.4. Chapter 5 - Conclusions and Recommendations

Chapter 5 discusses conclusions reached as a result of the activities completed in
the study’s earlier chapters. This chapter furthermore recaps the confounding factors
and limitations potentially affecting the outcome of this research. Lastly, Chapter 5
presents various observations and recommendations for future research in this domain
as well as suggested revisions to the Stankosky KMF based on emerging trends and the

findings of this study.

1.6.5. Appendixes

1.6.5.1. Appendix A — KM Framework Capability Gap Comparison Matrix

Appendix A provides a multidimensional, visually oriented, comparison of the major
constructs constituting the Stankosky KMF, Wieneke-Price KM framework, and other
documented KM framework models. In comparing nine (9) major categories and more
than 200 focus points, readers are exposed to the commonalities and difference
between various KM frameworks. Perhaps most importantly however, this matrix
highlights potential capability shortfalls of the Stankosky four pillar KMF model. These
potential shortfalls in turn, drove the design and development of measurement questions

used in the study’s survey instrument.

1.6.5.2. Appendix B — Survey Instrument

Appendix B presents the study’s survey instrument. Specifics regarding the
development, composition, distribution, and processing of the questionnaire can be

found in Chapter 3.
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1.6.5.3. Appendix C — Minimum Sample Size Calculations

Appendix C displays the mathematical calculations used to determine the target

minimum sample size for the study’s survey activity as discussed in Chapter 3.

1.6.5.4. Appendix D — Wieneke-Price KMF Diagrams

Appendix D contains additional diagrams from the Wieneke-Price (2003) KMF model

that are referenced but not shown in Chapter 2.

1.6.5.5. Appendix E — Raw Survey Response Data

Appendix E presents a spreadsheet containing raw answer data for each of the

measurement question presented in the study’s survey instrument.

1.6.5.6. Appendix F — Analysis of Raw Survey Response Data
Appendix F provides a series of graphs charting the basic observables associated

with the study’s raw survey response data.

1.6.5.7. Appendix G - Survey Question Descriptive Statistics
This appendix presents the descriptive statistics attained for each of the study’s 47

survey questions.
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Chapter 2 - Literature Review and Theoretical Frame  work

“Research is to see what everybody else has seen, and to think what
nobody else has thought.”

- Albert Szent-Gyorgyi (Grossman, 2007)

2.0. Introduction

2.0.1. Chapter Overview

The concept of knowledge and its systematic management are increasingly
important in today’s fast-paced, cost-conscious business environment (Rueithe and
Aberg, 2000). Davenport (1997) states that many companies now believe knowledge is
one of their organization’s most valuable assets. Anantatmula (2005) supports this claim
by stating that globalization, international competition, and continued technological
advances are making many companies realize that managing organizational knowledge
in a structured way is critical to their success. As intellectual assets become an
increasingly integral component of corporate fiscal portfolios, the ability to systematically
marshal, apply, and manage them provides a powerful source of competitive advantage

(Hahn and Subramani, 2003). Separate research by Bill Jensen and the Gartner Group
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indicate knowledge management'® (KM) “frameworks®”

are becoming increasingly
commonplace with over 90 percent of calendar year 2000 Fortune 500 companies
having acknowledged KM programs (Stankosky, 2001a). These same studies also
indicate that over 75 percent of all KM initiatives will fail within their first year of
implementation unless tied to corporate business strategies.

With this in mind, this chapter attempts to determine through existing literature

whether the Stankosky KMF possesses the key elements and attributes required of an

effective and actionable knowledge framework.

2.0.2. Factors Driving This Review

There were three primary goals associated with this literature review. The first was
building background knowledge needed to establish subject familiarity and credibility.
Second was developing logical ties and relationships between this research and that of
others within the KM domain. Third was comparing various KMF models, particularly the
Wieneke-Price (i.e., GM) KM Domain Model, to the Stankosky model in order to identify

commonalities, differences, and potential capability gaps of the Stankosky KMF.

2.1. Setting the Stage...Definitions

To better understand the objectives of this study, readers should first understand the
meaning and context of key words and phrases common to the KM lexicon. However,

while the glossary of terms prefacing this study defines basic concepts applicable to this

15 Knowledge management is a systematic process for acquiring, organizing, communicating, and
managing organizational intellectual property to enhance institutional effectiveness and
productivity (Hahn and Subramani, 2003).

18 KM frameworks are theoretical tools for understanding, capturing, and categorizing intellectual
property. They also define how knowledge-centric system components and processes work
together in achieving organizational business objectives (Harris and Varveris, 2004).
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work; several key constructs require more immediate and in-depth discussion to better

define their role in KM frameworks.
2.1.1. Establishing a Common Frame of Reference

2.1.1.1. Whatis Knowledge?

Knowledge'” isn’t confined to just computer files and hard-copy documents, it also
exists in an organization’s culture and most importantly, the minds of its people (Gill,
2001). Roling (1990) states that people continuously create knowledge by applying
context to the information available to them and using it to control their environment.
Hahn and Subramani (2003) expound on this construct by stating that successful
knowledge frameworks aid in capturing corporate knowledge by facilitating access to the
people, places, processes, and social and organizational networks where knowledge
exists.

Based on Luzwick’s (1999a) “classic information hierarchy” and Gill's (2001)
“knowledge pyramid,” knowledge can take many forms during its lifecycle (see Figure 2-
1). Starting at the base one finds the raw numbers, text, and data comprising the
foundation of organizational intellectual property (IP; Vance, 1997; Gill, 2001). Entities
at this level typically demonstrate the properties of “things” (Malhotra, 2003).

The second level of Gill's (2001) pyramid focuses on the application and use of
information.”® Defined as “data that may or may not be believed and if believed, a pre-
condition of knowledge” (Vance, 1997), information is necessary for creating and

formalizing knowledge (Nonaka, 1994).

o Knowledge is a high-value form of information or intellectual content possessing meaningful
context that usually originates from and is applied in the minds of people (Fahey and Prusak,
1998).

'8 |nformation is data or messages having recognizable context and order that are capable of
adding, restructuring, yielding, or becoming knowledge (Nonaka, 1994; Gill, 2001).
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Information

Figure 2-1: Gill's Knowledge Pyramid (Gill, 2001)

The third level of Gill's (2001) pyramid depicts the entity known as knowledge.
Morey (1998) and Senge (1990) state that knowledge, and the ability to apply it faster
than one’s competitors, is perhaps the most important factor in long-term organizational
success and a key source of competitive advantage.

At the peak of Gill's (2001) pyramid is the still evolving entity of wisdom. Early
definitions of wisdom identify it as “knowledge that has been incorporated into the core
fabric of individual, group, organizational, and or societal activities” (Vance, 1997).
Some within the academic community believe wisdom may be the next step in the

evolution of human intellectual growth (Curley and Kivowitz, 2001).

2.1.1.2. The Properties of Knowledge

Sound KM frameworks are rooted in the discovery and use of all forms of IP, to

include personal experiences, subject matter expertise, corporate psyche, and
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organizational business processes (Bennett, 2000). To this end, knowledge exists in
two basic forms, explicit and tacit (Stankosky, 2001a). The distinction between the two
is perhaps best expressed as the difference between knowledge (i.e., explicit
knowledge) and knowing (i.e., tacit knowledge; Stankosky, 2001a; Hahn and Subramani,
2003). Understanding the nuances of explicit and tacit knowledge is crucial to
understanding KM (May and Taylor, 2003). Unfortunately, many organizations are often
inundated with both tacit and explicit knowledge of which only a portion may actually

help create and sustain competitive business advantages (APQC, 2003).

2.1.1.3. Explicit Knowledge

Explicit knowledge® is those knowledge assets that have been successfully captured
in a tangible, transferable form and deemed essential to achieving organizational
objectives (Rueithe and Aberg, 2000; Gill, 2001). Explicit knowledge is codifiable in that
it can be extracted, shared, and used by others (Hahn and Subramani, 2003). It can
also be readily and repeatedly analyzed, critiqgued, learned, and combined with other
intellectual assets to achieve corporate goals, often without direct human interaction
(May and Taylor, 2003). Additionally, explicit knowledge is often articulated and
transferred without losing meaning, relevance, or value (Zack, 1999). Stankosky and
Baldanza (2000) support this premise by stating that explicit knowledge takes many
forms including books, catalogs, directories, engineering diagrams, glossaries, manuals,
briefings, spreadsheets, web sites, and numerous other electronic and or physical forms.
Goh (2002) believes the “harder,” tactile nature of explicit knowledge allows a more

technology-oriented approach to its management and storage. However, regardless of

19 Explicit knowledge is knowledge that has been captured and can be articulated in tangible form
(Stankosky and Baldanza, 2000).
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its physical form, elements of tacitness often still remain in even the most codified forms

of explicit knowledge (Rueithe and Aberg, 2000).

2.1.24. Tacit Knowledge

Tacit knowledge® is typically difficult to describe or document and is often best
transferred through face-to-face communications (Henrie and Hedgepeth, 2003). Roling
(1990) defines tacit knowledge as knowledge that “lives between the ears; is property of
the mind; and can’t be seen or touched.” A combination of skill, information, experience,
expertise, and judgment (May and Taylor, 2003), tacit knowledge subconsciously guides
individual behavior, processes, and motivation (Gill, 2001). Tacit knowledge often
results as a natural by-product of personal experience and typically has a deeply rooted
“know-how” quality making it difficult to capture (Hahn and Subramani, 2003). Tacit
knowledge is also the means by which personal experiences, opinions, and impressions
are often first assimilated (Neilson, 1998). Goh (2002) advocates that tacit knowledge’s
“softer” qualities drive the use of interpersonal communications and other informal
means as the primary means for the transfer and sharing of important IP. Supporting
this assumption is former Xerox chief scientist, John Seely Brown (1999), who believes
an organization’s best mechanism for creating and sharing tacit knowledge is the often
loose collection of organizations, people, and activities comprising its communities of
interest (COI). #*

Perhaps the greatest challenge to making tacit knowledge explicit is determining how

to best capture, share, and manage it (Santosus and Surmacz, 2001). Unfortunately,

% Tacit knowledge is intellectual property existing primarily in the minds of people which
manifests itself as mental workflows, processes, assessments, small talk, and a variety of other
undocumented forms (Stankosky and Baldanza, 2000).

2L COls are groups of individuals informally bound to each other through common problems,
interests, or solutions (US Army, 2001).
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most organizations seem to have difficulties identifying, applying, and sharing tacit
knowledge if they lack actionable frameworks and processes for supporting and
nurturing a knowledge-centric environment. Nevertheless, tacit knowledge is often most

successfully transferred through mentoring, storytelling, and apprenticeships (Gill, 2001).

2.2.  The Knowledge Lifecycle

The increasing emphasis on knowledge as a mission-critical resource demands that
it be well managed (Liebowitz, 1999; Holsapple and Joshi, 2002). As a result, interest in
understanding, optimizing, and managing corporate knowledge is also quickly growing
(CXO Media Inc., 2000). Thus, the deliberate application of organized methodologies
(i.e., frameworks) for capturing, cultivating, managing, and sharing intellectual capital®
often helps organizations cut product costs and boost productivity (Maglitta, 1995). One
such methodology is the knowledge lifecycle®® (US Army, 2001). The knowledge
lifecycle approach suggests that in order to take full advantage of organizational
knowledge, companies must manage their IP as a living entity with a finite life span
(Probst, Raub, and Romhardt, 2000). Supporting this theory is Burlton (2001) who
believes the best method for utilizing corporate knowledge assets is to take an active,
iterative, and holistic approach in managing its lifecycle.

While the work of researchers such as Sugumaran and Tanniru (2002), Fahey and
Prusak (1998), and Boyd and Warden (Fadok, 1995) are insightful, this research now

highlights KM lifecycle models developed by Burlton (2001) and Nissen, Kamel, and

Sengupta (2000).

2 Intellectual capital is the knowledge, information, IP, and experiences that help create or define
organizational wealth, innovation, and competitive advantage (Malhotra, 2003).

% The knowledge lifecycle is a continuous process of creating, capturing, organizing, accessing,

and using organizational knowledge-based assets to achieve corporate business objectives (US
Army, 2001).
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2.2.1. Burlton’s Knowledge Lifecycle Model

Good KM facilitates a flexible and effective lifecycle approach (Tuomi, 2002).
Supporting this premise is Burlton’s (2001) “knowledge lifecycle” model. He views
knowledge as a living entity that enhances organizational performance across all
aspects of the competitive landscape. As show in Figure 2-2, he does this by breaking
the KM lifecycle into six distinct phases relating to knowledge creation, storage,

discovery, acquisition, use, and learning.

2.21.1. Knowledge Creation

The first step in Burlton’s (2001) KM lifecycle is knowledge creation. Knowledge
creation is a series of interrelated steps by which individuals and or organizations gain
new and useful intellectual insights (Ferran-Urdaneta, 1999). Since organizations rarely
start with clean slates when it comes to knowledge, they must first capture the
knowledge they already possess and apply it effectively to their business domain
(Huber, 1991). Organizations create knowledge on a daily basis in a never-ending
process that entails capturing and codifying corporate intellectual assets (Nonaka,
1994). This occurs when tacit knowledge and know-how supporting corporate
processes and activities are pulled from the minds of the workforce, transformed into
tangible form, and made actionable (Nonaka, 1994). Supporting this construct is
Stankosky (2001c) and Tuomi (2002) who state that regardless of the level at which
knowledge is created, it's of little use unless captured in ways that make it relevant,

accurate, timely, and useful to the situation at hand.

2.2.1.2. Knowledge Storage

For knowledge to be useful, Burlton (2001) next believes it must be stored in ways

and locations that guarantee quick, reliable, and easy access. Supporting this position is
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Stankosky (2001c) who believes properly storing key knowledge assets may be one of
the most critical factors in making enterprise IP available when and where needed.
Because many technologies and processes exist for storing knowledge, selecting the
best methods for storing and organizing information is often one of the most important
decisions a company can make when fielding a corporate KM framework (Burlton,

2001).

Create

Learn Store

Use Find

Acquire
Figure 2-2: Burlton’s Knowledge Lifecycle Model(Burlton, 2001)

2.2.1.3. Knowledge Discovery

Often, an organization’s most valuable knowledge assets are unknowingly dispersed
across the enterprise (Tuomi, 2002). Thus, the next phase in Burlton’s (2001)
knowledge lifecycle involves finding or “discovering” relevant knowledge both inside and
outside of the enterprise. Discovery also means knowing who to ask and where to look

if needed knowledge isn't readily available. In today’s context, discovery often relies on
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hosts of often complex information technologies (IT) such as databases, artificial
intelligence (Al), data mining, knowledge mapping, and search or social networking

engines that speed access to required IP or subject experts (Burlton, 2001).

2.2.1.4. Knowledge Acquisition

Knowledge acquisition, the next phase in Burlton’s (2001) KM lifecycle, includes
those activities and actions used to gain physical access to and or control over relevant
corporate intellectual assets. While the methods used can vary, acquisition can involve
activities such as capturing, buying, hiring, or a host of other means for attaining

required knowledge from both internal and or external sources (Nonaka, 1994).

2.2.15. Knowledge Use

Next in Burlton’s (2001) knowledge lifecycle is the process of using IP to improve
corporate decision making and competitiveness. Burlton believes knowledge properly
used greatly enhances organizational efficiency and effectiveness while improving the
likelihood of a positive return on investment (ROI). Adding to this is Roling (1990) who
states that effective and efficient use of organizational knowledge is paramount to
corporate survival. Key to this concept is the process of knowledge “legitimization™*
(Ferran-Urdaneta, 1999). Legitimization occurs when trusted organizational leaders
endorse, encourage, and when possible prove the value of using knowledge-based
assets in the company’s primary business domain. Legitimization is especially important
in validating new or modified knowledge resources that have not yet been widely

accepted or readily identified as plausible tools for achieving corporate business

objectives.

24 Legitimization is the process of testing newly collected or codified knowledge to determine if it
is actionable and of value in attaining organizational objectives (Ferran-Urdaneta, 1999).
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2.2.1.6. Learning

Without learning the knowledge lifecycle fails to capture the human experience or
capitalize on opportunities for intellectual growth (Burlton, 2001; Tuomi, 2002). It's most
often during the learning phase that explicit knowledge is refreshed and made tacit again
through new experiences and internalization (May and Taylor, 2003). The learning
phase is also an optimal time for capturing and injecting feedback needed to modify,
refine, and or adjust the knowledge lifecycle. This is typically done by documenting
recognized best practices and lessons learned (Marsh, 2000). At this point, one iteration

of Burlton’s (2001) knowledge lifecycle ends and another begins.

2.2.2. The Amalgamated Knowledge Life Cycle Model

Based in part on works by Despres and Chauvel, the Gartner Group, Davenport, and
Prusak; the team of Nissen, Kamel, and Sengupta (2000) have developed the
Amalgamated Knowledge Lifecycle model (reference Figure 2-3). By integrating key
activities and concepts of various other models, this model defines the interrelationships
between several popular KM philosophies. The Amalgamated model consists of six
primary functions that include create, organize, formalize, distribute, apply, and evolve.
Like Burlton’s (2001) knowledge lifecycle model, the Amalgamated model also
approaches the knowledge lifecycle from an iterative approach. Central to the
amalgamated concept however, is the premise that by following the model through its
entire lifecycle, the natural evolution of existing knowledge assets will ultimately lead to
further knowledge creation in a manner similar to Burlton’s (2001) “learning” phase.

Two core groups of activities comprise the Amalgamated model (Nissen, Kamel, and
Sengupta, 2000). The first are “Class I"” activities consisting of knowledge organization,
formalization, and distribution. Class | activities present a “local” view of organizational

knowledge-based activities in that they primarily “support” organizational KM activities.
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Many knowledge-based systems and processes, especially those that are IT based, are
typically considered Class | activities. The second core group of knowledge-related
activities belonging to this model is “Class II” activities. Class Il activities include those
processes and actions relating to creating, evolving, and applying knowledge. Class
activities act either in conjunction with or in lieu of Class | activities. Because of their
“outward” or external focus, Class Il entities provide an “expanded” view of the
organizational knowledge domain. They are also more often associated with the “doing”

or execution-based parts of organizational KM programs than their Class | counterparts.

Evolve Organize

Class Il _
Expanded View
(performative)

Class |

Localized View
(supportive)

Apply Formalize

\ — /

Figure 2-3: The Amalgamated Knowledge Lifecycle ModgNissen, Kamel, and Sengupta,
2000)

To understand and appreciate the full scope of activities required when managing
organizational knowledge, Nissen, Kamel, and Sengupta (2000) furthermore state that

they believe no single framework, technology, or process can be expected to accomplish
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all required functions during the knowledge lifecycle in all possible situations. Thus, an

integrated, adaptable, and cyclical (i.e., repeatable) approach is required.

2.2.3. Knowledge Lifecycle Synopsis

The process of managing critical corporate knowledge is never-ending and often
involves numerous activities, tools, and players (Davenport, 1998). As such, having the
ability to quickly find, acquire, store, use, and distribute organizational knowledge is vital
to institutional learning, efficiency, and success (Huber, 1991). However, knowledge
quickly decays in value and applicability (Santosus and Surmacz, 2001). Therefore, as
organizational knowledge requirements evolve so must the frameworks used to manage

the organizational knowledge lifecycle (Stankosky and Baldanza, 2000).

2.3. Knowledge Management and KM Frameworks

While there is no singularly agreed upon definition of KM, CIO Magazine defines the
concept as a “process through which organizations generate value from their intellectual
and knowledge-based assets” (Santosus and Surmacz, 2001). Burlton (2001) defines
KM as a “set of professional practices which improve the capabilities of human
resources by enhancing their ability to share what they know.” Bixler (2001a) describes
KM as an “emerging discipline for managing and organizing aspects of internal and
external IP for the purpose of improving performance and inspiring innovation.” While
there are many definitions, all in one way or another highlight the fact that in its simplest
form, KM provides a pragmatic approach to identifying, validating, storing, accessing,
and applying knowledge at the right place and time (US Army, 2001; Henrie and
Hedgepeth, 2003).

Likewise a single definition for the concept of a knowledge management “framework”

is also difficult to find. The term is often used arbitrarily in a variety of unrelated contexts
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without its basic forms or functions being defined (Mentzas, 2001; Jarrar, 2002). Oxford
English Dictionary (2006) identifies a framework as “a structure composed of parts
framed together, especially one designed for enclosing or supporting anything; a frame
or skeleton.” Within the context of modern KM, Rubenstein-Montano et al. (2001b)
identify frameworks as management tools capable of providing guidance and discipline.
Dale (1999) furthermore defines them as instruments that allow organizations to take the
action needed to accomplish corporate goals and succeed in the target business
domain. Augmenting this is Popper (1994) who describes KM frameworks® as sets of
basic assumptions and principles of an intellectual nature that lead to appropriate
actions and activities which result in organizational success. However, the true intent of
contemporary KM frameworks may be best stated by Wong and Aspinwall (2004) who
see KM frameworks as “secure links between theory and practice” that “help to ease the
emergence of KM into practice.” Perhaps most importantly, they define them as “a
structure or a set of guiding principles which is depicted in such a way as to provide
guidance and direction on how to carry out KM in an organization.”

Building on these underlying characterizations, Tuomi (2002) theorizes that KM
frameworks are the synthesis of numerous organizational and managerial constructs.
Work by Calabrese (2000) supports Tuomi’s theory by demonstrating how KM
frameworks are rooted in many disciplines to include business management, economics,
psychology, ontology, and sociology. Stankosky and Baldanza (2000) believe a
common trademark of successful KM frameworks is their ability to discover

organizational knowledge, determine where this knowledge is located, and identify how it

BA knowledge management framework is a theoretical tool for understanding, capturing,
categorizing, and employing the knowledge assets needed to define how various parts and
processes of a system work together to efficiently and effectively achieve organizational
objectives (Harris and Varveris, 2004).
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flows across enterprise boundaries. Wong and Aspinwall (2004) suggest the most

important contributions of sound KM frameworks include the ability to:

* Improve awareness and understanding of the KM domain and provide conceptual
definitions

* Build a more holistic, broader view of KM and its many facets

* Facilitate the exchange of KM-oriented communications across the organization by
providing a common vocabulary and language

» Define the scope of organizational KM initiatives

* Assess the firm’s ability to consider and address key KM-related issues, and

* Facilitate KM program implementation and coordination.

Through these constructs, KM frameworks can better employ available knowledge
resources and expertise in achieving corporate objectives while simultaneously
replenishing the organization’s “knowledge stockpile” (Stankosky, 2001c). Mentzas
(2001) supports this argument by stating that KM frameworks help the knowledge
replenishment process by leveraging organizational assets and processes though a
series of systems engineering-based “phases” facilitating KM program planning and
execution. Mentzas’ phases include:

* Gaining awareness

» Determining vision, scope, and feasibility

* Build, test, and review KM program design

* Program roll-out and implementation

« Measurement, feedback, and refinement, and

e Training.
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2.4.  The Stankosky Four Pillar Knowledge Management Framework Model

Many organizations struggle to successfully implement KM programs (Stankosky and
Baldanza, 2000). Unfortunately, it's only after failing that most realize successful KM
programs are typically multi-faceted, highly structured, and more complex than
anticipated (Stankosky, 2001f). Thus, organizations typically begin to understand,
usually too late, that successful KM programs require a more inclusive set of disciplines,
elements, and processes...i.e., a framework, in order to succeed (Stankosky, 2002). To
meet these challenges, Stankosky (2001f) has developed an over-arching yet actionable
knowledge management framework model asserted to be applicable in virtually all

business domains (see Figure 2-4).
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Figure 2-4: Stankosky KMF Process Mode{Stankosky, 2001f)
Integrating lessons learned and best practices from disciplines such as systems

engineering (SE), KM, and integrative management, the Stankosky KM Framework
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(KMF) focuses on knowledge assets as a series of repetitive inputs, processes, and
outputs that are part of systematic approach to reducing complexity in today’s
knowledge-based global business environment (Stankosky, 2001f). The Stankosky
model also defines the relationships, principles, processes, and supporting disciplines
comprising actionable KM programs. Using a repeatable, scientific-based
methodology,?® Stankosky’s KMF employs many of the theories, components, and
system engineering activities advocated by Dr. Howard Eisner’s (2002) SE model
(Stankosky, 2001f).

The Stankosky KMF model is built on six core architectural underpinnings relating to
pragmatic methods; iteration and feedback; organizational complexity; codification and
collaboration; legacy considerations; and the four conceptual KM pillars of leadership,
organization, learning, and technology (Stankosky, 2001f). The real value of the
Stankosky KMF however appears to comes in its ability to cohesively integrate the
disciplines, sub-process, and relationships of its conceptual components (discussed
later) using a variety of SE-related constructs. In bringing together the various
components of what is thought to be an archetypical KM program, the Stankosky KMF
creates a repeatable, actionable, systematic process for focusing organizational KM

activities.

2.4.1. The Stankosky KMF Core Framework

As evidenced in Figure 2-4, the Stankosky KMF builds on the classic SE “input-
process-output” model and consists of four core functions relating to inputs, processes,

outputs, and integrative management; each of which contain numerous sub-functions,

%% The “scientific method” is a proven and acknowledged method for answering research
guestions by defining problems and clarifying their relevance to the issue at hand by using
common, repeatable research methods (Cooper and Emory, 1995).
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processes, and other technological components (Stankosky, 2001f). To align with
acknowledged Six Sigma®’ techniques for improving corporate processes and
performance, the Stankosky model emphasizes an iterative and incremental SE-based
approach to process execution and improvement (Stankosky, 2001f). As a result, the
Stankosky KMF better defines organizational KM program processes, relationships, and
enablers while helping reduce system complexity and ambiguity.

Perhaps most importantly is the model’s ability to incorporate legacy systems® and
technologies into evolving KM enterprise architectures (Stankosky, 2001f). As such, the
Stankosky KMF views the discarding of legacy components having strong cultural
associations and significant operational importance as unrealistic (and unlikely) unless
the proposed replacement components and or processes have equal or better

operational capabilities or cultural significance.

24.1.1. Stankosky KMF Inputs

As shown in Figure 2-4, the Stankosky KMF input segment (located on the model’s
far left side) incorporates those entities comprising and defining the program’s
environment (Stankosky, 2001f). These include its strategic goals and objectives (in
measurable and actionable terms), the knowledge assets needed to execute subsequent
program processes, and the entities and activities comprising the four pillars of
leadership, organization, learning, and technology first introduced in the original
Stankosky KM model (discussed shortly). A critical component of the input segment,

knowledge assets provide the raw materials needed to fuel other KMF processes.

T Six Sigma is a quality-oriented management methodology emphasizing incremental and
continuous business process improvement (Business Process, 2003).

28 Legacy systems are typically older or technologically obsolete systems and or processes that
despite potentially poor performance or incompatibility with more modern equivalents, continue to
be used due to cost, redesign, integration, capability, resource, or nostalgic considerations
(Hooper and Barker, 1999).
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However, it's through the four pillars (circled in red) that knowledge assets provide their
greatest value. Stankosky (2002) believes that without relevant, accurate, timely, or
properly applied knowledge assets, the four pillars of his KMF are less likely to help the

corporate KM program meet organizational performance and or behavioral expectations.

2412 Stankosky KMF Process Activities

The process component of the Stankosky KMF (see the top center area of Figure 2-
4) captures key relationships between corporate value chains and business processes
supporting organizational KM programs. It also shows how these relationships help
achieve both operational and strategic goals (Stankosky, 2001f; Business Trends, 2003).
Anchoring the model’s process component are measurable descriptions of the
organization’s KM-based operational objectives (Stankosky, 2001f). Other activities
augmenting the model’s process component include:
* Functions and sub-processes required to achieve stated objectives
» Source maps to knowledge and intellectual assets needed to accomplish required
functions and processes
» Descriptions or diagrams of formal and informal organizational KM structures
» Architectural diagrams and descriptions of the technological components needed to
achieve KM framework objectives, and

« Knowledge codification®® and personalization® strategies.

Because many organizational KM initiatives focus on either knowledge codification or

knowledge asset personalization, companies must carefully plan, implement, and align

# Codification is the process of collecting and validating the perceived and actual value of
knowledge assets through their use and reuse in achieving enterprise goals and solving
corporate problems (Koenig, 2001, Bixler, 2002c, Bixler, 2002d).

% personalization is the process of connecting people and maximizing human-based networks to
optimize organizational knowledge and innovation (Koenig, 2001).
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their KM processes with corporate business goals and objectives (Koenig, 2001; Henrie
and Hedgepeth, 2003). When combined with other core elements of knowledge
management, the concepts of codification and personalization help the Stankosky KMF
better manage the complexities and dynamics associated with using organizational
knowledge assets (Stankosky, 2001f). Ultimately, the constructs of codification and
personalization support all elements of Stankosky’s model to some degree during the

KM lifecycle.

2.4.1.3. Stankosky KMF Outputs

The output segment of the Stankosky model (see the right side of Figure 2-4)
represents transformed program inputs as modified by the model's process components.
System output activities also evaluate the KM framework’s performance by measuring in
guantifiable terms its efficiency, effectiveness, and ability to achieve organizational

objectives (Stankosky, 2001f).

2.4.1.4. Stankosky KMF Integrative Management Function

The Stankosky KMF'’s integrative management (IM) function (bottom of Figure 2-4)
includes those enablers and ancillary activities required to design, plan, implement,
measure, assess, adjust, manage, and sustain the model (Stankosky, 2001f).
Disciplines included in the IM function include strategic and operations management;
organizational dynamics; business process reengineering (BPR); and risk, change, and
IT portfolio management.

As previously stated, modern KM frameworks are increasingly complex and global in
nature. Countering these dynamics are the SE concepts of iteration and feedback
(Stankosky, 2001f). By applying assessment metrics developed early in the KM

lifecycle, organizational managers have a mechanism for evaluating program
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performance and generating corrective feedback (Stankosky, 2001f). The feedback
process gives KMF owners a chance to re-evaluate, and if necessary, adjust their
knowledge-based goals and objectives. However, Anantatmula (2005) believes a
serious challenge to the KMF feedback process may lie in the inability of program
owners to accurately measure and assess the effectiveness of their knowledge
framework. He attributes this potential shortcoming to a lack of commonly accepted and
poorly articulated standards for defining successful KM frameworks.

Other key components of the Stankosky KMF IM segment include the concepts of
iteration and knowledge architecting. Stankosky (2001f) considers iteration one of the
framework’s most essential dynamics. He asserts that it's through iteration that
feedback and change enter the model. Through feedback, process refinements and
new KM activities are fully assessed for their potential impact and value. One result of
feedback is that it helps fine-tune the corporate KMF so it better supports organizational
goals and objectives (Moore, 1999). Knowledge architecting on the other hand, ensures
appropriate knowledge assets get to the point of greatest impact when needed most
(Morey, 1998). Effective KM architectures do this by ensuring the right knowledge
assets are available in the right quantity at the right location. Thus, knowledge
architecting helps organizations become learning organizations® though a continuous
cycle of innovation, empowerment, improvement, intellectual growth, and knowledge

capture.

2.4.2. The Four Pillars of the Stankosky KM Framework

Proponents in both industry and academia considered KM a multidisciplinary activity

rooted across a variety of domains including SE, decision support, and organizational

8 Learning organizations are those entities structured in ways that enhance organizational
learning and betterment through intentional acts of knowledge creation, modification, acquisition,
and transfer (Garvin, 1993; OECD, 2000).
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learning (Ponzini and Koenig, 2003). Thus, “successful™®* KM systems are often
typically identified as being multi-faceted and having numerous cultural and
organizational traits (Alivi and Leidner, 1999). The Stankosky KMF input activity
categorizes these characteristics into four “pillars” according to their focus and function

(Calabrese, 2000).
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Figure 2-5: The Four Pillars of the Stankosky KM Framework(Stankosky and Baldanza,
2000)

As Figure 2-5 demonstrates, the four pillars of KM as depicted by Stankosky and
Baldanza (2000) represent various components considered essential to implementing a
successful KMF. Consisting of over 40 KM-related activities, attributes, functions, and
disciplines, Dr. Francesco Calabrese (2000) has grouped these elements according to
their general properties and the role played in supporting KM activities relating to
technology, organizational attributes, leadership, and organizational learning (Stankosky,
2001e). Described by Stankosky (2001f) as the “DNA of modern KM systems,” the four

pillars represent those factors considered most critical to successful, enterprise-centric

%2 Successful knowledge management frameworks are those that meet user expectations and or
needs based on organizational goals, objectives, and an acceptable return on investment (ROI).
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KM solutions (Bixler, 2002a). Supporting this theory is Sapp (2000) who states that all of

the pillars are equally important with their greatest impact being achieved when they are

integrated both horizontally and vertically across the enterprise.

Going one step further, Calabrese also determined that the four pillars of the

Stankosky framework represent a veritable mix of cross-dimensional skills, expertise,

and disciplines as shown in Table 2-1 (Calabrese, 2000).

Table 2-1: Skills, Disciplines and Elements of the St&knsky KMF

PILLAR SKILLS AND DISCIPLINES

ELEMENTS

Technology - Computer Science

- Operations Research

- Electrical Engineering
- Math/Statistics
- Logic

- Information Systems
Management

- Data Warehousing

- Database Management Systems
(DBMS)
- Multi-media Repositories

- GroupWare
- Decision Support Systems (DSS)

- Corporate Intranets

- Business Modeling Systems

Organization- Psychology

- Operations Research

- Organizational Development

- Philosophy
- Socio-linguistics

- Control processes and
procedures

- Process Work-flows

- Business Process Reengineering
(BPR)

- Management by Objectives
(MBO)

- Total Quality Management (TQM)
- Metrics and Standards

- Organizational Structure

- Closed/Power Based and
Leadership
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Table 2-1: Skills, Disciplines, Elements of the Stankkg KM Framework (cont.)

PILLAR SKILLS AND DISCIPLINES ELEMENTS
Leadership - Operations Research - Strategic Planning
- Management Science - Vision Development and Sharing
- Psychology - Organizational Goals & Objectives
- Philosophy - Executive Commitment
- Logic - Metrics
- Information Systems - Establish Formal KM Roles
Management
- Behavioral Profiling - Rewards
- Linguistics - Recognition
Learning - Cognitive Psychology - Tacit & Explicit Knowledge
Understood
- Organization Development - Sharing Vision
- Systems Engineering - Management Support
- Philosophy - Knowledge Capture and Distribution
- Personal Mastery - KM Values & Principles Encouraged
- Introspection - Virtual Teams
- Team Learning
- Communities of Practice
- Innovation is Encouraged,
Recognized, and Rewarded
2.4.21. The Technology Pillar

The technology pillar provides the social-physical infrastructure, IT systems, and

processes needed by other segments of the KM framework to accomplish designated

goals and objectives (Kemp, 2001; Bixler, 2002a; Henrie and Hedgepeth, 2003;

Malhotra, 2003). While early KM efforts focused primarily on the application of

information systems in the knowledge domain (Tuomi, 2002), Alivi and Leidner (1999)

theorize that truly successful KM programs are not just about the application of
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advanced technologies but rather, how organizations use technology to capture,
manage, and share knowledge.

Santosus and Surmacz (2001) state that technology-based tools supporting
successful KM initiatives can range from commercial off-the-shelf (COTS) e-mail
packages to high-power mainframe computers running specialized KM software. As
such, KM-related technologies are often categorized by either their function (e.g.,
“knowledge codification” or “knowledge transfer”) or their performance dimension (e.g.,

"33 or “passive®’). Dingsoyr and Royrvik (2003) state that most IT-based KM tools

“active
typically fall into one of six broad categories relating to either knowledge repositories,
decision support and expert systems, e-learning applications, chat technologies, or data
mining. Adding to this is the Gartner Group who has identified 10 technology-based

activities it believes collectively contributes to a fully capable KM technology pillar

(Bixler, 2002a). These activities include:

» Data capture and storage » Data synthesis

» Data profiling and personalization » Data transmission

» Data search and retrieval » Integrating business applications
» Data sharing and collaboration * Problem solving, and

» Data structuring and navigation » System maintenance and testing.

Zack (1999) however, believes one weakness many companies demonstrate is an
over reliance on technology as “the” corporate KM system. Davenport (1997) supports

this claim by stating the positive impacts of technology alone rarely result in long-term,

% Active IT-based KM tools automatically notify users when additional knowledge assets are
needed to complete an activity (Dingsoyr and Royrvik, 2003).

% passive IT-based KM tools require the user to know when additional knowledge assets are
available or required and to manually find these assets in time to complete necessary tasks
(Dingsoyr and Royrvik, 2003).
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successful, and sustainable KM programs. Therefore, by clearly defining corporate KM
strategies and limiting technology acquisitions to only those needed to meet
organizational requirements, companies can get the most from their KM-related IT
expenditures (Bixler, 2002a). Kemp (2001) furthermore states that KM practitioners
should identify and document the links between their KM technologies and corporate
strategy to maximize the chances for a fully successful organization KM framework. She
also emphasizes that new technologies acquired as part of corporate KM initiatives must
be compatible with legacy IT systems. Thus, the most difficult part of the KM technology
acquisition process may be selecting those technologies that best support organizational
KM initiatives as part of an integrated, legacy-intensive, systems-based approach

(APQC, 2003).

2.4.2.2. The Organizational Pillar

Manville and Foote (1996) believe the role of organizational structure and culture are
often underestimated with respect to their impact on corporate KM programs.
Supporting this assertion is Tuomi (2002) who states that successful KM is about
systematically implementing and managing organizational change. Manville and Foote
(1996) furthermore propose that in order to achieve corporate goals, sound KM
frameworks successfully leverage the various networks of people and belief systems
forming a company’s social fabric.

As such, the Stankosky KMF Organizational Pillar attempts to address the roles,
structures (formal and informal), and socio-cultural factors affecting corporate KM
frameworks. Maglitta (1995) argues that successful KM programs focus on
organizational attitude and their willingness to change. He also indicates that KM is not
necessarily about how people use IT systems and tools to process knowledge but

rather, how they think about knowledge when using technology-based systems and
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tools. Supporting this position is Zack (2003) who states that knowledge-based
organizations® recognize the importance of knowledge as a strategic resource and uses
this perspective in determining how they will organize themselves in order to identify and
resolve both internal and external “knowledge gaps.” Kemp (2001) likewise argues that
an effective organizational pillar has mutually supportive behavioral, operational,
systemic, and technical infrastructures. Davenport (1997) furthermore states that sound
organizational infrastructure, processes, and beliefs are as essential to successful KM
programs as the technologies supporting them.

Stankosky (2001d) suggests that the first step in developing an effective
organizational pillar is establishing enterprise-wide awareness that KM frameworks
typically result in change and that this change must support corporate business
strategies. Ultimately, an effective KMF organizational pillar results in organizational
climates that encourage cooperation, trust, and innovation (Stankosky and Baldanza,
2000). In this same light, Zack (2003) believes that companies striving to transform
themselves into knowledge-based organizations must focus on several key parameters
of the organizational pillar if they’re to be successful. These parameters include:

» Defining organizational goals in terms of knowledge

» Defining the organization’s position within the industry in terms of knowledge

» Formulating, articulating, and implementing knowledge-based strategies

* Segmenting customers and markets according to products, services, what can be
learned, and the knowledge assets required to succeed

» Treating organizational learning as an investment and not an expense, and

% Knowledge-based organizations are those who create and use knowledge-centric products or
services to integrate the behavioral characteristics of process, place, purpose, and perspective
into their organizational fabric and behavior (Zack, 2003).
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» Actively and effectively managing organizational structures and knowledge

resources.

Unfortunately, the barriers impacting the development and implementation of an
effective KM organizational pillar are rarely understood or investigated in great detail
(Davenport, 1998). Stankosky and Baldanza (2000) argue that the most frequently cited
organizational barrier to successful KM programs is the potentially negative impact of
corporate culture and the role it plays in organizational change. One reason for this
resistance to change is the perception of knowledge as a source of personal power.
Davenport (1998) found that many workers believe sharing the knowledge they possess
may make them appear less productive and or less valuable to their employer. Marsh
(2000) theorizes that successful KM organizations can minimize this resistance by
bolstering employee sense of worth and creating win-win situations across a wide
spectrum of opportunities. Stankosky (2001c) supports this position by concluding that
culture is one of an organization’s most defining, influential, and enduring attributes.
Thus, he reasons successful KM frameworks attempt to understand, augment, integrate,

and adapt organizational culture and processes rather than change them.

2.4.2.3. The Learning Pillar

Successful KM strategies are not just about managing knowledge; they're also about
those activities that help the firm’s human element define and develop the skills and
competencies needed to achieve corporate business objectives (Manville and Foote,
1996). As mentioned earlier, IT tools and organizational processes alone do not make
KM programs successful. Successful KM frameworks both require, and typically result
in, a well trained workforce capable of capitalizing on all aspects of the four KM pillars

(Stankosky, 2001c). Thus to attain a trained and competent workforce, organizations
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should consider placing special emphasis on identifying, documenting, articulating, and
institutionalizing corporate learning processes.

Organizational learning however, is not only about people learning as individuals but
also about groups and teams learning in ways that result in organizational success
(Allen, 2002). Kemp (2001) believes a primary benefit of the KM learning pillar is its
ability to facilitate the creation of processes and mechanisms needed to develop a
knowledge-conscious (i.e., learning) workforce. She states that a knowledge-conscious
workforce values learning and understands the role it plays in satisfying customer
requirements and corporate objectives. The core attributes of a sound KM learning pillar
include the ability to:

» Assess the impact of learning on organizational processes and productivity
* Identify skills and abilities needed to accomplish organizational goals
» Determine the impact of learning on organizational culture, and

» Evaluate the impact of learning on employee expectations, attitudes, and behaviors.

Supporting Kemp’s assertion is Drucker (2001a) who states that organizational
learning is critical to success in today’s knowledge-based economy. He also
emphasizes that without continuing education and new life experiences, corporate
knowledge soon becomes “stale” and of limited value. Unfortunately, unlike traditional
labor-intensive skills that tend to change more slowly, the fluidity of today’s knowledge-
centric business environment requires companies to actively and expeditiously pursue
organizational learning as a way of maintaining their competitive advantage (Stankosky
and Baldanza, 2000). Additionally, because of today’s dynamic business environment,
organizations should not expect learning-based products and practices that have worked

in the past to necessarily work in the future (Bixler, 2002d).

43



Ultimately however, it's skilled people and competent organizations that make KM
frameworks work (Bixler, 2002a). Ferran-Urdaneta (1999) states that general
agreement is growing within the KM community that organizational learning is a key
factor in achieving sustainable competitive advantage. He also posits that KM
frameworks are typically most successful if the learning taking place results in
meaningful action. Thus, successful KM frameworks promote organizational
environments that integrate learning into all segments of the business domain while

encouraging collaboration and innovation (Bixler, 2002d).

2.4.24. The Leadership Pillar

Manville and Foote (1996) suggest that successful KM frameworks often have
organizational leaders who create inspirational corporate visions and strategies.
Malhotra (2002) supports this point by stating that many corporate executives no longer
view KM as a set of emerging core business activities with results-enhancing outcomes
but rather, an important resource management tool. Thus, regardless of the business
domain corporate leaders must develop, articulate, and enforce organization-wide KM
visions and strategies if the concept is to become part of the corporate management
plan (Nonaka, 1994; Stankosky and Baldanza, 2000). In doing this, organizational
leaders provide the policies, priorities, and incentives needed to guide corporate KM
activities (Kemp, 2001; Tuomi, 2002). Astute leaders also cultivate organizational
atmospheres conducive to creating, capturing, using, and valuing organizational IP by
identifying and cultivating “thought” and “opinion leaders” (Davenport, 1998). Supporting
this assertion is Bixler (2002a) who states companies with successful KM frameworks
typically have advocates actively supporting corporate KM efforts throughout the
organization to include key personnel at or near the top of the firm's leadership

hierarchy.
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Unfortunately, knowledge-based leadership strategies are rarely effective unless
linked to the company’s business objectives in measurable and meaningful ways
(Manville and Foote, 1996). Keeping with this construct, Kemp (2001) describes the
leadership pillar as the place where emphasis is most often put on maximizing the
company’s political capital in order to use KM in achieving organizational business goals.
She also sees the leadership pillar as the place where the cost and value of corporate
KM frameworks are weighed against their anticipated return on investment (ROI) and or
value on investment (VOI).

Neilson and Ursiak (2001) indicate that the US military’s National Defense University
(NDU) believes those leading successful KM frameworks typically possess common
attributes such as:

» Strong communications skills

* The ability to successfully influence or advocate a cause

* The ability to think and plan strategically

* The conviction to stick by tough and or unpopular decisions

* An appreciation for actively managing corporate knowledge

* The ability to foster commitment and enthusiasm at all levels and in all situations,
and

* The ability to understand relationships between corporate culture and organizational

KM frameworks.

2.4.3. Systems Engineering and the Stankosky KMF

2.43.1. Systems Engineering

The discipline of systems engineering (SE) is deeply engrained in many aspects and

activities of the Stankosky KMF model. The Institute of Electrical and Electronics
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Engineers (IEEE; Institute, 1990) defines SE as “an interdisciplinary collaborative
approach to derive, evolve, and verify a lifecycle balanced system solution that satisfies
customer expectations.” Similarly, the International Council on Systems Engineering
(INCOSE, 1999) describes SE as an “interdisciplinary approach that integrates all
elements needed to comprise larger systems in a structured, repetitive, yet flexible way
across a system’s complete lifecycle.” When repetitively applied, SE provides a focused
and integrated approach to developing the systems and processes needed to
accomplish all system lifecycle activities (IEEE, 1990).

n36

The SE or “systems thinking™” approach helps integrate the individual pieces of a
complex system into an effective, singular framework (Moore, 2001). It does this by
structuring independent system components so they work together as a single entity in
an ordered and repeatable way (Liebowitz and Wilcox, 1997). Applying an SE oriented
methodology also helps designers avoid treating individual system components as
stand-alone entities (Moore, 2001). Brown (1999) states that using an SE approach
gives organizations a mechanism for applying knowledge more effectively and provides
KM frameworks end-to-end process continuity. Using a systems thinking approach also
provides a foundation for applying various engineering concepts and disciplines to

reduce the complexities of knowledge-intensive environments (Vanhoenacker, Bryant

and Dedene, 1999).

2.43.2. The SE Cycle

Using a repeatable SE-based approach is instrumental to creating an

interdisciplinary KM framework that ensures stakeholder needs are met (INCOSE,

% “Systems thinking” is an engineering-based practice that focuses on using system-oriented
components, activities, and functions that are systems in and of themselves but may also serve
as sub-systems and or components of larger systems (Blanchard and Fabrycky, 1981).
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2005). Fundamental activities of a SE-based framework model as shown in Figure 2-6

include (Blanchard and Fabrycky, 1981; INCOSE, 2005):

Identifying customer and system requirements (i.e., defining requirements)
Defining the problem

Investigating alternative options

System modeling and research

System design and integration

System production and fielding

System use

Performance assessment

Logistical support (i.e., sparing, maintenance, training, modifications, etc.), and

System retirement and or decommissioning.

2.4.3.3. Applying SE to Knowledge Management

Successful system frameworks require responsive, flexible, yet structured

management approaches (Blanchard and Fabrycky, 1981). Senge (1990) states that

systems thinking may be the perfect marriage of SE and KM where both attempt to

eliminate redundancies and shorten business decision cycles while improving decision

quality and effectiveness and reducing system cost. As such, Eisner's SE model serves

as a theoretical base for the Stankosky KM Framework.
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Figure 2-6: The Hybrid Systems Engineering Mode{Blanchard and Fabrycky, 1981;
INCOSE, 2005)

2.4.3.4. The Eisner Systems Engineering Model

Dr. Howard Eisner’s SE theories form one of the foundational underpinnings of the
Stankosky KMF. To fully understand how this model influences Stankosky’s framework,
readers should first understand the applicability of SE to the KM domain (Stankosky and
Baldanza, 2000).

Eisner (2002) defines his SE approach to KM as one where “all elements of a system
interoperate harmoniously based on the use of systematic and repeatable processes.”

He also states that the real value of a systems thinking approach can be found in
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activities relating to ensuring system interoperability, monitoring and adjusting system
performance, and achieving customer requirements and expectations. As Figure 2-7
illustrates, Dr. Eisner’s (2002) model builds on the premise that complex engineering
efforts also typically focus on three main activities relating to architectural design,

subsystem design, and system construction.
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Figure 2-7: Eisner Systems Engineering ModgEisner, 2000)

2.4.4. The Systems Engineering Approach and the Stankosky KMF

Demonstrating its ties to Eisner’'s SE construct, the Stankosky model proposes that
organizations building complex KM programs should consider employing a systems-
based approach similar to that depicted in Figure 2-8 (Stankosky, 2001a). Within this
model are various related principles, disciplines, and elements supporting an SE-based
approach to complex systems development. Of primary interest to this research is the
segment titled “Systems Approach” (see the top of Figure 2-8). While important in their
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own right, items other than the systems approach function are not addressed in this

study.
SYSTEVIS APPROACH
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INFORMATI
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Figure 2-8: The Stankosky KMF Systems Thinking Mode(Stankosky, 2001a)

At its core, the Stankosky KMF focuses on the “systematic, explicit, and deliberate”
use and reuse of proven SE concepts, principles, and processes (Stankosky and
Baldanza, 2000). As Figure 2-9 shows, readers can see how the Stankosky KMF
attempts to apply a systems approach to KM frameworks. Reminiscent of the input
phase shown in Figure 2-4, the first step is defining the inputs and internal and external
environments in which the framework will function (Stankosky and Baldanza, 2000).

The next step is listing the company’s core strategic objectives in realistic and
measurable terms. This includes identifying intellectual assets and operational
processes needed to achieve corporate objectives and establish relevant performance
metrics. The third step is applying the outputs of the Stankosky KMF in ways that help
achieve organizational goals and objectives. Fourth is creating high-level functional

architectures that define the properties, roles, and responsibilities of all entities
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comprising the organizational KM framework. The last step is assessing the model's
efficiency, effectiveness, and innovation against previously established performance
criteria. Feedback generated during the various steps is used to fine-tune activities

occurring in both the current and future cycles.
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FEEDBACK /RESULTS
Figure 2-9: Systems and Their EnvironmentgStankosky and Baldanza, 2000)

Bixler (2001a) states that the key building blocks to planning, building, implementing,
and managing successful KM frameworks using a systems-based approach can be
found within five core SE principles:

* Approach. The approach used in planning, defining, and implementing KM
frameworks should clearly identify all elements of the program and its lifecycle.

* Alignment. Alignment ensures the organization’s KM framework is synchronized
with and fully supports the company’s culture, vision, goals, and strategies.

* Processes. Using an SE approach requires KM practitioners to develop formal KM-
oriented processes and methods. Of critical importance is long-term organizational
use of KM frameworks to capture, value, use, and manage corporate IP.

e Culture. Building on the previously mentioned acceptance of KM processes and
methods is one way corporate KM frameworks help transform corporate culture.

However, cultural transition is often best achieved through training that instills KM-
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based values and practices across all facets of the enterprise including employees,
suppliers, and customers.

« Measurement. Measurement addresses the criteria used to find ROI, VOI, and
other KMF performance indicators. By establishing realistic metrics based on
tangible criteria (e.g., cost, schedule, and performance) and intangible criteria (e.qg.,
brand image and customer satisfaction), companies can more accurately gauge KM
framework success. Bixler (2001b) furthermore believes that failing to accurately
measure the success of organizational KM frameworks and provide actionable

feedback is a primary reason many KM programs fail.
2.5.  The Wieneke-Price (General Motors) KM Domain Model

2.5.1. Model Overview

The General Motors (GM) KM framework model, also known as the Wieneke-Price
KM Framework (see Figure 2-10), applies a taxonomy-based®” approach to define
attributes, behaviors, and competencies they believe constitute successful KM
frameworks (Wieneke and Price, 2003). Primary objectives of the Wieneke-Price KMF
model include ensuring inclusive knowledge capture, rapid retrieval, unlimited sharing,
and enterprise-wide re-use of key organizational knowledge assets. Of secondary
interest to this model are the mechanisms (i.e., the technologies, processes, and

procedures) for capturing and deploying knowledge assets.

A taxonomy-based approach applies the core concepts of both taxonomies and metadata to
compile and articulate information collected from a variety of related sources (Swanstrom, 2000).
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Figure 2-10: Wieneke-Price KM Framework(Wieneke and Price, 2003)

Based on their belief that KM should aid in capturing, sharing, and re-using
knowledge-based assets, Wieneke and Price (2003) assert that successful KM
frameworks help knowledge workers “surface” the intellectual content they possess by
compiling terms, concepts, and activities from other KM frameworks, to include the four
pillars of the Stankosky KMF as discussed earlier. The Wieneke-Price framework also
identifies 8 disciplines and 50 “dimensions” or specialties believed to comprise typical
KM frameworks. Wieneke and Price (2003) moreover state that each dimension may
consist of numerous sub-competencies required to successfully achieve corporate
business objectives. Figure 2-11 shows the hierarchical relationships between the

model’s various components.
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Figure 2-11: Wieneke-Price KM Framework Component Hierardy (Wieneke and Price,
2003)

2.5.2. Disciplines of the Wieneke-Price KM Framework
Eight KM-related disciplines collectively form the core of the Wieneke-Price (2003)
KM framework. Described as being capable of transforming organizations into “learning-
appreciative” cultures, the individual disciplines comprising this framework include:
* Knowledge arenas
* Knowledge capitol
» Knowledge-based learning processes
» Enterprise-wide infrastructure
» Knowledge area benchmarking
» Knowledge area content management
* Organizational learning, and

» Enterprise-wide knowledge socialization.
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25.21. Knowledge Arenas

Knowledge arenas comprising the Wieneke-Price (2003) KM framework represent
general categories of intellectual assets thought necessary to achieve organizational
goals. Broken into seven (7) primary dimensions relating to primary and secondary
product knowledge, manufacturing processes, enterprise business processes, customer
loyalty and value knowledge, external-to-internal knowledge, and metaknowledge,*® this
discipline articulates knowledge-based processes and assets comprising a company’s
operational environment.

To fully understand this discipline’s key constructs, one should first understand the
distinction between product knowledge, processes knowledge, and metaknowledge. For
the purpose of the Wieneke-Price model, process knowledge is considered generally
explicit in nature and is typically based on the functional aspects or “how-to” of
organizational activities. It is also usually well-structured and often formally
documented. Product knowledge however, describes the content, ingredients for, and
lessons learned from using process knowledge. Product knowledge, especially its
lessons learned component, typically resides in employees’ minds and is often tacit in
nature (Wieneke and Price, 2003). The least addressed and seemingly least understood
dimension of the Wieneke and Price knowledge arena however, is metaknowledge.
Based on work in the field of artificial intelligence (Al), Wieneke and Price (2003) believe
the basic types of metaknowledge include declarative, procedural, semantic, and
episodic metaknowledge.

More detailed graphical depictions of the knowledge arena discipline can be found in

Appendix D, Figure D-1 and Figure D-2.

% Wieneke and Price (2003) define metaknowledge as information or knowledge about other
knowledge.
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2.5.2.2. The Knowledge Capital Discipline

Knowledge capital in this case refers to potential tacit, explicit, internal, and external
knowledge sources existing within a company (Wieneke and Price, 2003). Derived in
part from the works of Lai and Chu and Svieby, Wieneke and Price (2003) have
identified six (6) potential sources of knowledge capital typically found within an
organization’s KM domain (see Appendix D, Figure D-3). These sources include tacit
knowledge in the form of human experiences; explicit knowledge in the form of
documented organizational intellectual capital; salable and tacit corporate knowledge as
commercial knowledge; and tacit and explicit knowledge in the form of customer,
supplier, partner, and public domain expertise.

Dimensions comprising the knowledge capital discipline range from the ideas and
personal experiences held by individuals to those knowledge assets readily available
without restriction and or cost to the general public. However, each knowledge source
also carries an inherent risk that the information it possesses may not be totally valid,
factual, and or accepted by relevant COPs or communities of practice (COPs; Wieneke
and Price, 2003). These risks may be greatest with knowledge found in the public
domain. Mitigating this risk to an acceptable level is the task of the organizational
“knowledge manger.” The knowledge manager ensures organizational intellectual
capital is available when needed and structured for quick and easy retrieval, use,

sharing, modification, and re-use.

2.5.2.3. The Knowledge-Based Learning Process Discipline

Wieneke and Price (2003) believe their framework’s knowledge-based learning

process discipline answers many questions relating directly to organizational and

%9 Knowledge managers know what knowledge is needed to achieve corporate objectives, where
this knowledge is located, and can verify that the knowledge assets being applied are accurate,
current, and available when and where needed (Wieneke and Price, 2003).
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enterprise learning (see Figure 2-12). Referencing the works of Demming and Shewart,
this discipline theorizes that knowledge-based learning provides organizations a means
for discovering and applying what they already know, learning those things they don't yet
know or understand, and creating newly discovered tacit knowledge (Wieneke and Price,

2003).

3. Knowledge hased )

IEHI‘_' : o

Figure 2-12: Wieneke-Price Knowledge-Based Learning Digaine (Wieneke and Price,
2003)

Following knowledge lifecycle management approaches similar to those of Burlton
(2001) and Nissen, Kamala, and Sengupta (2000); the Wieneke-Price (2003) KM
Framework repeatedly validates and “promotes” data to information and until it is
ultimately viewed as knowledge. This discipline is comprised of four dimensions
including a collaborate, innovate, and capture phase; a compile and study phase; a plan
and deploy phase; and an apply and re-use phase. The process begins by capturing,
compiling, and promoting data into information then capturing it in “information bases.”
Then, through a process of synthesis and collaboration this information is subsequently

validated and promoted to knowledge which is then stored in corporate “knowledge
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bases.”° Knowledge assets derived from business processes, customers, worker
experiences, and planned R&D activities also are part of the corporate knowledge base.
Wieneke and Price (2003) furthermore indicate that knowledge application and re-use

may be either actively’" or passively** accomplished.

2.5.2.4. Enterprise-Wide Infrastructure
Vectoring more heavily toward the technology-based aspect of KM frameworks, the

Wieneke and Price (2003) enterprise-wide infrastructure discipline is often the primary
focus of many KM programs (see Appendix D, Figure D-4). Comprised of 12 specialties,
this discipline helps establish and maintain effective and efficient enterprise KM
infrastructures. The discipline’s 12 specialties include:

* Implementing reward and incentive systems

* Practicing “knowledge leadership”

* Appling knowledge-relevant metrics

» Utilizing knowledge-related communications

» Allocating knowledge-based learning resources

* Fielding IT infrastructures that support knowledge-based learning

* Practicing KM and associated competencies

* Budgeting for knowledge-based initiatives

» Attaining knowledge capture and collaboration facilities

40 Knowledge bases are centralized repositories typically using IT-oriented systems to store and
manage information that optimizes data collection, organization, retrieval, and sharing (Wieneke
and Price, 2003).

* Active knowledge use occurs when knowledge workers consciously determine if, when, and
how they’ll use available knowledge assets (Wieneke and Price, 2003).

*2 Passive knowledge use occurs when knowledge is automatically applied without direct user
intervention or consideration (Wieneke and Price, 2003).
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* Training and education needed in knowledge-intensive environments
* Fielding hardware and software systems for capturing, storing, retrieving, and
applying knowledge, and

« Implementing knowledge asset “ledgers.”?

While still in its relative infancy, Wieneke and Price (2003) consider the knowledge
ledger a highly interesting and promising KM tool. They believe its greatest value may
be its ability to help organizations become more “knowledge aware.” Useful
characteristics of a knowledge aware enterprise include the ability to value, apply, and
re-use knowledge; structure knowledge for rapid retrieval and sharing; improve
corporate knowledge values; and provide effective and efficient enterprise knowledge

infrastructures.

2.5.25. Knowledge Arena Benchmarking

The Wieneke-Price (2003) KMF identifies benchmarking® as the “first line of
defense” for maintaining relevant and competitive knowledge across the framework’s
seven knowledge arenas. Consisting of eight (8) dimensions (see Appendix D, Figure
D-5), knowledge benchmarking provides context to an organization’s explicit knowledge
by using real-world examples to enhance user comprehension and understanding.
However, for organizations to effectively leverage knowledge benchmarking activities,
they should first establish common taxonomies that sufficiently classify corporate

knowledge assets and practices.

3 Knowledge ledgers consolidate, track, and manage organizational intellectual assets and in
some cases, can be the heart of the corporate KM system (Wieneke and Price, 2003).

e Benchmarking in the context of this study entails acquiring and classifying information then

promoting it to intelligence and ultimately knowledge through the process of inference (Wieneke
and Price, 2003).
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2.5.2.6. Knowledge Arena Content Management

Wieneke and Price (2003) state that perhaps the truest essence of KM within their
framework is in the process of managing explicit knowledge (i.e., content; see Figure 2-
13). Key to this discipline is six (6) dimensions including:

* Knowledge classification (via labels or tags)

* Knowledge modeling that defines relationships and attributes

* Topic assignment and subject selection

* Granularity (i.e., establishing size or quantity)

* Knowledge domain views that frame the knowledge landscape, and

* Knowledge structures that determine inclusive content.

One important aspect of this discipline is creating agreed upon, consistent
taxonomies that group and categorize organizational knowledge assets (Wieneke and
Price, 2003). These taxonomies are central to effectively sharing and re-using corporate
knowledge. When combined with knowledge modeling and topic assignment,
organizations can capture and frame the multi-dimensional attributes and relationship
associated with their knowledge. However, keeping categorized data manageable and
accessible requires sufficient knowledge granularity* (Wieneke and Price, 2003). This
is typically accomplished by identifying and developing “knowledge nuggets.”*

Knowledge nuggets allow knowledge managers to increase the usability of intellectual

assets while also making their capture, collaboration, storage, and navigation easier.

5 Granularity as applied in this context refers to the extent to which systems contain separate
entities and components (i.e., knowledge granules). The more components a system contains
and the more details made available about each component, the greater the system’s overall
granularity (Businessdictionary.com, 2009).

46 Knowledge nuggets are relevant, easily understood parcels of knowledge that are readily
applied, shared, managed, or re-used (Wieneke and Price, 2003).
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Knowledge nuggets can also reduce the controversy surrounding newly discovered
knowledge by facilitating quicker understanding and socialization while providing a

clearer and more concise domain view of the item in question.

i, Arena
Content :
Management J

Figure 2-13: Wieneke-Price Arena Content Management Digdine (Wieneke and Price,
2003)

Knowledge arena content management domain views may be either physical,
performance, or process centric (Wieneke and Price, 2003). In their simplest form,
domain views typically contain lists of knowledge nuggets. However, more complex
domain views may also include hierarchical relationships as well as detailed information
and graphics to highlight key linkages and intersections. Domain views add value by
raising knowledge awareness, identifying common or redundant knowledge items,

identifying knowledge gaps, and helping find key knowledge assets.

2.5.2.7. The Learning Organization Discipline

Based in part on the work of Senge (1990), Wieneke and Price (2003) believe the
learning organization discipline is especially important to establishing and sustaining
successful KM frameworks. The model shown in Figure 2-14 reveals the seven (7)

attributes Wieneke and Price (2003) feel comprise effective and sustainable learning
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organizations. Of these seven specialties, five (5) highlight the work of Senge with the
sixth and seventh originating in the work of Dr. Michael Salton, Professor of Business
Information Technology, and author of more than 60 pieces on KM and IT-based

learning systems.

7.5, Haman
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Figure 2-14: Wieneke-Price Learning Organization DisciplingWieneke and Price, 2003)
A brief explanation of this discipline’s functions is as follows:

» Personal Mastery: This field encourages organizations to take a life-long approach
to learning which includes internalizing and valuing the importance and balancing of
learning as part of one’s personal and professional life.

» Shared Vision. In the context of the Wieneke-Price (2003) KM Framework, shared
vision refers to establishing active dialogs between management and knowledge
workers to create a collective sense of empowerment and determine what
intellectual property is important to achieving organizational goals and objectives.

» Systems Thinking. Systems thinking means looking beyond current organizational

needs and reflecting on organizational structures that identify beneficial patterns,

62



links, and interactions. It also considers the complexity of short-term actions and
their relationship to and impact on long-term framework success.

* Mental Models. Mental models are internal, individual world-views that all people
have. Mental models often influence and or control individual behavior and thus,
organizational beliefs, expectations, and behavior.

« Team Learning. Team learning uses organized groups as the fundamental learning
unit. Based on the phenomena of “collective sensibility,” Wieneke and Price (2003)
suggest that team learning has proven more enduring and effective than other
human learning methods.

* Human Information Processing. A core competency of the Wieneke-Price (2003)
framework, this function determines how people acquire, process, retain, and apply
knowledge in both their personal and professional lives.

* Business Strategy. Business strategy represents the organization’s overall
approach to achieving corporate goals and objectives. Wieneke and Price (2003)
postulate that organizations typically apply one of two business strategies relating to
either command and control (i.e., controlling) or quality enhancement (i.e., sharing)
activities. They also note that transitioning businesses from one strategy to another

requires a great deal of top-level leadership, commitment, and support.

2.5.2.8. Enterprise-wide Knowledge Socialization
Reminiscent of Burlton’s (2001) concept of organizational knowledge socialization,
this discipline consists of four (4) distinct dimensions relating to organizational:
* Knowledge-based goals
* Roles and responsibilities

* Behaviors, rules, and principles for maintaining enterprise identity, and
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* The meaning of organizational symbols, rituals, and events (see Appendix D, Figure

D-6; Wieneke and Price, 2003).

Similarly, knowledge socialization activities occur as part of three (3) behavioral
phases relating to “anticipation,” “breaking-in” (i.e., familiarization), and “settling.”
Socialization is also a continuous and on-going part of the KM process. As such, it
typically reoccurs each time an employee, executive, or senior corporate leader joins a

company or moves to another business unit within their current organization.

2.6. Comparing the Stankosky and Wieneke-Price KM Frameworks

During the course of this literature review, the work conducted in comparing the
Stankosky KMF model to the Wieneke-Price KM framework focused on two distinct
areas of interest. First, was conducting a one-to-one comparison to determine
commonalities and differences between these models. The second, was determining
potential capability shortfalls (i.e., “performance gaps”) of the Stankosky KMF when
compared to the Wieneke-Price and other documented KM frameworks. From this
comparison, a set of “common” attributes and expectations signifying potential capability
shortfalls in the Stankosky KMF model emerged. Consisting of nine (9) major categories
including people-centric focus points, business-centric focus points, process and
function-centric focus points, program-oriented focus points, risk/threat-related focus
points, evaluation/measurement-centric focus points, environment-centric focus points,
technology-centric focus points, and information/knowledge-centric focus points as well
as over 200 individual sub-points; these findings can be found in the KM framework

comparison gap comparison matrix at Appendix A.
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2.6.1. Commonalities

As shown in Appendix A, the Stankosky KMF and Wieneke-Price KM Domain

framework share commonalities across all nine major categories.

2.6.1.1. People-Centric Focus Points

Within the people/human-centric category commonalities were noted in focus points

relating to:
* Apprenticeships » Stakeholders
» Customer focus * Subject matter experts
* Human development e Team
* Knowledge leaders and managers * Values, and
* Organizational structure e Vision.

* Relationships

2.6.1.2. Business-Centric Focus Points

Regarding the business-centric category, commonalties were noted in focus points
relating to an information and knowledge-based (i.e., content-based) focus and the

importance and value of relationships to organizational KM activities.

2.6.1.3. Process-Centric Focus Points

With respect to process and function-centric activities, commonalities existed in

areas relating to:

* Budget and resource management » KMe-oriented legislation/governance
* Business processes * Lessons learned

* Communications * Organizational learning, and

* Institutionalized processes * Organizational planning and

* Knowledge management design.
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2.6.1.4. Program-Centric Focus Points

Concerning program-oriented actions, commonalities were found in areas relating to:

e |nstitutional orientation and * Organizational data, information,
processes and knowledge (i.e., content)

» Institutional processes and goals * Organizational innovation

» Organizational effectiveness * SE and systems thinking, and

» Organizational efficiency * Value-oriented focus points.

2.6.1.5. Risk-Centric Focus Points

Concerning KMF environmental factors, commonalities were found in activities

relating to politically-oriented factors and or focus points.

2.6.1.6. Evaluation and Measurement-Centric Focus Points

Additionally, commonalities concerning evaluation and measurement focus points
were found regarding benchmarking, best practices and lessons learned, and

knowledge-related assessment factors.

2.6.1.7. Environment-Centric Focus Points

Commonalities within the environment-centric domain were found relating to the:
e Commercial environment e Strategic environment, and

e Global environment e Structural environment.

2.6.1.8. Technology-Centric Focus Points

Within the category of technically related focus points commonalities were found
relating to data warehouses, information systems, knowledge bases, software-based IT

tools and applications, and decision support systems.
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2.6.1.9. Content-Centric Focus Points

Lastly, commonalties were also found in focus points relating to:

Collaboration

Context

Customer focus

Experience and or expertise

Explicit knowledge

External knowledge

Human knowledge

Information and or knowledge access
Internal knowledge

Knowledge accuracy and availability
Knowledge architectures

Knowledge modeling

Knowledge capture and classification

Knowledge creation and discovery

2.6.2. Differences

* Knowledge relevance

* Knowledge distribution and sharing
* Knowledge domains

* Knowledge repositories

* Knowledge use and reuse

* Knowledge sales and transfer

* Knowledge sources and suppliers
* Knowledge partners / stakeholders
* Knowledge synthesis

* Knowledge validation

* Knowledge traceability

* Meta-knowledge, and

* Organizational knowledge.

2.6.2.1. People-Centric Focus Points

Within this category significant differences existed as both KMF models exhibited

unique characteristics. Areas appearing to favor the Stankosky model included:

Managing attrition and behavior
Interpersonal communications
Advocacy for both COPs and COls

Emphasis on personal courage

* Individual empowerment
* Focus on knowledge workers
* Leadership characteristics

« Morale
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» Personnel recruiting and retention e Personnel rewards, and
* Redeployment of knowledge * Role of social networks.

personnel

Differences in this area seeming to favor the Wieneke-Price KM framewaork only

centered on the importance of mentorship to organizational KM efforts.

2.6.2.2. Business-Centric Focus Points

Within this grouping, focus points appearing to favor the Stankosky KMF included an

emphasis on:
* Business roadmaps * Market dominance
* E-business transformation » Situational awareness
* Global business * Business intelligence
* Government and public business » Strategic and tactical focus
* Innovation and learning * Organizational vision, and
* Local and regional focus * Mission development.

No areas of significant difference were found within this category that seemingly

favored the Wieneke-Price KM framework.

2.6.2.3. Process-Centric Focus Points

Areas appearing to favor the Stankosky KMF within the process-centric domain

included activities relating to:

* Knowledge analysis * Organizational control

* Process baselining » Group and personal decision making
* Change management * Feedback

» Collaboration * Innovation management
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* Personal and organizational * Problem solving
leadership * Quality and risk management, and
* Management engineering » Systems and workflow management.

* Use of modeling and simulation

Focus points in this domain appearing to favor the Wieneke-Price KMF included only

those activities relating to manufacturing process management.

2.6.2.4. Program-Centric Points
Differences in this functional area demonstrating possible advantages of the
Stankosky KMF included activities and behaviors related to:
* Cost management * Organizational dynamics

* Organizational principles * Rewards and incentives

* Performance management Risk and systems management, and

* Prestige-orientated behavior Workflow management.

Conversely, possible advantages of the Wieneke-Price KM framework in this domain

included concepts relating to knowledge arenas and supply management.

2.6.2.5. Risk-Centric Focus Points

With respect to risk, the Stankosky model exhibited possible advantages in areas

and activities related to:

* Complexity management » Policy development and management
* Environmental dynamics » Organizational dynamics

* Knowledge loss prevention * Knowledge relevance, and

* Personal and organizational power » Waorkforce maturity determination.
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No discernible risk-related focus points were found that appeared to favor the

Wieneke-Price KMF model in this area.

2.6.2.6. Evaluation and Measurement-Centric Focus Points

Within this class, focus points appearing to favor the Stankosky model included items

relating to:

* Activity measurability * KM metrics

» Customer satisfaction and retention * Methods and standards

» Employee satisfaction and retention » Patents and copyrights

» Evaluation procedures  Performance indicator, and

* KM program control Use satisfaction and retention.

Conversely, focus points appearing to favor the Wieneke-Price KM model included

items relating to organizational reputation and brand name recognition.

2.6.2.7. Environment-Centric Focus Points

Within the environment-centric, arena focus points appearing to favor the Stankosky

KMF included items relating to:

* Academic environments * Local environments

* Competitive intelligence * Human resource environments
* Competitive environments * Market-oriented environments
* Cultural environments » Political environments

* E-business * Regional environments

* Fiscal environments » Social environments

* Governmental environments » Technology environments, and
* Inter-enterprise environments * Virtual enterprise.
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No distinct environment-related focus points were found within this domain that

appeared to favor the Wieneke-Price KMF.

2.6.2.8. Technology-Centric Focus Points

Concerning differences within the technology domain, the Stankosky KMF seemingly

possesses advantages in key focus points such as:

* Auto indexing * Platform independence

» Electronic workplaces » Search engines

e Use of E-mall » Data storage

* Enterprise information portals * IT acquisition and sustainment
* KM hosting » Technology architectures

* Legacy system integration » System interoperability, and

» Attaining a network-centric focus * Virtual office places.

In this domain, the Wieneke-Price KM framework appeared to possess no

discernible advantages.

2.6.2.9. Content-Centric Focus Points

When evaluating differences relating to information and knowledge-related activities,
the Stankosky KMF appears to possess advantages relating to:

* Knowledge analysis and assurance * IP codification and personalization

* Content management Knowledge fusion

o IP criticality to organizational success * Knowledge lifecycle management
* Document management * Knowledge mapping

» Content integration * Knowledge ownership

» Knowledge back-up and preservation * Knowledge portfolios and privacy
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* Knowledge renewal and retention * Knowledge presentation, and

» Knowledge security and protection * Tacit knowledge

Content-centric KM activities seeming to favor the Wieneke-Price KM framework

included activities related to knowledge detail and granularity.

2.6.3. Capability Gaps

When compared against each other and other KM frameworks, potential capability
and performance gaps were noted in both the Stankosky and Wieneke-Price KM
frameworks. However, because a primary goal of this research was discovery and
documentation of potential shortfalls in the Stankosky KMF, only those potential
shortfalls applicable to the Stankosky model are discussed. Subsequently, these gaps
served as driving factors behind the development of the measurement questions

contained in the study’s survey instrument found in see Appendix B.

2.6.3.1. People-Centric Capability Gaps
Potential capability and or performance gaps discovered in Stankosky KMF within
the people-centric domain included issues relating:
* Ensuring knowledge availability
* Using mentors to enhance corporate learning and knowledge transfer
* Retaining key knowledge workers, and

* The use and or application of rewards.

2.6.3.2.  Business-Centric Capability Gaps

Within this area the Stankosky model displayed possible capability shortfalls relating
to quality-oriented traits of corporate knowledge or knowledge-based products and

processes as well as the value of ensuring KM programs possess a tactical focus.
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2.6.3.3.  Process-Centric Capability Gaps

Possible capability and or performance gaps noted in the Stankosky KMF within the

process-centric domain centered on manufacturing focused activities.

2.6.3.4. Program-Centric Capability Gaps
Potential shortfalls of the Stankosky KMF in the area of program-oriented capabilities
focused primarily on issues involving:
* Time and cost management
* Demand-oriented processes
* Knowledge-based income
* Knowledge arenas, and

» Supply and resource availability to include their impact on organizational

performance.

2.6.3.5. Risk-Centric Capability Gaps

Capability shortfalls discovered with respect to risk management showed possible

performance gaps existing in the Stankosky KM model relating to workforce maturity.

2.6.3.6. Evaluation and Measurement-Centric Capability Gaps
Possible performance shortfalls of the Stankosky KMF found in this domain related
to the model’s potential lack of capability regarding:
» Valuing of copyrights and patents
* Key KM-related performance indicators
* Impact of organizational reputation and brand-name, and

* Performance scoring mechanisms.
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2.6.5.7.  Environment-Centric Capability Gaps

No discernible capability and or performance gaps were noted in the Stankosky KMF

with respect to environmental related areas of interest.

2.6.5.8. Technology-Centric Capability Gaps.

Possible capability and or performance shortfalls of the Stankosky KMF model
relating to technology include issues concerning platform independence, sustainability of

KM-related technologies, and the management of organizational virtual office tools.

2.6.3.9. Content-Centric Capability Gaps.

Potential performance gaps noted in the Stankosky KMF within the content-centric

domain included:

* Knowledge acquisition and analysis * Knowledge classification
* Context determination * Knowledge detail and or granularity
» Criticality assessment * Knowledge fusion and modeling and
* Customer focus * Knowledge needs and requirements
* Knowledge abandonment and management.

disposal

2.7. Resultant Research Questions and Hypotheses

2.7.1. Research Question Group Development

Based on conclusions reached as a result of the study’s literature review, a series of
four (4) research question groups were identified concerning the continued applicability
of the leadership, organization, learning and technology pillars of the Stankosky KMF

model in today’s business environment.
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2.7.2. Hypothesis Formulation

The hypotheses supporting this research effort are broken into four (4) core
groupings. In turn, each grouping can be directly traced to determining the continued

applicability of one of the Stankosky KMF pillars.

Each question group contains a series of four (4) to six (6) individual questions
designed to answer singular questions relevant to the rejection or non-rejection of
key points of interest concerning the KM pillar in question. Statistical conclusions
reached for each individual hypothesis in turn helped determined whether the pillar

under investigation remains relevant to modern-day KM frameworks.

2.8.  Chapter Summary

As the world evolves toward a more knowledge-centric consciousness, so too does
the need to reliably and repeatedly capture, value, use, reuse, and manage
organizational intellectual assets (Malhotra, 2003). As depicted in this chapter, existing
literature indicates that while knowledge management provides great opportunities for
organizational success, it also provides equally notable opportunities for failure (Marsh,
2000). Current literature furthermore suggests that numerous KM frameworks, many
with differing foci and capabilities, now exist. Of key interest however, to this research is
a comparison between the Stankosky KMF model and the Wieneke-Price (i.e., GM) KM
Domain framework model. Special effort was furthermore given to identifying
commonalities and differences between these models. Perhaps most importantly
however, was the identification of potential capability and or performance gaps within the
Stankosky KMF and the need to capture real-time information relating to the impact of
these perceived gaps on the success of organizational KM programs.

The information presented in Chapter 2 demonstrated that gaps may exist in the
current body of knowledge relating to the full scope of components comprising

75



contemporary KMFs. These gaps in turn drove the formation of four (4) research
guestion groups and their associated measurement questions which comprised the
study’s survey instrument as discussed next in Chapter 3. Chapter 3 also highlights the
processes and procedures used to prepare and execute the study’s data collection and

analysis phase.
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Chapter 3 - Research Design and Methodology

“You can't fix by analysis what is bungled by design.”

- Light, Singer, and Willett (1990)

1.0. Introduction

This chapter describes the processes and methods used to collect, test, and

analyze data used in developing the findings of this study.

3.1. Research Goal

As discussed in Chapter 1, this study sought to determine through a review of
existing literature and the use of an experience survey if the current pillars of the
Stankosky KMF model possess the attributes and capabilities needed to justify their
inclusion in modern-day KM frameworks.

Preliminary conclusions reached during the study’s literature review suggested that
possible capability gaps exist in the ability of the current Stankosky KMF pillars to fully
achieve organizational KM objectives. However, the study’s goals could not be
satisfactorily accomplished through a literature review alone. Thus, a survey-based data
collection and analysis process was employed to gather empirical evidence needed for

suitable statistical testing.

77



3.2.  Research Methodology

3.2.1. Scientific Research Defined

For the purpose of this study, scientifically-oriented research is defined as “the
process of continuous exploration and discovery through which new knowledge is
discovered” (Salkind, 1991). As such, the key tenants of this study mirrored those
advocated by Salkind (1991) to include:

» Giving due consideration and credit to applicable work of others
* Producing applicable, repeatable, reliable, consistent, and credible results
» Developing findings based on sound logic and scientifically accepted practices, and

* Working in an incremental and iterative fashion.

3.2.2. Type of Study Conducted

As discussed earlier, the activities conducted during this study most closely
represent those of “exploratory research™’ as defined by Cooper and Emory (1995) and
American (2005). Therefore, the underlying objectives of this study were to determine
the continued applicability of the current Stankosky KMF pillars with respect to fulfilling
organizational KM needs and identify potential capability and or performance gaps of the

Stankosky KMF model.

4 Exploratory research typically investigates loosely structured concepts for the purpose of
discovering and or developing new hypotheses or areas of interest serving as a primary focus of
future research activities (Cooper and Emory, 1995).
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3.2.3. Research Model

Throughout this research care was given to reviewing, analyzing, and evaluating
information from a variety of sources. By applying an empirical research model, *® the
observations and experiences of other researchers served as an analytical starting point

for this study.

3.2.4. The Research Process Map

Figure 3-1 shows the research map guiding this effort. Based on work by Cooper

and Emory (1995), it promoted a structured, iterative, and repeatable approach.

Chapter 1
] Activities
i
1
: HaZia e ] Primary/Secondary Cll?l])t(’l'z
I Research ] Activities
i Revize Research Goal f==--p
I«
|
No-Go i
1 Design i
l““ o Measurement Questions &
3 Build Survey Instrument Ch ﬂ]}[t‘l’ 3
Activities
A— Research - Go PilotTest Survey
Proposal (optional) |
1 Revise Research Goal [=re=» i 3
Legend Perform Data Analysis & Chapter 4
l:l Project Planning Phase Statistical Testing Activities
] Data GathetingPhase
- Analysis, Evaluation &

Repotting Phase Repori/Defend Resulis »

>
- Process Flow

Chapter S/ Study Defense

@ Activities

Figure 3-1: Research Process MafCooper and Emory, 1995)

*® Based on de Groot's empirical cycle of observe, induct, deduct, test and evaluate; the empirical
research model uses both inductive and deductive reasoning as its test of reality (wordIQ, 2003).
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The research process map used also provided a feedback mechanism for evaluating
and adjusting the study’s activities. The bi-directional red paths shown in Figure 3-1
furthermore highlight the activities taking place during the study’s proposal preparation
phase while the black dotted paths underscore the feedback and decision loops evolving

during the study’s development, data collection, and analysis phases.

3.2.5. The Question Hierarchy

3.25.1. The Research Goal
At the top of this study’s question hierarchy is its previously stated research goal.
Criteria guiding the selection of the study’s research goal included the ability to:

» Suitably address and or answer issues and questions relevant to the field of KM

Facilitate effective and efficient information gathering and analysis

* Provide non-biased, statistically verified results, and

Identify areas and or activities warranting additional or future research.

3.2.5.2. The Role of Measurement Questions

Based on findings reached during the study’s literature review, a series of 45
measurement questions were developed. These measurement questions were
designed to interface directly with survey participants in order to capture relevant
information while producing data suitable for viable statistical testing (Hildebrand and
Ott, 1996). The measurements questions supporting this research can be found in the

study’s survey instrument located at Appendix B.

3.3. The Data Capture Process

This section describes the plan, processes, and calculations used in collecting the

data needed to assess the study’s target population.
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3.3.1. The Sampling Plan

This activity focused on developing an actionable sampling plan for the purpose of
identifying a suitable target audience with a population capable of yielding the desired

minimum sample size.

3.3.1.1.  Selecting the Target Population and Sample Frame

This activity identified the target population for the study’s experience survey.
Desired survey participants were those persons and or organizations either currently
using or experienced in applying a managed, structured, framework-oriented (i.e., SE-
based) KM program. The sample frame included a potential cadre of over 1,000 KM
practitioners identified by KMWorld magazine between January 2002 and April 2004 as

leading-edge KM program operators (McKellar, 2002, 2004).

3.3.1.2.  Calculating the Desired Minimum Survey Sample Size

Using a formula from Creative Research Systems (2001), the outcome of
calculations for determining the recommended minimum sample size for this study
resulted in a desired minimum sample size of 385 valid survey responses. Special
considerations and factors affecting this calculation included the study’s targeted
confidence level, proportionality level, and confidence interval. Calculations used to

generate the study’s suggested target minimal sample size can be found in Appendix C.
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3.3.1.2.1. Confidence Level

To achieve a 95% confidence level in the study’s findings, a “Z” level of 1.96* was
used in calculating the study’s desired minimum survey sample size (Cooper and Emory,

1995).

3.3.1.2.2.  Proportion Level

To reduce the chance of Type | errors occurring, a mathematically conservative
proportionality or “p” level of 0.5 (i.e., a 95% confidence rating) was used in estimating

the study’s recommended minimum survey sample size.

3.3.1.2.3. Confidence Interval

Giving due consideration to the confidence interval (Cl) employed was one method
used to ensure the study’s findings more accurately represented the behavior of the
target population at large (Niles, 2002). As such, an assumption was made that if a low
Cl was used during the effort’s statistical testing processes, more confidence could be
given to the likelihood that the study’s findings would better reflect the true behavior of
the overall target population. Thus, a conservative Cl value of 0.05 was used during this

research.

3.3.2. Sampling Techniques Employed

This study employed a probability sampling methodology.”® This method was

chosen because it was believed to offer the best potential for satisfactorily meeting the

* The “z” level of 1.96 standard deviations used during this research was based on the “empirical
rule” of statistics which states that assuming a normal distribution, 95% of all survey responses
will fall within +/- 1.96 standard deviations of the target population at large (Hildebrand and Ott,
1996).

%0 Probability sampling is based on the premise that the chance of any member of a target
population being selected is known (Salkind, 1991).
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study’s sampling objectives. As part of this process, each of the study’s 1,000 sample
frame members was assigned a singularly unique identifier based on the member’s line
number in an alphabetically sorted listing.>* Using the output of the Microsoft Excel
2007® random number generator function, a probability-based simple random sampling
selection process was used to determine the sequence in which potential survey
participants would receive their survey instruments. Those “rolls” of the random number
generator identifying previously selected sample frame members were discarded and
the process continued until an unselected candidate was identified. This process
continued until all sample frame members received an exclusive distribution sequence

number.

3.3.3. Survey Distribution Techniques

Methods for distributing the study’s survey instrument included paper-based forms
sent by conventional mail, an electronic version sent via e-mail attachment, and an on-
line Internet website hosted by SurveyMonkey.com® (i.e., http://www.surveymonkey.
com). The data received from completed surveys were entered into a Microsoft Excel

2007® spreadsheet for an initial quality check and basic pre-testing analysis.

3.4.  The Survey Instrument

The primary, non-literature based data gathering tool used during this research was
a self-service survey questionnaire. As previously described, the study’s survey
instrument consisted of 45 measurement questions which based on pilot testing results,
required approximately 15 to 30 minutes to complete. Question stems and answer

choices were constructed using methods suggested by Cooper and Emory (1995),

*! Each member of the sample frame was assigned a singularly unique identifier based on their
line number (i.e., “row”) in a Microsoft Excel® spreadsheet when sorted by the member’s name in
ascending alpha-numeric order.
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Creative Research Corporation (2001), and SurveyMonkey (2007a; 2007b). A full copy

of the study’s survey instrument can be seen at Appendix B.
3.4.1. Survey Instrument Design

3.4.1.1. General Design Considerations

Effective survey design is as much an art as it is science (Survey, 2003). As such,
this study sought to balance various factors believed to negatively affect survey
response rates and effectiveness. Consisting of an introduction, main body, and closing
statement, the goal was a survey instrument that effectively captured the desired data
yet was quickly and easily delivered, completed, and returned. Other survey design
considerations included:

* Presenting an aesthetically appealing format (SurveyMonkey, 2007b)

« Using a “funneled”** question sequencing approach (Cooper and Emory, 1995;
Hildebrand and Ott, 1996)

* Avoiding biased, misleading, emotionally charged, and or multi-part (i.e., “double-
barreled) questions (Salkind, 1991; SurveyMonkey, 2007b)

» Conforming to industry standards regarding the number of questions respondents
can be expected to answer per minute®® to ensure total survey contact time was less
than 30 minutes (SurveyMonkey, 2007a)

* An introductory message including detailed instructions and the promise of

participant confidentiality (Salkind, 1991; Cooper and Emory, 1995)

°2 A “funneled” approach places more general questions at the beginning and end of the survey
with more difficult and or thought-provoking questions located toward the middle of the instrument
(Salkind, 1991; Cooper and Emory, 1995; Hildebrand and Ott, 1996).

%3 Depending on subject matter and question complexity, survey respondents can generally be
expected to answer between 3 and 4 questions of the type used per minute (Creative, 2001).
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* Using mutually exclusive response options (Hildebrand and Ott, 1996), and

» Using peer reviews and pilot tests to evaluate survey effectiveness (Salkind, 1991).

3.4.1.2. Measurement Question Design

A key consideration of this study was designing survey questions that were
meaningful and relevant while also interesting, engaging, and quickly answered
(SurveyMonkey, 2007b). With this in mind, the study’s measurement questions used a
multiple-choice format and that incorporated the most likely response options while also

including “Don’t Know,” “No Response” and “Other” response options.

3.4.2. Mitigating Risk and Improving Response Rates

3.4.2.1. Bias Mitigation

To reduce the chance of survey bias, familiar words, simple sentences, and short
answers were also used where possible when building the study’s measurement

questions (Salkind, 1991; Cooper and Emory, 1995; SurveyMonkey, 2007a).

3.4.2.2. Reliability and Validity Factors

Designing a data collection tool that yielded similar, accurate, and valid results,
regardless of the researcher or research environment, was of paramount importance to
this study. Thus, including those qualities helping guarantee the reliability>* and validity>

of the data collected was yet another key design consideration (Salkind, 1991).

* The concept of reliability ensures the processes and or actions used during data collection and
analysis are consistently applied across all domains and that comparable research will return
similar results under similar conditions (Salkind, 1991, Hildebrand and Ott, 1996).

** The concept of validity determines whether or not the data collection methods used accurately
and or fully test what they’re designed to evaluate (Salkind, 1991).
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34221 Reliability Factors.

Following recommendations by Salkind (1991) and SurveyMonkey (2007b), this
study used multiple methods to boost response reliability. It first ensured data collection
and evaluation activities were conducted in a standard and repeatable way using a
vetted research model (reference Figure 3-1). It then used common definitions and
concepts to build a basic understanding of KM frameworks in order to reduce participant

“trait” errors.”®

3.4222 Validity Factors.

The study furthermore attempted to establish research validity by using peer reviews
and pilot tests to assess the effectiveness of the study’s survey instrument with respect
to its reliably and repeatability when collecting data needed for analysis and statistical

testing (Salkind, 1991; SurveyMonkey, 2007).

3.4.2.3. Mitigating Type | and Type Il Errors

This section describes the precautions taken to reduce the risk of Type | and or Type

Il statistical errors during this study.

3.4.23.1 Type | Errors.

Type | errors occur when researchers mistakenly conclude that relationships exist
between key variables when in fact they don’t (Cooper and Emory, 1995; Crunk, 2004).
To mitigate opportunities for Type | errors the study employed an “alpha level” (a) of

0.05. When combined with the study’s confidence interval of 0.05, this hopefully helped

*® Trait errors are errors typically caused by perceived differences between objects being
evaluated and or differences in participant-based responses to like items (Salkind, 1991).
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increase the study’s target minimum sample size and reduce the chance of Type 1

statistical errors.

3.4.2.3.2 Type Il Errors.

Type Il statistical errors are errors in the sense that statistical testing fails to
recognize when relationships do in fact exist between variables of interest (Hildebrand
and Ott, 1996). Based on suggestions by Crunk (2004) and Urdan (2005), this study
used the academically accepted “beta level” (8) of 20% that Type Il errors would occur.
To reduce the chance of Type Il errors, the maximum possible proportion value (“p”) of
0.5 was used when computing the target minimum survey sample size. Using the
maximum possible proportion value aimed to help ensure the number of survey

responses received was large enough to minimize the risk of Type Il errors.

3.4.3. Survey Results

Over a 14-month period 1,000 survey instruments were distributed of which 40
completed questionnaires were returned resulting in a 4.00% response rate.
Unfortunately, the number of survey responses received was significantly short of the
target sample size of 385. As such, the SPSS “G*Power” analysis calculator estimated
the study’s statistical power rating at approximately 0.45652 falling well below the

recommended standard academic power rating of 0.80 (Crunk, 2004).

3.5. Statistical Considerations

3.5.1. Data Classification

As described earlier, the measurement questions used in this research effort were
constructed using a mutually exclusive, multiple-choice question format. Several

guestions did however, also offer respondents the opportunity to include additional data
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under an “Other” response option for information believed pertinent to the issue but not
included as formal response options. Under this schema, all data collected was
determined to be either nominal or ordinal. A matrix of raw survey responses for each

survey question can be found in Appendix E.

3.5.2. Statistical Tests and Acceptance Criteria

The goal of statistical testing performed during this effort was to mathematically
determine whether significant associations, verifiable differences, and or meaningful
relationships existed with respect to the questions proposed. To increase confidence in
the study’s findings, a variant of Cooper and Emory’s (1995) 6-stage statistical
processing model was used (see Figure 3-2). As such, 1-tailed binomial distribution
tests were used to determine whether each of the study’s hypotheses were statistically
significant and should or should not be rejected. The Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences (SPSS™) Statistics Gradpack for Windows, Version 17, and MS Excel 2010°
software suites were used to test survey data for statistical significance. Detailed

information on the results achieved for each of the questions tested is presented in

Chapter 4.
St Chooze Select Desired Compuie
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Figure 3-2: The 6-Stage Statistical Testing Model (Coop@nd Emory, 1995)
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3.6. Other Research Considerations
3.6.1. Data Sources

In addition to the study’s survey instrument, information sources supporting this

research effort were found in locations to include (but not limited to):

* Public and government library stacks

* Internet and on-line data repositories (e.g., the IEEE, INCOSE, Association for
Computer Machinery (ACM), etc.)

*  World Wide Web (WWW) subject searches

» Scientific, academic, and professional journals (both on-line and printed copy)

* Academic and professional writings

* Published books

* Newspapers, magazines, and other periodical publications (both on-line and printed
copy), and

* Class notes, handouts, and course-related text books and study materials.

3.6.2. Time Dimension

This research employed a cross-sectional approach to capturing a snapshot of
contemporary framework-based KM practices (Cooper and Emory, 1995). While a
longitudinal study would likely have increased the study’s fidelity, time and cost

constraints precluded the use of a long-term research effort.

3.6.3. Research Environment

The research environment supporting this study most closely fit the description of a
field study as defined by Cooper and Emory (1995). As such, laboratory and or

simulation-based environments were not used during this research.
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3.7.  Chapter Summary

Chapter 3 described the methodology employed to collect data needed to support
the study’s statistical testing activities to include highlighting the types of literary sources
reviewed and methods used in preparing and executing a survey-based, real-time data
collection process. Other activities accomplished included identifying the study’s target
population, determining the desired minimum survey sample size, and defining
appropriate survey sampling and distribution techniques. This chapter also presented
detailed considerations used in designing a survey instrument aimed at ensuring high
guality, reliable data collection. Lastly, the activities described in Chapter 3 directly
supported the in-depth data analysis and statistical testing procedures reported next in

Chapter 4.
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Chapter 4 — Data Results and Analysis

“Do not put your faith in what statistics say until you have carefully
considered what they do not say.”

- William W. Watt (Bassarear, 2008)

4.0. Chapter Overview

This chapter provides the results of analysis and statistical testing performed on data
gathered by the study’s survey instrument.
4.1. Results of Research Methodologies

The methodology employed sought to provide definitive and defensible conclusions
regarding four (4) general question groups concerning the continued relevance of the
four (4) central pillars of the Stankosky KM framework relating to leadership,

organization, learning, and technology.

4.2. Initial Observations

While the number of survey responses was substantially smaller than desired,
several interesting data points did emerge. First, as show in Figure 4-1, over 50% of
those responding believe their organization has a formal KM program. Additionally, as
Figure 4-2 demonstrates approximately two-thirds of the survey’s respondents felt their
firms placed significant value in the importance of the company KM program with respect
to achieving organizational objectives. Furthermore, nearly 7 in 10 respondents believe

their organization has adequately identified the intellectual assets needed to accomplish
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core business activities (see Figure 4-3). Lastly, over 80% of those surveyed feel their
organization has adequately determined the value of key knowledge assets needed to

achieve core business objectives (see Figure 4-4).

Does your company have a formal KM program?

1;: 2.6% 0.0%

aYes

BEBMNO
17; 43.6% NG 3% ODon't Know

OMOo Response

Figure 4-1: Organizations Having Formal KM Programs

What level of value does your company place on its KM program?
{1=litde wvalue and 5= great value)

4; 10.3%

1; 2.6% i §
m2
o3
o4
BS

mDon't Know

12; 30.8%

ENO Response

Figure 4-2: Value Placed on Organizational KM Programs
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Has your company identified the intellectual assets it
needs to accomplish its core business or operational
processes’?

5.1% 0.0%

OYes
EMNO

e o
10; 25.6% CDon't Know

OMNo Response

Figure 4-3: Companies Having Identified Key IntellectualAssets

How valuable are these intellectual assets to the success of
vour company’s core business and operational processes?
(1= Less valuable and 5= More valuable)

0; 0%_0; 0.0%
2; 5.1%

2:5.1%

o1
m2
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. e 1 73
18; 46.2% =5
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Figure 4-4: Value of Key Intellectual Assets to Organizatinal Objectives

A full review of overall raw survey response data for each survey question can be

found in Appendix E.
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4.2.1. Raw Response Rates to Individual Survey Questions

The raw response rates attained varied by survey question. However, in all cases,
with the exception of the study’s non-scientific entry questions (i.e., Questions 1 and 2),
raw response rates for each survey question were equal to or greater than 21 valid
responses. An initial analysis of raw survey responses by question and the percentage

of responses received for each answer choice is available at Appendix F.

4.2.2. Survey Question Adjusted Response Rates

To account for the potentially confounding influences of non-deterministic question
responses, the “No Response” and “Don’t Know” answer options for each of the study’s
45 scientific questions were not used. An alternative approach of assigning each “No
Response” and “Don’t Know” answer a value of 2.5 on a 1-5 scale (i.e., halfway between
“yes” and “no”) was considered but deemed more complex and potentially confusing and
therefore, not used. Table 4.1 demonstrates the adjusted response rate and percentage

of effective responses by survey question.

Table 4.1: Adjusted Question-wise Survey Response Rat

Question # | Adjusted Response Rate % Effective Respo  nses
3 39 (of 40) 97.5%
4 34 (of 40) 85.0%
5 38 (of 40) 95.0%
6 36 (of 40) 90.0%
7 39 (of 40) 97.5%
8 32 (of 40) 80.0%
9 31 (of 40) 77.5%
10 35 (of 40) 87.5%
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Table 4.1: Adjusted Question-wise Survey Response Rat(cont.)

Question # | Adjusted Response Rate % Effective Respo  nses
11 32 (of 40) 80.0%
12 33 (of 40) 82.5%
13 32 (of 40) 80.0%
14 31 (of 40) 77.5%
15 35 (of 40) 87.5%
16 32 (of 40) 80.0%
17 31 (of 40) 77.5%
18 30 (of 40) 75.0%
19 21 (of 40) 52.5%
20 31 (of 40) 77.5%
21 25 (of 40) 62.5%
22 26 (of 40) 65.0%
23 31 (of 40) 77.5%
24 29 (of 40) 72.5%
25 30 (of 40) 75.0%
26 28 (of 40) 70.0%
27 32 (of 40) 80.0%
28 30 (of 40) 75.0%
29 30 (of 40) 75.0%
30 25 (of 40) 62.5%
31 30 (of 40) 75.0%
32 27 (of 40) 67.5%
33 28 (of 40) 70.0%
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Table 4.1: Adjusted Question-wise Survey Response Rat(cont.)

Question # | Adjusted Response Rate % Effective Respo  nses
35 28 (of 40) 70.0%
36 26 (of 40) 65.0%
37 29 (of 40) 72.5%
38 26 (of 40) 65.0%
39 27 (of 40) 67.5%
40 29 (of 40) 72.5%
41 31 (of 40) 77.5%
42 31 (of 40) 77.5%
43 25 (of 40) 62.5%
44 29 (of 40) 72.5%
45 27 (of 40) 67.5%
46 31 (of 40) 77.5%
47 31 (of 40) 77.5%

4.3. Research Questions and Associated Descriptive Statistics

Data collected by the study’s survey was entered into the SPSS Statistics Graduate

Pack, Version 17, software package and analyzed. The descriptive statistics for each of

the study’s 45 survey questions can be found in Appendix G.

4.3.1. Descriptive Statistics — Continued Applicability of the Stankosky KMF

This research looked to determine whether the current leadership, organization,
learning, and technology pillars of the Stankosky KMF remain relevant in today’s KM

business environment. The four Stankosky KMF pillars and their associated question

groups are contained in Table 4-2.
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Table 4-2: Stankosky KMF Pillars and Associated Question Bups

Leadership Pillar
(Question Group A)

Is the Stankosky KMF Leadership Pillar still applic ~ able in today’s KM
business environment?

Al - Survey Question #8
Does your company’s management openly support its KM program?

AlH,: Company management DOES NOT openly support the corporate KM
program.

AlH,: Company management DOES openly support the corporate KM program.

A2 - Survey Question #17, Answer Choice #1
Does your company include organizational leadership activities as part of its KM
program?

A2H,: The company DOES NOT include organizational leadership activities as
part of its KM program.

A2H,: The company DOES include organizational leadership activities as part of
its KM program.

A3 - Survey Question #22
Did your company use a structured program management process or methodology
to field its KM program?

A3H,: The company DID NOT use a structured program management process or
methodology to field its KM program.

A3H,: The company DID use a structured program management process or
methodology to field its KM program.
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Table 4-2: Stankosky KMF Pillars and Associated Question Bups (cont.)

A4 - Survey Question #27
Does your company’s KM program support organizational business goals and
objectives?

A4H,: The company KM program DOES NOT support organizational business
goals and objectives.

A4H,: The company KM program DOES support organizational business goals
and objectives.

A5 - Survey Question #29
Does your company have a vision and or strategy (documented or otherwise) for
implementing and managing its KM program?

A5H,: The company DOES NOT have a vision and or strategy (documented or
otherwise) for implementing and managing its KM program.

A5H,: The company DOES have a vision and or strategy (documented or
otherwise) for implementing and managing its KM program.

A6 - Survey Question #35
Does your company’s KM program help the organization make better and or faster
decisions?

A6H,: The company KM program DOES NOT help the organization make better
and or faster decisions.

A6H,: The company KM program DOES help the organization make better and or
faster decisions.
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Table 4-2: Stankosky KMF Pillars and Associated Question Bups (cont.)

Organizational Pillar
(Question Group B)

Is the Stankosky KMF Organizational Pillar stillap  plicable in today’s KM
business environment?

B1 - Survey Question #10
Is your organization properly structured with respect to leadership style, divisional
alignment, span of control, and or work processes needed to successfully
implement a KM program?

B1H,: The organization IS NOT properly structured with respect to leadership
style, divisional alignment, span of control, and or work processes needed
to successfully implement a KM program.

B1H,: The organization IS properly structured with respect to leadership style,
divisional alignment, span of control, and or work processes needed to
successfully implement a KM program.

B2 - Survey Question #17, Answer Choice #2
Does your company include organizational structure and composition as part of its
KM program?

B2H,: The company DOES NOT include organizational structure and composition
as part of its KM program.

B2H,: The company DOES include organizational structure and composition as
part of its KM program.

B3 - Survey Question #18
Does your company have a plan for mitigating the risk associated with its KM
program?

B3H,: The company DOES NOT have a plan for mitigating the risk associated
with its KM program.

B3H,: The company DOES have a plan for mitigating the risk associated with its
KM program.
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Table 4-2: Stankosky KMF Pillars and Associated Question Bups (cont.)

B4 - Survey Question #20
Has your company developed a plan or selected a method for managing the
change associated with its KM program?

B4H,: The company HAS NOT developed a plan or selected a method for
managing the change associated with its KM program.

B4H,: The company HAS developed a plan or selected a method for managing
the change associated with its KM program.

B5 - Survey Question #25
Does your company use measurement, analysis, and or feedback processes to
adjust the performance of its KM program?

B5H,: The company DOES NOT use measurement, analysis, and or feedback
processes to adjust the performance of its KM program.

B5H,: The company DOES use measurement, analysis, and or feedback
processes to adjust the performance of its KM program.

B6 - Survey Question #33
Has your company identified, documented, and or diagrammed the key processes
and activities needed for its KM program to be successful?

B6H,: The company HAS NOT identified, documented, and or diagrammed the
key processes and activities needed for its KM program to be successful.

B6H,: The company HAS identified, documented, and or diagrammed the key
processes and activities needed for its KM program to be successful.
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Table 4-2: Stankosky KMF Pillars and Associated Question Bups (cont.)

Learning Pillar
(Question Group C)

Is the Stankosky KMF Learning Pillar still applicab  le in today’s KM business
environment?

C1 - Survey Question #5
Has your company identified the intellectual assets it needs to accomplish core
business or operational processes?

C1H,: The company HAS NOT identified the intellectual assets needed to
accomplish core business or operational processes.

C1H.: The company HAS identified the intellectual assets needed to accomplish
core business or operational processes.

C2 - Survey Question #17, Answer Choice #4
Does your company include organizational learning initiatives and campaigns as
part of its KM program?

C2H,: The company DOES NOT include organizational learning initiatives and
campaigns as part of its KM program.

C2H,: The company DOES include organizational learning initiatives and
campaigns as part of its KM program.

C3 - Survey Question #31
Has your organization identified its key KM-related relationships and or
stakeholders?

C3H,: The organization HAS NOT identified its key KM-related relationships and
or stakeholders.

C3Ha.: The organization HAS identified its key KM-related relationships and or
stakeholders.

101



Table 4-2: Stankosky KMF Pillars and Associated Question Bups (cont.)

C4 - Survey Question #39
Does your company’s KM program employ the concepts of codification and or
personalization to help leverage and manage its intellectual assets?

C4H,: The company KM program DOES NOT employ the concepts of codification
and or personalization to help leverage and manage intellectual assets.

C4H,: The company KM program DOES employ the concepts of codification and
or personalization to help leverage and manage intellectual assets.

C5 - Survey Question #40, Answer Choice #3
Does your company include knowledge transfer as part of its KM program
lifecycle?

C5H,: The company DOES NOT include knowledge transfer as part of its KM
program lifecycle.

C5H,: The company DOES include knowledge transfer as part of its KM program
lifecycle.

C6 - Survey Question #47
Does your company keep an inventory of its key knowledge assets?

C6H,: The company DOES NOT keep an inventory of key knowledge assets.

C6H,.: The company DOES keep an inventory of key knowledge assets.

102



Table 4-2: Stankosky KMF Pillars and Associated Question Bups (cont.)

Technology Pillar
(Question Group D)

Is the Stankosky KMF Technology Pillar still applic able in today’s KM
business environment?

D1 - Survey Question #12
Has your company identified the technologies needed to support its KM program?

D1H,: The company HAS NOT identified the technologies needed to support its
KM program.

D1H,: The company HAS identified the technologies needed to support its KM
program.

D2 - Survey Question #13
If your company uses IT-based technologies or systems to support its KM
program, does it have a plan for managing and sustaining them?

D2H,: The company DOES NOT have a plan for managing and sustaining IT-
based technologies or systems supporting its KM program.

D2H,: The company DOES have a plan for managing and sustaining IT-based
technologies or systems supporting its KM program.

D3 - Survey Question #15
Has your company developed a plan for integrating new technologies with legacy
technologies, systems, processes, and or organizational structures as part
of its KM program?

D3H,: The company HAS NOT developed a plan for integrating new technologies
with legacy technologies, systems, processes, and or organizational
structures as part of its KM program.

D3H,: The company HAS developed a plan for integrating new technologies with
legacy technologies, systems, processes, and or organizational structures
as part of its KM program.
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Table 4-2: Stankosky KMF Pillars and Associated Question Bups (cont.)

D4 - Survey Question #17, Answer Option #3
Has your company included technologies that support learning and or knowledge-
based activities and programs as part of its KM program?

D4H,: The company HAS NOT included technologies that support learning and or
knowledge-based activities and programs as part of its KM program.

D4H,: The company HAS included technologies that support learning and or
knowledge-based activities and programs as part of its KM program.

A combination of survey questions tested in the form of independent theory pairs

were used to determine the continued applicability of the Stankosky KMF pillars. The

descriptive statistics for each question group is presented in the following paragraphs.

43.1.1.

Stankosky KMF Leadership Pillar

The responses to six (6) survey questions supported analysis of the Stankosky KMF

Leadership Pillar. Descriptive statistics for the survey questions constituting Question

Group A are shown in Table 4-3.

Table 4-3: Leadership Pillar Descriptive Statistics Question Group A)

Number of Mean Skewness Kurtosis
Survey .
Question Viable
Responses Statistic Standard Statistic Standard Statistic Standard
Error Error Error
Q8 32 .8438 .0652 .3689 .1360 -1.988 4140
Q17.1 28 5714 .0952 .5040 .2540 -.3050 4410
Q22 25 4000 .1000 .5000 .2500 .4350 4640
Q27 32 .8125 .0701 .3966 .1570 -1.681 4140
Q29 30 .7333 .0821 4498 .2020 -1.112 4270
Q35 28 .7500 .0833 4410 .1940 -1.221 4410
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4.3.1.2. Stankosky KMF Organizational Pillar

The responses to six (6) survey questions supported analysis of the Stankosky KMF
Organizational Pillar. Descriptive statistics for the survey questions contained in
Question Group B can be seen in Table 4-4.

Table 4-4: Organizational Pillar Descriptive Statistics(Question Group B)

Number of Mean Skewness Kurtosis
Survey .
Question Viable
Responses Statistic Standard Statistic Standard Statistic Standard
Error Error Error
Q10 35 .7143 .0775 4584 .2100 -.9920 .3980
Q17.2 28 .6429 .0922 .4880 .2380 -.6310 4410
Q18 30 .5000 .0929 .5086 .2590 .0000 4270
Q20 31 5161 .0912 .5080 .2580 -.0680 4210
Q25 30 .7667 .0785 4302 .1850 -1.328 4270
Q33 27 .6667 .0925 4804 .2310 -.7490 .4480

4.3.1.3. Stankosky KMF Learning Pillar

The responses to six (6) survey questions supported the analysis of the Stankosky
KMF Learning Pillar. Descriptive statistics for the survey questions composing Question

Group C are shown in Table 4-5.
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Table 4-5: Learning Pillar Descriptive Statistics (Queson Group C)

Number of Mean Skewness Kurtosis
Survey .
Question Viable
Responses Statistic Stanfla.rd Statistic Standard Statistic Standard
Statistic Error Error
Q5 38 .7368 .0724 4463 .1990 -1.120 .3830
Q17.4 28 .7857 .0790 4179 .1750 -1.473 4410
Q31 30 .7333 .0821 4498 .2020 -1.112 4270
Q39 27 .6667 .0925 4804 .2310 -.7490 .4480
Q40.3 27 .7037 .0896 4653 .2170 -.9460 .4480
Q47 31 6774 .0854 4752 .2260 -.7980 4210

4.3.1.4. Stankosky KMF Technology Pillar

The responses to four (4) survey questions supported analysis of the Stankosky
KMF Technology Pillar. Descriptive statistics for the survey questions comprising
Question Group D are contained in Table 4-6.

Table 4-6: Technology Pillar Descriptive Statistics (Qusion Group D)

Number of Mean Skewness Kurtosis
Survey .
Question Viable
Responses Statistic Stanvila .rd Statistic Standard Statistic Standard
Statistic Error Error
Q12 33 .6061 .0864 4962 .2460 -.4550 14090
Q13 32 .7813 .0743 4200 .1760 -1.429 4140
Q15 35 .6571 .0814 4816 .2320 -.6920 .3980
Q17.3 28 .8571 .0673 .3564 1270 -2.159 4410
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4.4.  Statistical Analysis and Findings

4.4.1. General Testing Process

Survey data collected during this study were analyzed by converting the 45 scientific
guestions (i.e., survey questions 3-47) to a 0-1 scale with questions scored as a 1 for a
“Yes” response and 0O for a “No” answer. While ultimately not used as part of this
analysis, Likert-scale questions from the study’s survey instrument using a 1-5 scale
were also converted to a 0-1 scale (i.e., 1 =0.0,2=0.25,3=0.50,4=0.75,and 5 =
1.0). Lastly, survey questions receiving “Don’'t Know” or “No Response” answers were
not included in the study’s evaluation data set.

For each survey question evaluated, a one-tailed binomial distribution test was used
to determine whether the resultant p-Value of the query being tested was greater than
the author-selected confidence interval (Cl) value of 0.05. A p-Value greater than 0.05
suggested that the question’s null (i.e., H,) hypothesis should not be rejected while a p-

Value of less than 0.05 advocated the null be rejected in favor of its alternative (i.e., H).

4.4.2. Analysis of the Stankosky KMF Pillars

4.4.2.1. Assessing the Stankosky KMF Leadership Pillar (Question  Group
A)

Analysis of the Stankosky KMF Leadership Pillar focused on the outcome of

statistical testing of six (6) survey questions designed to determine:

Is the Stankosky KMF Leadership Pillar is Still App  licable in Today’s KM

Business Environment?

Table 4.7 provides an overall “stop light chart” analysis of the results of testing of
Group A’s individual hypotheses. The two (2) survey questions receiving “green” ratings

(questions 17.1 and 22) represent those null hypotheses that were not rejected during
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statistical testing. Conversely, the four (4) survey questions receiving “red” ratings
(questions 8, 27, 29, and 35) represent those nulls that were rejected during the testing
process.

Table 4-7: Stop Light Analysis of Question Group A

QSuLérSVtieg/n Acceptance
Number Null Hypothesis Rating
Q8 AlH,: Company management DOES NOT openly ‘
support the corporate KM program.
Q17.1 A2H,: The company DOES NOT include
' organizational leadership activities as part of its KM ‘
program.
022 A3H,: The company DID NOT use a structured
program management process or methodology to '
field its KM program.
Q27 A4H,: The company KM program DOES NOT
support organizational business goals and '
objectives.
Q29 A5H,: The company DOES NOT have a vision and
or strategy (documented or otherwise) for ‘
implementing and managing its KM program.
035 A6H,: The company KM program DOES NOT help
the organization make better and or faster ‘
decisions.
. = Ho Accepted ‘ = Hy Rejected

The results of individual testing and analysis for each of the six questions contained

in Question Group A are as follows.

4.42.1.1 Does Management Openly Support the Company KM Program?

Analysis of survey question #8 sought to determine whether data collected supported
a premise claiming:
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Hypothesis A1H o

Company management does NOT openly support the corporate KM
program.

A one-tailed binomial distribution test was used to determine whether hypothesis
AlHg should be rejected based on the data collected. The resulting p-Value of the
question’s 27 “Yes” responses is 5.56™°. As such, this finding is significantly less than
the pre-selected ClI value and therefore considered statistically significant at the
specified alpha level of 0.05. Thus, hypothesis A1Hq should be REJECTED in favor its
alternative stating “company management DOES openly support the corporate KM
program.” A full view of the key parameters associated with testing this element can be
found in Table 4-8 and Figure 4-5.

Table 4-8: Question Al Statistical Analysis

N: 39 Mean (statistic): 0.8438

“Yes” Responses: 27 Standard Deviation: 0.3689
“No” Responses: 05 Test Proportion:  0.50
p-Value (Significance): 5.56® Confidence Interval (Cl):  0.05

Results: AlH, is Rejected
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CI p-Value
0.05 5.56'05

‘Rejection Region-
0(:’(1}15 p-Value
: 5.56%

Figure 4-5: Question Al Statistical Analysis

4.4.2.1.2 Does the Company Include Organizational Leadership Activities
as Part of Its KM Program?
Analysis of survey question #17, answer choice #1, sought to determine whether

data collected supported a premise claiming:

Hypothesis A2H o

The company DOES NOT include organizational leadership activities
as part of its KM program.

A one-tailed binomial distribution test was used to determine whether hypothesis
A2Hg should be rejected based on the data collected. The resulting p-Value of the
guestion’s 16 “Yes” responses is 0.2858. As such, this finding is significantly greater
than the pre-selected CI value and therefore not considered statistically significant at the

specified alpha level of 0.05. Thus, hypothesis A2Ho should NOT be REJECTED in
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favor its alternative. A full view of the key parameters associated with testing this

guestion can be found in Table 4-9 and Figure 4-6.

Table 4-9: Question A2 Statistical Analysis

N: 28 Mean (statistic): 0.5714
“Yes” Responses: 16 Standard Deviation:  0.5040
“No” Responses: 12 Test Proportion:  0.50
p-Value (Significance): 0.2858 Confidence Interval (CI): 0.05
Results: A2H, is NOT Rejected

p-Value CI
0.2858 | g o5
: |
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
\‘:s.;—.@n ;f._-:;.,jjgn
p-Value ek
0.2858 | 0-05

Figure 4-6: A2 Statistical Analysis

4.4.2.1.3 Did the Company Use a Structured Program Management

Process or Methodology to Field Its KM Program?

Analysis of survey question #22 sought to determine whether data collected

supported a premise claiming:
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Hypothesis A3H o

The company DID NOT use a structured program management
process or methodology to field its KM program.

A one-tailed binomial distribution test was used to determine whether hypothesis
A3Ho should be rejected based on the data collected. The resulting p-Value of the
guestion’s 10 “Yes” responses is 0.8852. As such, this finding is significantly greater
than the pre-selected CI value and therefore not considered statistically significant at the

specified alpha level of 0.05. Thus, hypothesis A3Ho should NOT be REJECTED in

favor its alternative. A full view of the key parameters associated with testing this
guestion can be found in Table 4-10 and Figure 4-7.

Table 4-10: Question A3 Statistical Analysis

N: 25 Mean (statistic): 0.4000

“Yes” Responses: 10 Standard Deviation:  0.5000
“No” Responses: 15 Test Proportion:  0.50
p-Value (Significance): 0.8852 Confidence Interval (CI): 0.05

Results: A3H, is NOT Rejected
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p-Value CI
0.8852 0.05

Rejechion Region
Rejection Regie

p-Value ek
0.05

0.8852

Figure 4-7: Question A3 Statistical Analysis

4.4.2.1.4 Does the Company KM Program Support Organizational Business
Goals and Objectives?

Analysis of survey question #27 sought to determine whether data collected

supported a premise claiming:

Hypothesis A4H o

The company KM program DOES NOT support organizational business
goals and objectives.

A one-tailed binomial distribution test was used to determine whether hypothesis
A4Hg should be rejected based on the data collected. The resulting p-Value of the
guestion’s 26 “Yes” responses is 0.0003. As such, this finding is significantly less than
the pre-selected ClI value and therefore considered statistically significant at the
specified alpha level of 0.05. Thus, hypothesis A4Hq should be REJECTED in favor its

alternative stating “the company KM program DOES support organizational business
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goals and objectives.” A full view of the key parameters associated with testing this item
can be found in Table 4-11 and Figure 4-8.

Table 4-11: Question A4 Statistical Analysis

N: 32 Mean (statistic): 0.8125

“Yes” Responses: 26 Standard Deviation: 0.3966
“No” Responses: 06 Test Proportion:  0.50
p-Value (Significance): 0.0003 Confidence Interval (CI): 0.05

Results: A4H, is Rejected

CI p-Value
0.05 0.0003

\Ji,-:] Ection’ E},_‘:;.jii_u}

ok p-Value
0.05

0.0003

Figure 4-8: A4 Statistical Analysis

4.4.2.1.5 Doesthe Company Have a Vision and or Strategy (Documented
or Otherwise) for Implementing and Managing Its KM Program?

Analysis of survey question #29 sought to determine whether data collected

supported a premise claiming:
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Hypothesis A5H o

The company DOES NOT have a vision and or strategy (documented
or otherwise) for implementing and managing its KM program.

A one-tailed binomial distribution test was used to determine whether hypothesis
A5Hg should be rejected based on the data collected. The resulting p-Value of the
guestion’s 22 “Yes” responses is 0.0081. As such, this finding is significantly less than
the pre-selected ClI value and therefore considered statistically significant at the
specified alpha level of 0.05. Thus, hypothesis A5Hq should be REJECTED in favor its
alternative stating “the company HAS a vision and or strategy for implementing and
managing its KM program.” A full view of the key parameters associated with testing this
guestion can be found in Table 4-12 and Figure 4-9.

Table 4-12: Question A5 Statistical Analysis

N: 30 Mean (statistic): 0.7333

“Yes” Responses: 22 Standard Deviation:  0.4498
“No” Responses: 08 Test Proportion:  0.50
p-Value (Significance): 0.0081 Confidence Interval (CI): 0.05

Results: A5H, is Rejected
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CI p-Value
0.0s | 0.0081

N .
Rejeciion ;f._-;;l,j_jgn
: :

-~ p-Value
0.05

0.0081

Figure 4-9: Question A5 Statistical Analysis

4.4.2.1.6 Doesthe Company KM Program Help the Organization Make
Better and or Faster Decisions?

Analysis of survey question #35 sought to determine whether data collected

supported a null hypothesis claiming:

Hypothesis A6H o

The company KM program DOES NOT help the organization make
better and or faster decisions.

A one-tailed binomial distribution test was used to determine whether hypothesis
A6Ho should be rejected based on the data collected. The resulting p-Value of the
guestion’s 21 “Yes” responses is 0.0061. As such, this finding is significantly less than
the pre-selected ClI value and therefore considered statistically significant at the
specified alpha level of 0.05. Thus, hypothesis A6Ho should be REJECTED in favor its

alternative stating “the company KM program HELPS the organization make better and
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or faster decisions.” A full view of the key parameters associated with testing this item
can be found in Table 4-13 and Figure 4-10.

Table 4-13: Question A6 Statistical Analysis

N: 28 Mean (statistic): 0.7500

“Yes” Responses: 21 Standard Deviation:  0.4410
“No” Responses: 07 Test Proportion:  0.50
p-Value (Significance): 0.0063 Confidence Interval (CI): 0.05

Results: A6H, is Rejected

CI p-Value
0.05 0.0063
I -
I
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
I
|
\;**il".‘fi_-i.%” Region
- p-Value
005 0.0063

Figure 4-10: Question A6 Statistical Analysis

4.4.2.1.7 Synopsis of Results For Question Group A
Testing of the six (6) queries constituting Question Group A sought to determine,
based on survey responses received as part of this study, whether the Stankosky KMF
Leadership Pillar remains applicable in today’s business environment. The question

structure used was formatted so that rejecting a null hypothesis in favor of its alternate
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indicated agreement with the proposition that the Stankosky Leadership Pillar is still
applicable. Ideally, all 6 null hypotheses would have been rejected thus suggesting in
the strongest possible way the pillar’'s continued applicability. However, only four (4) of
the six (6) questions analyzed in this question group resulted in rejection of their null
hypotheses (i.e., questions 8, 27, 29, and 35). The analytical results of this question
group suggest that based on a simple majority rule (i.e., 66% of the questions evaluated
indicate continued applicability) the Stankosky Leadership Pillar remains applicable in
today’s business environment. However, contradictions proposed by those questions
not rejected present potentially interesting topics for future research activities.

Closer inspection revealed that in the case of question 17.1 (i.e., does the company
include organizational leadership activities as part of its KM program?) just over 50% of
those responding (16 of 28) answered “Yes” resulting in a statistically insignificant
conclusion. This insinuates an interesting paradox may exist between the premise
proposed in question 17.1 and by survey question 8 (i.e., company management openly
supports the corporate KM program) and survey question 29 (i.e., the company has a
vision and or strategy for implementing and managing its KM program). Seemingly, if
company management supports the corporate KM program and considers it a key part
of the company business strategy, it would seem correspondingly likely that
organizational leadership would also be included as a key component of the
organizational KM program. Thus, further analysis of this inconsistency is suggested to
more fully evaluate the accuracy of and potential impact of this issue on corporate KM
programs.

Likewise, additional analysis of the failure to reject survey question 22 (i.e., the
company did NOT use a structured program management process or methodology to
field its KM program) suggests incongruity between survey respondent attitudes
regarding this question and those demonstrated in survey question 27 (i.e., the company
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KM program supports organizational business goals and objectives). Consequently, it
seems questionable whether corporate KM programs can be expected to effectively
support company business goals and objectives without employing some sort of
structured (formal or informal) management methodology.
4.4.2.2. Assessing the Stankosky KMF Organizational Pillar (Question Group
B)
Analysis of the Stankosky KMF Organizational Pillar focused on the outcome of

statistical testing on six (6) survey questions designed to determine:

Is the Stankosky KMF Organizational Pillar is Still Applicable in Today’s

KM Business Environment?

As with the previous section, Table 4-14 provides an overall stop light chart analysis
of the individual test results for Question Group B. The four (4) survey questions
receiving “green” ratings (questions 17-2, 18, 20, and 33) represent those null
hypotheses not rejected during statistical testing. Conversely, the two (2) survey
guestions receiving “red” ratings (questions 10 and 25) represent those null hypotheses
rejected during the testing process.

Table 4-14: Stop Light Analysis of Question Group B

Survey Stop
Question . Light
Number Null Hypothesis Rating
B1H,: The company IS NOT properly structured with respect
Q10 to leadership style, divisional alignment, span of control, or ‘
work processes needed to implement a successful KM
program.
Q17.2 B2H,: The company DOES NOT include organizational ‘
structure and composition as part of its KM program.
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Table 4-14: Stop Light Analysis of Question Grou®B (cont.)

Survey Stop
Question . Light
Number Null Hypothesis Rating
Q18 B3H,: The company DOES NOT have a plan for mitigating
the risk associated with its KM program. ‘
Q20 B4H,: The company HAS NOT developed a plan or selected
a method for managing the change associated with its KM ‘
program.
Q25 B5H,: The company DOES NOT use measurement,
analysis, and or feedback processes to adjust the ‘
performance of its KM program.
Q33 B6H,: The company HAS NOT identified, documented, and
or diagrammed the key processes and activities needed for ‘
its KM program to be successful.
. = Ho Accepted ‘ = Ho Rejected

The results of individual testing and analysis for each of the six questions constituting

Question Group B are as follows.

4.4.2.2.1 Is the Organization Structured to Successfully Implement a KM
Program?

Analysis of survey question #10 sought to determine whether data collected

supported a null hypothesis claiming:

Hypothesis B1H o

The organization IS NOT properly structured to implement a successful
KM program

A one-tailed binomial distribution test was used to determine whether hypothesis

B1Ho should be rejected based on the data collected. The resulting p-Value of the
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guestion’s 25 “Yes” responses is 0.0083. As such, this finding is significantly less than
the pre-selected ClI value and therefore considered statistically significant at the
specified alpha level of 0.05. Thus, hypothesis B1Hq should be REJECTED in favor its
alternative stating “the organization IS properly structured regarding leadership style,
divisional alignment, span of control, and or work processes needed to successfully
implement a KM program.” A full view of the key parameters associated with testing this
element can be found in Table 4-15 and Figure 4-11.

Table 4-15: Question B1 Statistical Analysis

N: 35 Mean (statistic): 0.7143

“Yes” Responses: 25 Standard Deviation: 0.4584
“No” Responses: 10 Test Proportion:  0.50
p-Value (Significance): 0.0083 Confidence Interval (CI): 0.05

Results: B1H, is Rejected

CI p-Value
0.05 0.0083

\;i,;—.-]s ction Region)

- p-Value
0.05

0.0083

Figure 4-11: Question B1 Statistical Analysis
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4.4.2.2.2 Does the Company Include Organizational Structure and
Composition in Its KM Program?

Analysis of survey question #17, answer choice #2, sought to determine whether

data collected supported a null hypothesis claiming:

Hypothesis BA2H o

The company DOES NOT include organizational structure and
composition as part of its KM program.

A one-tailed binomial distribution test was used to determine whether hypothesis
B2Ho should be rejected based on the data collected. The resulting p-Value of the
guestion’s 18 “Yes” responses is 0.0925. As such, this finding is significantly greater
than the pre-selected ClI value and therefore not considered statistically significant at the

specified alpha level of 0.05. Thus, hypothesis B2Ho should NOT be REJECTED in

favor its alternative. A full view of the key parameters associated with testing this
element can be found in Table 4-16 and Figure 4-12.

Table 4-16: Question B2 Statistical Analysis

N: 28 Mean (statistic): 0.6429

“Yes” Responses: 18 Standard Deviation:  0.4880
“No” Responses: 10 Test Proportion:  0.50
p-Value (Significance): 0.0925 Confidence Interval (CI): 0.05

Results: B2H, is NOT Rejected
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Figure 4-12: Question B2 Statistical Analysis

4.4.2.2.3 Does the Company Have a Plan for Mitigating Risk Associated
With Its KM Program?

Analysis of survey question #18 sought to determine whether data collected

supported a null hypothesis claiming:

Hypothesis B3H o

The company DOES NOT have a plan to mitigate risk associated with
its KM program.

A one-tailed binomial distribution test was used to determine whether hypothesis
B3Ho should be rejected based on the data collected. The resulting p-Value of the
guestion’s 15 “Yes” responses is 0.5722. As such, this finding is significantly greater
than the pre-selected ClI value and therefore not considered statistically significant at the

specified alpha level of 0.05. Thus, hypothesis B3Ho should NOT be REJECTED in
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favor its alternative. A full view of the key parameters associated with testing this
element can be found in Table 4-17 and Figure 4-13.

Table 4-17: Question B3 Statistical Analysis

N: 30 Mean (statistic): 0.5000

“Yes” Responses: 15 Standard Deviation: 0.5086
“No” Responses: 15 Test Proportion:  0.50
p-Value (Significance): 0.5722 Confidence Interval (CI): 0.05

Results: B3H, is NOT Rejected

p-Value
0.5722
CI
0.05
|
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
Rejection ;g._-g'l,jjgn
p-Value (.31
0.5722 0.05

Figure 4-13: Question B3 Statistical Analysis

4.4.2.2.4 Has the Company Developed a Plan or Selected a Method for
Managing Change Associated With Its KM Program?

Analysis of survey question #20 sought to determine whether data collected

supported a null hypothesis claiming:

124



Hypothesis B4H o

The company HAS NOT developed a plan or selected a method for
managing change associated with its KM program.

A one-tailed binomial distribution test was used to determine whether hypothesis
B4Hq should be rejected based on the data collected. The resulting p-Value of the
guestion’s 16 “Yes” responses is 0.2858. As such, this finding is significantly greater
than the pre-selected ClI value and therefore not considered statistically significant at the

specified alpha level of 0.05. Thus, hypothesis B4Hq should NOT be REJECTED in

favor its alternative. A full view of the key parameters associated with testing this
element can be found in Table 4-18 and Figure 4-14.

Table 4-18: Question B4 Statistical Analysis

N: 31 Mean (statistic): 0.5161

“Yes” Responses: 16 Standard Deviation:  0.5080
“No” Responses: 15 Test Proportion:  0.50
p-Value (Significance): 0.2858 Confidence Interval (CI): 0.05

Results: B4H, is NOT Rejected
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Figure 4-14: Question B4 Statistical Analysis

4.4.2.25 Doesthe Company Use Measurement, Analysis, and or Feedback
Processes to Adjust the Performance of Its KM Program?

Analysis of survey question #25 sought to determine whether data collected

supported a null hypothesis claiming:

Hypothesis B5H o

The company DOES NOT use measurement, analysis, and or feedback
processes to adjust the performance of its KM program.

A one-tailed binomial distribution test was used to determine whether hypothesis
B5Ho should be rejected based on the data collected. The resulting p-Value of the
guestion’s 23 “Yes” responses is 0.0026. As such, this finding is significantly less than
the pre-selected ClI value and therefore considered statistically significant at the
specified alpha level of 0.05. Thus, hypothesis B5Hq should be REJECTED in favor its

alternative stating “measurement, analysis, and or feedback processes ARE used to
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adjust the performance of the company KM program.” A full view of the key parameters
associated with testing this question can be found in Table 4-19 and Figure 4-15.

Table 4-19: Question B5 Statistical Analysis

N: 30 Mean (statistic): 0.7667

“Yes” Responses: 23 Standard Deviation:  0.4302
“No” Responses: 07 Test Proportion:  0.50
p-Value (Significance): 0.0026 Confidence Interval (CI): 0.05

Results: B5H, is Rejected

p-Value
0.0026

CI
0.05

=
H
\Ji,-'.:'l f;'*':ﬂ:',zu Jf.b'._ji =)

(.EI p-Value
0.05 0.0026

Figure 4-15: Hypothesis B5 Statistical Analysis

4.4.2.2.6 Has the Company Identified, Documented, and or Diagrammed
Key Processes and Activities Needed for KM Program
Successful?
Analysis of survey question #33 sought to determine whether data collected

supported a null hypothesis claiming:
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Hypothesis B6H o

The company HAS NOT identified, documented, and or diagrammed
key processes and activities needed for a successful KM program.

A one-tailed binomial distribution test was used to determine whether hypothesis
B6Ho should be accepted based on the data collected. The resulting p-Value of the
guestion’s 18 “Yes” responses is 0.0610. As such, this finding is slightly greater than the
pre-selected Cl value and therefore not considered statistically significant at the

specified alpha level of 0.05. Thus, hypothesis B6Ho should NOT be REJECTED in

favor its alternative. A full view of the key parameters associated with testing this
element can be found in Table 4-20 and Figure 4-16.

Table 4-20: Question B6 Statistical Analysis

N: 27 Mean (statistic): 0.6667

“Yes” Responses: 18 Standard Deviation: 0.4804
“No” Responses: 09 Test Proportion:  0.50
p-Value (Significance): 0.0610 Confidence Interval (CI): 0.05

Results: B6H, is NOT Rejected
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Figure 4-16: Question B6 Statistical Analysis

4.4.2.2.7 Synopsis of Results For Question Group B

Testing of the six (6) queries constituting Question Group B sought to determine,
based on survey responses received as part of this study, whether the Stankosky KMF
Organizational Pillar remains applicable in today’s business environment. As with
Question Group A, the question structure used was formatted so that rejection of null
hypotheses in favor of their alternate indicated agreement with the proposition that the
Organizational Pillar is still applicable. Once again, rejection of all 6 null hypotheses
would have suggested in the strongest possible way the pillar’'s continued applicability.
However, only two (2) of the six (6) null hypothesis examined under this group were
rejected (i.e., questions 10 and 25). Thus, analysis of this question group suggests that
based on simple majority rule (i.e., 33% of the questions evaluated indicate continued
applicability) the Stankosky KMF Organizational Pillar may NOT remain applicable in its

current form in today’s business environment.
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Secondary analysis however, again suggests incongruities may exist in survey
respondent attitudes regarding responses to several questions in this group.
Specifically, while respondents believe their organizations are properly structured to
implement a successful KM program (question 10), they also believe their companies do
not include key ingredients like organizational structure and composition as part of the
corporate KM program (question 17.2). Surprisingly, respondents also signaled they
typically do NOT develop plans or methodologies for managing the change associated
with the firm’s KM program contradicting finding by Calabrese (2000), Stankosky (2001a
and 2001b) and Wong and Aspinwall (2004). Similarly, respondents furthermore
suggest that while their organizations commonly use measurement, analysis, and
feedback to manage KM program performance (question 25), they commonly exhibit
potentially contradictory behavior by not identifying, documenting, or diagramming key

processes needed for KM program success (question 33).

4.4.2.3. Assessing the Stankosky KMF Learning Pillar (Question Group C)

Analysis of the Stankosky KMF Learning Pillar focused on the outcome of statistical

testing on six (6) survey questions designed to determine:

Is the Stankosky KMF Organizational Pillar is Still Applicable in Today’s

KM Business Environment?

As with the previous two sections, Table 4-21 provides an overall stop light chart
analysis of individual test results for Question Group C. The one (1) survey question
receiving a “green” rating (question 39) represents the lone null hypotheses not rejected
during statistical testing. Conversely, the five (5) survey questions receiving “red” ratings
(questions 5, 17.4, 31, 40.3, and 47) represent those null hypotheses rejected during the

testing process.
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Table 4-21: Stop Light Analysis of Question GroupC

Survey Stop
Question . Light
Number Null Hypothesis Rating
Q5 C1H,: The company HAS NOT identified the intellectual
assets needed to accomplish core business or operational ‘
processes.
C2H,: The company DOES NOT include organizational
Q17.4 AR . :
learning initiatives and campaigns as part of its KM
program.
Q31 C3H,: The organization HAS NOT identified key KM-
related relationships and or stakeholders.
039 C4H,: The company KM program DOES NOT employ the

concepts of codification and or personalization to help
leverage and manage intellectual assets.

Q40.3 C5H,: The company DOES NOT include knowledge
transfer as part of its KM program lifecycle.

Q47 C6H,: The company DOES NOT keep an inventory of key
knowledge assets.

. = Hy Accepted ‘z Ho Rejected

The results of individual testing and analysis for each of the six questions constituting

Question Group C are as follows.

4.4.2.3.1 Has the Company Identified the Intellectual Assets Needed to
Accomplish Its Core Business or Operational Processes?

Analysis of survey question #5 sought to determine whether data collected supported

a null hypothesis claiming:
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Hypothesis C1H o

The company HAS NOT identified the intellectual assets needed to
accomplish core business or operational processes.

A one-tailed binomial distribution test was used to determine whether hypothesis
C1Ho should be rejected based on the data collected. The resulting p-Value of the
guestion’s 28 “Yes” responses is 0.0026. As such, this finding is significantly less than
the pre-selected ClI value and therefore considered statistically significant at the
specified alpha level of 0.05. Thus, hypothesis C1Hg should be REJECTED in favor its
alternative stating “the company HAS identified the intellectual assets needed to
accomplish its core business or operational processes.” A full view of the key
parameters associated with testing this question can be found in Table 4-22 and Figure
4-17.

Table 4-22: Question C1 Statistical Analysis

N: 38 Mean (statistic): 0.7368

“Yes” Responses: 28 Standard Deviation:  0.4463
“No” Responses: 10 Test Proportion:  0.50
p-Value (Significance): 0.0026 Confidence Interval (CI): 0.05

Results: C1H, is Rejected
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Figure 4-17: Question C1 Statistical Analysis

4.4.2.3.2 Does the Company Include Organizational Learning Initiatives and
Campaigns as Part of Its KM Program?

Analysis of survey question #17, answer choice 4, sought to determine whether data

collected supported a null hypothesis claiming:

Hypothesis C2H o

The company DOES NOT include organizational learning initiatives and
campaigns as part of its KM program.

A one-tailed binomial distribution test was used to determine whether hypothesis
C2Ho should be rejected based on the data collected. The resulting p-Value of the
guestion’s 22 “Yes” responses is 0.0019. As such, this finding is significantly less than
the pre-selected ClI value and therefore considered statistically significant at the
specified alpha level of 0.05. Thus, hypothesis C2H should be REJECTED in favor its

alternative stating “the company DOES include organizational learning initiatives and
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campaigns as part of its KM program.” A full view of the key parameters associated with
testing this query can be found in Table 4-23 and Figure 4-18.

Table 4-23: Question C2 Statistical Analysis

N: 28 Mean (statistic): 0.7857

“Yes” Responses: 22 Standard Deviation: 0.4179
“No” Responses: 06 Test Proportion:  0.50
p-Value (Significance): 0.0019 Confidence Interval (CI): 0.05

Results: C2H, is Rejected

p-Value
0.0019
CI :
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0.05 0.0019

Figure 4-18: Hypothesis C2 Statistical Analysis

4.4.2.3.3 Has the Organization Identified Its Key KM-Related Relationships
and or Stakeholders?

Analysis of survey question #31 sought to determine whether data collected

supported a null hypothesis claiming:
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Hypothesis C3H o

The organization HAS NOT identified key KM-related relationships and
or stakeholders.

A one-tailed binomial distribution test was used to determine whether hypothesis
C3Ho should be accepted based on the data collected. The resulting p-Value of the
guestion’s 22 “Yes” responses is 0.0081. As such, this finding is significantly less than
the pre-selected ClI value and therefore considered statistically significant at the
specified alpha level of 0.05. Thus, hypothesis C3Ho should be REJECTED in favor its
alternative stating “the organization HAS identified key KM-related relationships and or
stakeholders.” A full view of the key parameters associated with testing this question
can be found in Table 4-24 and Figure 4-19.

Table 4-24: Question C3 Statistical Analysis

N: 30 Mean (statistic): 0.7333

“Yes” Responses: 22 Standard Deviation:  0.4450
“No” Responses: 08 Test Proportion:  0.50
p-Value (Significance): 0.0081 Confidence Interval (CI): 0.05

Results: C3H, is Rejected
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Figure 4-19: Question C3 Statistical Analysis

4.4.2.3.4 Does the Company KM Program Employ the Concepts of
Codification and or Personalization to Help Leverage and Manage
Its Intellectual Assets?

Analysis of survey question #39 sought to determine whether data collected

supported a null hypothesis claiming:

Hypothesis C4H o

The company KM program DOES NOT employ the concepts of
codification and or personalization to help leverage and manage
intellectual assets.

A one-tailed binomial distribution test was used to determine whether hypothesis
C4Ho should be rejected based on the data collected. The resulting p-Value of the
guestion’s 18 “Yes” responses is 0.0610. As such, this finding is slightly greater than the

pre-selected Cl value and therefore not considered statistically significant at the

specified alpha level of 0.05. Thus, hypothesis C4Hg should NOT be REJECTED in

136



favor its alternative. A full view of the key parameters associated with testing this
element can be found in Table 4-25 and Figure 4-20.

Table 4-25: Question C4 Statistical Analysis

N: 27 Mean (statistic): 0.6667

“Yes” Responses: 18 Standard Deviation: 0.4804
“No” Responses: 09 Test Proportion:  0.50
p-Value (Significance): 0.0610 Confidence Interval (CI): 0.05

Results: C4H, is NOT Rejected

p-Value i
0.0610 ;

Rejection ;z._—;;l_jjgn

p-Value H Nl
0.0610 0.05

Figure 4-20: Question C4 Statistical Analysis

4.4.2.3.5 Does the Company Include Knowledge Transfer as Part of Its KM
Program Lifecycle?

Analysis of survey question #40, answer choice 3, sought to determine whether data

collected supported a null hypothesis claiming:
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Null Hypothesis C5H o

The company DOES NOT include knowledge transfer as part of its KM
program lifecycle.

A one-tailed binomial distribution test was used to determine whether null hypothesis
C5Ho should be rejected based on the data collected. The resulting p-Value of the
guestion’s 19 “Yes” responses is 0.0261. As such, this finding is slightly less than the
pre-selected Cl value and therefore considered statistically significant at the specified
alpha level of 0.05. Thus, hypothesis C5Ho should be REJECTED in favor its alternative
stating “the company DOES include knowledge transfer as part of its KM program
lifecycle.”. A full view of the key parameters associated with testing this element can be
found in Table 4-26 and Figure 4-21.

Table 4-26: Question C5 Statistical Analysis

N: 27 Mean (statistic): 0.7037

“Yes” Responses: 19 Standard Deviation:  0.4653
“No” Responses: 08 Test Proportion:  0.50
p-Value (Significance): 0.0261 Confidence Interval (CI): 0.05

Results: C5H, is Rejected
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Figure 4-21: Question C5 Statistical Analysis

4.4.2.3.6 Does the Company Keep an Inventory of Key Knowledge Assets?

Analysis of survey question #47 sought to determine whether data collected

supported a null hypothesis claiming:

Hypothesis C6H o

The company DOES NOT keep an inventory of key knowledge assets.

A one-tailed binomial distribution test was used to determine whether hypothesis
C6Ho should be rejected based on the data collected. The resulting p-Value of the
guestion’s 21 “Yes” responses is 0.0354. As such, this finding is slightly less than the
pre-selected Cl value and therefore considered statistically significant at the specified
alpha level of 0.05. Thus, hypothesis C6Ho should be REJECTED in favor its alternative

stating “the company DOES keep an inventory of its key knowledge assets.” A full view
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of the key parameters associated with testing this question can be found in Table 4-27
and Figure 4-22.

Table 4-27: Question C6 Statistical Analysis

N: 31 Mean (statistic): 0.6774

“Yes” Responses: 21 Standard Deviation:  0.4752
“No” Responses: 10 Test Proportion:  0.50
p-Value (Significance): 0.0354 Confidence Interval (CI): 0.05

Results: C6H, is Rejected

3 p-Value
: 0.0354

- IRejection Region

cil: p-Value
0.05 0.0354

Figure 4-22: Question C6 Statistical Analysis

4.4.2.3.7 Synopsis of Results For Question Group C
Testing of the six (6) questions constituting Question Group C sought to determine,
based on survey responses received as part of this study, whether the Stankosky KMF
Learning Pillar remains applicable in today’s business environment. Like earlier

guestion groups, the question structure used was formatted so that rejecting the Ho
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hypothesis in favor of its alternate (i.e., H,) indicated agreement with the premise that
the Stankosky Learning Pillar remains applicable. As with previous question groups,
rejection of all 6 null hypotheses would have suggested in the strongest possible way the
pillar's continued applicability. Five (5) of the six (6) questions analyzed under this
grouping were rejected (i.e., questions 5, 17.4, 31, 39, 40.3 and 47). Thus, the results of
testing on this question group strongly suggest that based on simple majority rule (i.e.,
83% of the questions evaluated indicate continued applicability), the Stankosky KMF
Learning Pillar remains applicable in today’s business environment.

While the outcome of statistical testing implied the pillar's continued importance,
survey respondents again demonstrated irregularities by suggesting their organizations
do not always apply the concepts of codification and personalization in ways that
maximize the potential impact of intellectual assets on the corporate KM program
(question 40.3). Survey respondents however, contradict this idea by also indicating:

» Their firms have identified the intellectual assets needed to achieve core business

objectives (question 5)

* Have actively inventoried these assets (question 47), and
* Have identified the key KM-related relationships and stakeholders (question 31)
required for KM program and business success.

Additionally, the results of statistical testing on questions 40.3 and 47 were only
slightly less (i.e., 0.0261 and 0.0354 respectively) than the study’s critical value of 0.05.
As such, a swing of one yes/no response for either of these questions would have
resulted in both not being rejected. Had this situation occurred, there would have been
an equal number of rejected and non-rejected questions thus leaving the overall
determination of whether the Stankosky KMF Organizational Pillar is still applicable in an
undeterminable state. Because of the narrow margin associated with the findings of this
guestion group, additional investigation and analysis of this pillar is suggested.
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4.4.2.4. Assessing the Stankosky KMF Technology Pillar (Hypothesis Group
D)

Analysis of the Stankosky KMF Technology Pillar focused on the outcome of

statistical testing of four (4) survey questions designed to determine:

Is the Stankosky KMF Technology Pillar is Still App  licable in Today’s KM

Business Environment?

As with earlier question groups, Table 4-28 provides a stop light chart analysis of
individual test results for Question Group D. The one (1) survey gquestion receiving a
“green” rating (question 12) represents the only null hypotheses not rejected during
statistical testing. Conversely, the three (3) survey questions receiving “red” ratings
(questions 13, 15, and 17.4) represent those null hypotheses rejected during the testing

process.
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Table 4-28: Stop Light Analysis of Question Grou®

Survey Stop

Question . Light

Number Null Hypothesis Rating

Q12 D1H,: The company HAS NOT identified the technologies ‘
needed to support a KM program.

D2H,: The company DOES NOT have a plan for managing
and sustaining IT-based technologies or systems to support a
KM program.

Q13

D3H,: The company HAS NOT developed a plan for

systems, processes, and or organizational structures as part
of a KM program.

D4H,: The company HAS NOT included technologies that
support learning and or knowledge-based activities and
programs as part of a KM program.

Q15 integrating new technologies with legacy technologies, ‘
Q17.3 ‘

. = Ho Accepted ‘ = Ho Rejected

The results of testing and analysis for each of the five questions constituting

Question Group D are as follows.

4.4.2.4.1 Has the Company Identified the Technologies Needed to Support
Its KM Program?

Analysis of survey question #12 sought to determine whether data collected

supported a null hypothesis claiming:

Hypothesis D1H o

The company HAS NOT identified the technologies needed to support
a KM program.

A one-tailed binomial distribution test was used to determine whether hypothesis
D1H, should be rejected based on the data collected. The resulting p-Value of the
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guestion’s 20 “Yes” responses is 0.1481. As such, this finding is significantly greater
than the pre-selected ClI value and therefore not considered statistically significant at the

specified alpha level of 0.05. Thus, hypothesis D1Hg should NOT be REJECTED in

favor its alternative. A full view of the key parameters associated with testing this
element can be found in Table 4-29 and Figure 4-23.

Table 4-29: Question D1 Statistical Analysis

N: 33 Mean (statistic): 0.6061

“Yes” Responses: 20 Standard Deviation:  0.4962
“No” Responses: 13 Test Proportion:  0.50
p-Value (Significance): 0.1481 Confidence Interval (CI): 0.05

Results: D1H, is NOT Rejected

p-Value
0.1481
: CI
:0.05
|
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
|
\;s;i}is_ﬂ_su Jé’s’._jif_;u
e
= 0.05

Figure 4-23: Question D1 Statistical Analysis
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4.4.2.4.2 Doesthe Company Have a Plan for Managing and Sustaining the
IT-Based Technologies or Systems Supporting Its KM program?

Analysis of survey question #13 sought to determine whether data collected

supported a null hypothesis claiming:

Hypothesis D2H o

The company DOES NOT have a plan for managing and sustaining IT-
based technologies or systems used to support its KM program.

A one-tailed binomial distribution test was used to determine whether hypothesis
D2Ho should be rejected based on the data collected. The resulting p-Value of the
guestion’s 25 “Yes” responses is 0.0011. As such, this finding is significantly less than
the pre-selected ClI value and therefore considered statistically significant at the
specified alpha level of 0.05. Thus, hypothesis D2H should be REJECTED in favor its
alternative stating “the company DOES have plans for managing and sustaining the IT-
based technologies or systems supporting its KM program.” A full view of the key
parameters associated with testing this question can be found in Table 4-30 and Figure
4-24.

Table 4-30: Question D2 Statistical Analysis

N: 32 Mean (statistic): 0.7813

“Yes” Responses: 25 Standard Deviation:  0.4200
“No” Responses: 07 Test Proportion:  0.50
p-Value (Significance): 0.0011 Confidence Interval (CI): 0.05

Results: D2H, is Rejected
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Figure 4-24: Question D2 Statistical Analysis

4.4.2.4.3 Has the Company Developed a Plan for Integrating New
Technologies With Legacy Technologies, Systems, Processes,
and or Organizational Structures As Part of Its KM Program?

Analysis of survey question #15 sought to determine whether data collected

supported a null hypothesis claiming:

Hypothesis D3H o

The company HAS NOT developed a plan for integrating new
technologies with legacy technologies, systems, processes, and or
organizational structures as part of its KM program.

A one-tailed binomial distribution test was used to determine whether hypothesis
D3Ho should be rejected based on the data collected. The resulting p-Value of the
guestion’s 23 “Yes” responses is 0.0448. As such, this finding is slightly less than the
pre-selected Cl value and therefore considered statistically significant at the specified

alpha level of 0.05. Thus, hypothesis D3Ho should be REJECTED in favor its alternative
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stating “the company HAS developed plans for integrating new technologies with legacy
technologies, systems, processes, and or organizational structures as part of its KM
program.” A full view of the key parameters associated with testing this query can be
found in Table 4-31 and Figure 4-25.

Table 4-31: Question D3 Statistical Analysis

N: 35 Mean (statistic): 0.6571

“Yes” Responses: 23 Standard Deviation: 0.4816
“No” Responses: 12 Test Proportion:  0.50
p-Value (Significance): 0.0448 Confidence Interval (CI): 0.05

Results: D3H, is Rejected
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Figure 4-25: Question D3 Statistical Analysis
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4.4.2.4.4 Has the Company Included Technologies That Support Learning
and or Knowledge-Based Activities and Programs as Part of Its
KM Program?

Analysis of survey question #17, answer choice 3, sought to determine whether data

collected supported a null hypothesis claiming:

Hypothesis D4H o

The company HAS NOT included technologies that support learning
and or knowledge-based activities and programs as part of its KM
program.

A one-tailed binomial distribution test was used to determine whether hypothesis
D4H, should be rejected based on the data collected. The resulting p-Value of the
question’s 23 “Yes” responses is 8.99%. As such, this finding is significantly less than
the pre-selected ClI value and therefore considered statistically significant at the
specified alpha level of 0.05. Thus, hypothesis D4Hg should be REJECTED in favor its
alternative stating “the company does included technologies that support learning and or
knowledge-based activities and programs as part of its KM program.” A full view of the
key parameters associated with testing this question can be found in Table 4-32 and
Figure 4-26.

Table 4-32: Question D4 Statistical Analysis

N: 28 Mean (statistic): 0.8571

“Yes” Responses: 24 Standard Deviation: 0.3564
“No” Responses: 04 Test Proportion:  0.50
p-Value (Significance): 8.99* Confidence Interval (Cl):  0.05

Results: D4H, is Rejected
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CI p-Value
0.05 8.9 9'05

:
Rejection Region -
: -

-~ p-Value
0.05

8.99-05

Figure 4-26: Question D4 Statistical Analysis

4.4.2.4.7 Synopsis of Results For Question Group D

Testing of the four (4) questions constituting Question Group D sought to determine,
based on survey responses received as part of this study, whether the Stankosky KMF
Technology Pillar remains applicable in today’s business environment. As with Question
Groups A, B, and C, the question structure used was formatted so that rejection of null
hypotheses in favor of their alternate (i.e., H,) indicated agreement with the principle that
the Stankosky KMF Technology Pillar remains applicable in today’s business
environment. Once again, ideally all 4 null hypotheses would have been rejected thus
suggesting in the strongest possible way the pillar's continued applicability. However,
for this grouping, three (3) of the four (4) questions examined had their null hypothesis
rejected (i.e., questions 13, 15, and 17.3). Thus, testing of Question Group D suggest
that based on simple majority rule (i.e., 75% of the questions evaluated indicate

continued applicability), the Stankosky KMF Technology Pillar remains applicable.
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As with previous question groups, survey respondent attitudes exhibited interesting
irregularities regarding the role technology plays with respect to corporate KM programs.
Specifically, while survey respondents believe their organizations have developed plans
and processes needed to manage KM-related technologies and have instituted
methodologies for integrating new technologies with legacy systems and processes to
includes those supporting knowledge-based activities, they do not necessarily believe
their organizations have fully identified the technologies and systems needed to support

the organization’s KM program.

4.5.  Chapter Summary

The goals of this chapter were threefold:
1) Analyze survey responses for applicability to previously defined testing processes
2) Mathematically test the study’s survey data to determine whether proposed
hypotheses should be rejected or not rejected based on defined evaluation criteria,
and
3) Evaluate and report the results of statistical testing on data gathered by the study’s
survey instrument.

Responses to the study’s survey were first analyzed for validity and applicability in
accordance with the study’s testing constraints. Valid responses were then used to
determine the continued applicability of the Stankosky KMF Leadership, Organization,
Learning and Technology pillars via four (4) question groups designed to answered
issues not fully addressed during the study’s literature review. Next, a single-tailed
binomial testing methodology was employed to determine whether the various
hypotheses posed under each of the four question groups should be rejected or not

rejected based on their resultant p-Values and an author-selected confidence interval.
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The outcome of statistical testing suggested the Stankosky KMF Leadership,
Learning, and Technology pillars are still applicable in today’s KM business environment.
Statistical testing furthermore suggests that the Stankosky KMF Organization Pillar, in its
current form, may no longer be applicable to modern-day KM frameworks.

Ultimately, Chapter 4 set the stage for final conclusions presented in Chapter 5. The
final chapter consists of macro-level analysis and discussion of the study’s primary
findings, potential confounding factors that may have influenced the study’s conclusions,
proposed approaches for modernizing the Stankosky KMF, and recommendations for

future research efforts.
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Chapter 5 — Conclusions and Recommendations

“You certainly usually find something, if you look, but it is not always quite
the something you were after.”

- J.R.R. Tolkien (1965)

5.0. Chapter Overview

Chapter 5 summarizes the conclusions, recommendations, and contributions of this
research. It first recaps the essential elements and methods driving the study’s
execution. It then summarizes the results of statistical testing used to determine
whether the four (4) current pillars of the Stankosky KM Framework model remain viable
elements in implementing and sustaining successful knowledge management programs.
Additionally, this chapter identifies potential confounding factors which may have
influenced the study’s outcome. Lastly, this chapter couples discoveries made during
the study’s literature review with its statistical findings to present suggested
recommendations for future research efforts concerning contemporary knowledge

management frameworks.

5.1. Summary of Key Research Parameters

By means of the study’s key research parameters and use of an acknowledged
scientific methodology, data collected by the effort’s survey instrument were processed
and later used in conjunction with existing literary evidence to reach the study’s

conclusions. Reiteration of the study’s fundamental research parameters is as follows.
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5.1.1. Key Research Parameter #1 - Summary of Problem Addressed

As highlighted in the study’s literature review, knowledge and its use and
management play significant roles in organizational success (Drucker 2001b). Yet
despite the importance of knowledge-based activities in achieving corporate goals,
limited research appears to have been conducted to date in identifying the full range of
methods, processes, and elements comprising modern-day KM frameworks (Calabrese
2000; Allen 2002; Wong and Aspinwall 2004). Therefore, the primary problem
addressed by this study was the identification of potential capability gaps in and possible

methods for enhancing the Stankosky KMF.

5.1.2. Key Research Parameter #2 - Purpose of This Study

As presented earlier, the purpose of this study was two-fold. It first sought to
compare and contrast the current Stankosky KMF with other documented KM
frameworks with the goal of determining whether potential capability gaps exist in the
GWU KMF. It then aimed to determine the continued relevance of the Stankosky
model’s four existing pillars through analysis and testing of data collected during the

study’s experience survey.

5.1.3. Key Research Parameter #3 - Importance of This Topic

The importance of this research centered on its use of systems engineering-based
methodologies to identify those activities and elements constituting effective, efficient,
and sustainable contemporary knowledge management frameworks. The study’s
literature review provided useful but limited evidence to this effect. Existing literature
also suggested that although numerous KM frameworks may exist, little hard scientific
evidence regarding their ability to operate successfully across various business and

operational domains has been formally captured and or documented to date. This study
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furthermore presents a philosophical departure from current approaches for
implementing KM framework by considering as yet untried methodologies like object-
oriented KMFs. Lastly, this work proposes avenues for future research activities

spanning a wide array of less-than-fully-defined organizational KM program activities.

5.1.4. Key Research Parameter #4 - Contributions of This Research

5.1.4.1. Academic Contributions

Academically, this research builds upon existing knowledge regarding the
capabilities of the Stankosky KMF with respect to other KMF models as well as the
operational needs of today’s business community. As such, this study provides a
potential starting point from which future researchers can further investigate the full

range of items and activities comprising effective contemporary KM frameworks.

5.1.4.2.  Operational Contributions

As stated in Chapter 1; rote theory and basic academic materials are useful for
establishing a foundational understanding regarding the applicability and value of KM
frameworks. However, it's the ability to successfully apply these elements in real-world
operational settings that ultimately determines a KM framework’s applicability across
multiple business domains (Yoo, Ginzberg, and Jong 1999). As such, this study looked
to increase the likelihood of organizations implementing functional and effective KM
frameworks by documenting likely components of a statistically validated KMF model

while also identifying possible confounding factors and areas for improvement.

5.2. Initial Conclusions

Segregated into four distinct question groups, the findings of this study by question

group are as follows.
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5.2.1. Question Group A — Continued Applicability of the Stankosky Leadership
Pillar

This question group focused on determining the continued applicability of the
Stankosky KMF Leadership Pillar. Based on information attained during the study’s
literature review from subject experts like Nonaka (1994), Manville and Foote (1996),
Malhotra (2002), Kemp (2001), Tuomi (2002), and Bixler (2002a) extolling the value and
importance of leadership in actionable KMFs, the author anticipated this pillar would be
found statistically significant. While having all six (6) hypotheses in this question group
rejected in favor of their alternatives would have been ideal, the “majority rule”
perspective achieved when four (4) of the six (6) questions evaluated proved statistically
significant supports a premise suggesting the Stankosky Leadership Pillar continues to
be a viable component of present-day KM frameworks.

Table 5-1 provides a quick-look review of key factors concerning Question Group A.

Table 5-1: Quick-Look View of Findings for Question Groyp A

Null Hypothesis p-Value / Cl Value Statistical Results
AlH, - Company management DOES
NOT openly support the corporate KM 5.56% / 0.05 Rejected
program.

A2H, - The company DOES NOT include
organizational leadership activities as part 0.2858 / 0.05 Not Rejected
of its KM program.

A3H, — The company DID NOT use a
structured program management process 0.8852 /0.05 Not Rejected
or methodology to field its KM program.
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Table 5-1: Quick-Look View of Findings for Question Groyp A (cont.)

Null Hypothesis p-Value / Cl Value Statistical Results

A4H, - The company KM program DOES
NOT support organizational business 0.0003/0.05 Rejected
goals and objectives.

A5H, - The company DOES NOT have a
vision and or strategy (documented or
otherwise) for implementing and
managing its KM program.

0.0081 /0.05 Rejected

A6H, - The company KM program DOES
NOT help the organization make better 0.0063/0.05 Rejected
and or faster decisions.

5.2.1.1. Discussion of Results for Question Group A

Hypothesis A1 — Management Support and the Company KM Program.

Statistical analysis of data collected by survey question #8 led to the conclusion that
the proposal stating company management DOES NOT openly support the company
KM program should be rejected. As such, the study’s respondents acknowledged the
importance of perceivable leadership support to the success of contemporary KM

frameworks and its inclusion in current-day KM programs.

Hypothesis A2 — Including Leadership Activities in the Company KM Program .
Statistical analysis of data collected by survey question #17, answer choice #1, led to
the conclusion that a theoretical premise stating companies should not include
organizational leadership activities as part of their KM program should not be rejected.
Thus, survey data indicated that organizational leadership activities do NOT warrant

inclusion as part of current-day KMFs.

156



Hypothesis A3 — Using Structured Management Process  es to Field Corporate KM
Programs .

Analysis of data collected by survey question #22 led to the conclusion that using
structured program management processes and or methodologies is not required to field
and sustain a successful KM program. The study’s statistical findings therefore suggest
this hypothesis should not be rejected and the use of structured processes and
methodologies SHOULD NOT be included as part of modern-day KM programs.
Hypothesis A4 — KM Program Support for Organizationa | Business Goals and

Objectives .

Statistical analysis of the data collected by survey question #27 led to the conclusion
that a statement proposing company KM programs do not support organization business
goals and objectives should be rejected. Thus, survey respondents recognized that
corporate KM programs may provide tangible value in achieving corporate goals and
objectives and should therefore be included as part of current-day KMFs.

Hypothesis A5 — Corporate Vision/Strategy for Imple  menting and Managing a KM
Program .

Statistical analysis of data collected by survey question #29 led to the conclusion that
a declaration proposing companies do not have a vision or strategy (written or
otherwise) for implementing and sustaining their KM programs should be rejected.
Hence, survey respondents acknowledged that having cogent visions and or strategies
for implementing and managing organizational KM programs is a worthy endeavor and

should be included as part of a current-day KM framework.

Hypothesis A6 — KM Program Role in Make Better and  or Faster Decisions.
Statistical analysis of data collected by survey question #35 resulted in the
conclusion that an assertion suggesting company KM programs do not help the

organization make better and or faster decisions should be rejected. Consequently,
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survey data indicates companies with KM programs feel they make better and or faster

business decisions warranting this element’s inclusion in present-day KM frameworks.

5.2.1.2. Implications

Evaluation of the data collected by the six (6) survey questions constituting Question
Group A suggests that numerically the Stankosky KMF Leadership Pillar remains a
relevant component of modern KM frameworks. However, the author also
acknowledges that two (2) of the group’s six (6) questions were not rejected and as
such, indicate that some of the key concepts and disciplines of the Learning Pillar as
advocated by Calabrese (2000) may need reevaluation and or revision. At a minimum,
the findings of this study suggest that the group’s non-rejected items may need to be
reconsidered and possibly relegated to less significant, support-oriented roles.

5.2.2. Question Group B — Continued Applicability of the Stankosky Organizational

Pillar

Question Group B focused on determining the continued applicability of the
Stankosky KMF Organizational Pillar. Previous research by Maglitta (1995), Manville
and Foote (1996), Davenport (1997), Stankosky and Baldanza (2000), Tuomi (2002),
and Zack (2003) emphasizes the value organizational roles, structures (formal and
informal), and socio-cultural factors play in fashioning successful corporate KM
frameworks. As with Question Group A, having all six (6) hypotheses contained in this
guestion group rejected in favor of their alternatives would have been ideal. However,
from a majority rule perspective, statistical testing determined that only two (2) of the
group’s six (6) questions were found statistically significant. Thus, in contrast to
expectations, survey respondent attitudes suggest that organizational structure,

attitudes, and activities in and of themselves do not influence institutional KM programs
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to the extent required to warrant inclusion of a dedicated organizational pillar in modern-

day KM frameworks.

Table 5-2 provides a quick-look review of statistical findings concerning Question

Group B.

Table 5-2: Quick-Look View of Findings for Question Groyp B

Null Hypothesis

p-Value / Cl Value

Statistical Results

B1H, - The organization IS NOT properly
structured with respect to leadership
style, divisional alignment, span of
control, and or work processes needed to
successfully implement a KM program.

0.0083/0.05

Rejected

B2H, - The company DOES NOT include
organizational structure and composition
as part of its KM program.

0.0925/ 0.05

Not Rejected

B3H, — The company DOES NOT have a
plan for mitigating the risk associated with
its KM program.

0.5722 /0.05

Not Rejected

B4H, - The company HAS NOT
developed a plan or selected a method
for managing the change associated with
its KM program.

0.2858 / 0.05

Not Rejected

B5H, - The company DOES NOT use
measurement, analysis, and or feedback
processes to adjust the performance of its
KM program.

0.0026 / 0.05

Rejected

B6H, - The company HAS NOT identified,
documented, and or diagrammed the key
processes and activities needed for its
KM program to be successful.

0.0610/0.05

Not Rejected

5.2.2.1. Discussion of Results for Question Group B
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Hypothesis B1 — Company Structured to Implementa S uccessful KM Program.

Statistical analysis of data collected by survey question #10 suggested that a
premise stating companies are not properly structured with respect to leadership style,
divisional alignment, span of control and or work processes as needed to implement
successful KM programs proved false resulting in the theory’s rejection in favor of its
alternative. Accordingly, survey respondents typically believed their organizations are
properly structured with respect to implementing successful KM programs and thus
warrant including this element in modern-day KMFs.

Hypothesis B2 — Including Organizational Structure and Composition a s Part of
the Company KM Program .

Statistical analysis of data collected by survey question #17, answer choice #2, led to
the conclusion that a premise asserting companies do not include organizational
structure and composition as part of their KM program appears to be relevant and thus
should not be rejected. Accordingly, data suggests survey respondents do NOT believe

this element warrants inclusion in current-day company KMFs.

Hypothesis B3 — Company Plans for Mitigating KM Pro  gram Risk.

Statistical analysis of survey question #18 overwhelmingly suggested that companies
typically do not have plans for mitigating the risk associated with their KM programs.
Therefore, based on respondent attitudes toward this issue, including it as part of

current-day KM frameworks IS NOT warranted at this time.

Hypothesis B4 — Managing Change Associated with Cor  porate KM Programs.
Statistical analysis of data collected by survey question #20 inferred that a premise
stating companies typically do not develop plans or select methodologies for managing
the change associated with their KM program is founded. Analytical results hence
suggest this premise should not be rejected and the development of plans and use of
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formal methodologies to manage KM program risk DOES NOT warrant inclusion in

modern-day KM programs.

Hypothesis B5 — Use of Measurement, Analysis and Fe  edback in Adjusting KM
Program Performance.

Statistical analysis of data collected by survey question #25 determined that a
statement suggesting that companies do not use measurement, analysis and or
feedback processes to adjust the performance of their KM programs is false and should
be rejected in favor of its alternative. As such, study respondents appear to have
recognized the significance of these activities in optimizing KM program performance
and the need to include them in current-day KM programs.

Hypothesis B6— Identifying, Documenting and Diagram ming Key Process and
Activities and KM Program Success.

Statistical analysis of data collected by survey question #33 concluded that a
proposition asserting that companies typically do not identify, document, and or diagram
the key processes and activities needed for a successful KM program is warranted and
as such should not be rejected. Subsequently, survey respondent attitudes DO NOT

support including this item in modern-day KMFs.

5.2.2.2. Implications

Despite expectations arising during the study’s literary review, statistical evidence
developed while evaluating data collected by the six (6) survey questions constituting
Question Group B suggests that in its current form; the Stankosky KMF Organizational
Pillar may no longer warrant consideration as a component of modern-day KM

frameworks.

If correct, the findings of this research could have potentially significant ramifications

with respect to the composition and focus of future versions of the Stankosky KMF
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model. However, literary evidence reviewed during this study conversely suggests the
merits of including an organization component in contemporary KM frameworks.
Supporting this line of reasoning is the fact that two (2) of the six (6) alternative
hypotheses in this group were to be found statistically significant. Additionally, two other
guestions narrowly avoided rejection by margins of 0.0425 (question 17-2) and 0.011
(question 33) respectively. Together, these factors lend credence to the possibility that
an organizational pillar may in fact be a potential candidate for inclusion in modern-day
KMFs. Therefore, additional research in this area to investigate potential inconsistencies

is recommended.

5.2.3. Question Group C — Continued Applicability of the Stankosky Learning Pillar

Question Group C focused on determining the continued applicability of the
Stankosky KMF Learning Pillar. Setting the stage for testing of Question Group C is
testimony from respected researchers like Ferran-Urdaneta (1999), Drucker (2001a),
Kemp (2001), Bixler (2002d), and Allen (2002) who promote the value and importance of
learning-based activities as part of contemporary KM frameworks. As with the previous
two question groups, having all six (6) hypotheses rejected in favor of their alternatives
would have been ideal. However, from a majority rule perspective, testing revealed that
five (5) of the six (6) questions evaluated in Group C were in fact, rejected and as such,
considered statistically significant, therefore suggesting the Stankosky KMF Learning
Pillar's remains a viable component of present-day KMFs.

Table 5-3 provides a quick-look review of key findings with respect to Question

Group C.
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Table 5-3: Quick-Look View of Findings for Question Groyp C

Null Hypothesis p-Value / Cl Value Statistical Results

C1H, - The company HAS NOT identified
the intellectual assets needed to
accomplish core business or operational
processes.

0.0026 / 0.05 Rejected

C2H, - The company DOES NOT include
organizational learning initiatives and 0.0019/0.05 Rejected
campaigns as part of its KM program.

C3H, — The organization HAS NOT
identified its key KM-related relationships 0.0081 /0.05 Rejected
and or stakeholders.

C4H, - The company KM program DOES
NOT employ the concepts of codification
and or personalization to help leverage
and manage intellectual assets.

0.0610/0.05 Not Rejected

C5H, - The company DOES NOT include
knowledge transfer as part of its KM 0.0261 / 0.05 Rejected
program lifecycle.

C6H, - The company DOES NOT keep

an inventory of key knowledge assets. 0.0354/0.05 Rejected

5.2.3.1.  Discussion of Results for Question Group C

Hypothesis C1 — Identifying Needed KM Program Intel  lectual Assets.

Statistical analysis of data collected by survey question #5 suggested that a
hypothesis stating companies typically do not identify the intellectual assets needed to
accomplish core business or operational processes appears false and should therefore
be rejected in favor of its alternative. Because survey respondents seemingly believed
their companies know the knowledge resources needed to meet core goals and

objectives, the inclusion of this activity in present-day KMFs is justified.
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Hypothesis C2 — Including Organizational Learning as part of the Corporate KM
Program.

Statistical analysis of data collected by survey question #17, answer choice #4,
determined that the notion of companies not typically including organizational learning
initiatives as part of their corporate KM program does not appear to be true and should
thus be rejected in favor of its alternative. Thus, including organization learning
initiatives as part of the corporate KM program is a vindicated addition to modern-day

knowledge frameworks.

Hypothesis C3 — Identifying Key KM-Related Relation  ships and Stakeholders.

Statistical analysis of data collected by survey question #31 suggested a premise
asserting that organizations do not typically identify their key KM-relate relationships or
stakeholders is not defensible and should be rejected in favor of its alternative. As such,
this principle is deemed a viable inclusion to modern-day KMFs.

Hypothesis C4 — Employing Codification and Personal ization to Leverage and
Manage Intellectual Assets.

Statistical analysis of data collected by survey question #39 suggested that a theory
suggesting corporate KM programs do not commonly employ the concepts of
codification and personalization as methods for managing corporate intellectual assets is
seemingly true and thus, should not be rejected. Therefore, including these two

principles as part of modern-day organizational KM programs does not appear justified.

Hypothesis C5 — Including Knowledge Transfer As Par  t of the KM Program.
Statistical analysis of data collected by survey question #40, answer choice 3,
suggested that a hypothesis stating companies do not typically include knowledge

transfer as part of their KM program lifecycle is seemingly false and should be rejected
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in favor if it's alternative. Because the alternate to this premise was found statistically

significant, it therefore warrants inclusion as an element of current-day KM frameworks.

Hypothesis C6 — Keeping an Inventory of Key Knowled  ge Assets.

Statistical analysis of data collected by survey question #47 suggested that a
premise stating companies typically do not keep an inventory of key knowledge assets
does not match survey respondent beliefs. As such, this statement should be rejected in

favor of its alternative and subsequently considered an element of present-day KMFs.

5.2.3.2. Implications

Statistical testing of the six (6) survey questions under Question Group C suggests
that overall; the Stankosky KMF Learning Pillar remains a relevant component of
modern-day KM frameworks. An interesting data point discovered during statistical
testing of this group centered on the fact that two (2) of the five (5) nulls rejected in favor
of their alternatives were by relatively narrow margins. Because the data sets tested
under items C5 and C6 were rejected by 0.0239 and 0.0146 respectively, respondent
attitudes in this area demonstrated potentially mixed feelings. Thus, as with two (2) of
the theories discussed previously in Question Group B, the potentially divergent views
revealed while testing Question Group C suggests that additional research may be
needed to more thoroughly validate the inclusion of the two narrowly rejected elements
in modern-day KM frameworks.

5.2.4. Question Group D — Continued Applicability of the Stankosky Technology

Pillar

Question Group D focused on determining the continued applicability of the
Stankosky KMF Technology Pillar. As discussed in the study’s literature review, early
KM adopters seemingly fixated on IT systems as the central (if not only) component of

organizational KM programs (Kemp, 2001; Bixler, 2002a; Henrie and Hedgepeth, 2003;

165



and Malhotra, 2003). However, later advocates such as Alivi and Leidner (1999),
Santosus and Surmacz (2001), Tuomi (2002), and Dingsoyr and Royrvik (2003) promote
a more progressive stance by suggesting successful KM programs are not just about the
application of advanced IT machineries but rather, integrating these tools as part of
actionable, in-depth corporate KM enterprises.

As with the previous question groups, having all four (4) of the group’s nulls rejected
in favor of their alternatives would have been ideal. From a “majority rule” perspective,
statistical testing determined that three (3) of the four (4) questions evaluated were in
fact, rejected therefore suggesting the Stankosky KMF Technology Pillar likely remains a
viable element of present-day KMFs.

Table 5-4 provides a quick-look review of key factors regarding the findings of

Question Group D.

Table 5-4: Quick-Look View of Findings for Question Groyp D

Null Hypothesis p-Value / Cl Value Statistical Results
D1H, - The company HAS NOT identified
the technologies needed to support its 0.1481/0.05 Not Rejected
KM program.

D2H, - The company DOES NOT have a
plan for managing and sustaining IT-

. 0.0011/0.05 Rejected
based technologies or systems to support
its KM program.
D3H, — The company HAS NOT
developed a plan for integrating new
technologies with legacy technologies, 0.0448 / 0.05 Rejected

systems, processes, and or
organizational structures as part of its KM
program.

D4H, - The company HAS NOT included
technologies that support learning and or -05

L 8.997°/0.05
knowledge-based activities and programs
as part of its KM program.

Rejected
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5.2.4.1. Discussion of Results for Question Group D
Hypothesis D1 — Identifying the Technologies Needed to Support Company KM
Programs.

Statistical analysis of data collected by survey question #13 suggested that a
premise stating companies typically do not identify the technologies needed to support
their KM programs is true and as such, should not be rejected in favor of its alternative.
The outcome of this test therefore suggests that this element should NOT be considered

for inclusion as part of a modern-day KMF.

Hypothesis D2 — Planning to Manage and Sustain KM-O  riented IT Technologies

Statistical analysis of data collected by survey question #15 suggested that theories
hypothesizing companies typically do not have a plan for managing and or sustaining IT-
based technologies or systems used to support their KM programs may not be accurate
and should thus be rejected in favor of its alternative. Hence, survey respondents
attitudes insinuate that having a plan for managing and or sustaining the IT systems
supporting corporate KM programs is a creditable idea and should be included as part of
modern-day KMFs.

Hypothesis D3 — Integrating New Technologies with L~ egacy Technologies,
Systems, Processes, and or Organizational Structure.

Statistical analysis of data collected by survey question #47 indicates that a
statement claiming that companies typically do not develop plans for integrating new
technologies with legacy technologies, systems, processes, and or organizational
structures as part of their corporate KM program appear unfounded. As such, this null
should be rejected in favor of its alternative and subsequently considered for inclusion as

a component of current-day KM frameworks.
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Hypothesis D4 — Including Technologies That Support Learning and Knowledge-
Based Activities as Part of Company KM Programs.

Statistical analysis of data collected by survey question #47 suggested that a
principle stating companies typically do not include technologies supporting learning and
or knowledge-based activities as part of their corporate KM program is erroneous. Thus,
this hypothesis should be rejected in favor of its alternative and considered for inclusion

as an element of present-day KMFs.

5.2.4.2. Implications
Statistical testing of the four (4) survey questions under Question Group D suggests
that the Stankosky KMF Technology Pillar seemingly remains a relevant component of
modern-day KM frameworks. Because one (1) of the group’s four (4) questions was not
rejected, this may indicate that selected concepts and disciplines of the Stankosky
Learning Pillar as documented by Calabrese (2000) could be dated and in need of

reevaluation and or revision if they’re to remain part of modern-day KM frameworks.

5.3.  Potential Confounding Factors

Rumsey (2003) describes confounding factors as those variables and or other
activities with the potential for impacting the outcome of scientific research by
“suggesting, masking, or wrongly demonstrating possible associations” between key
variables when no real relationships actually exist. As such, this section presents

suspected confounding factors which may have influenced this study’s outcome.

5.3.1. Researcher-Induced Bias

A confounding factor with significant potential for impacting this study was the risk of
researcher-induced bias and its resultant increase in potential Type | and or Type Il

statistical errors. Specifically, identifying and mitigating the impacts of possible
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measurement, sampling, and procedurally-related bias issues centered on the use of the

following methods.

5.3.1.1. Measurement Bias

As recommended by Salkind (1991), Cooper and Emery (1995), Hildebrandt and Ott
(1996), Ramsey (2003), and SurveyMonkey (2007a) various design considerations were
used to reduce opportunities for introducing measurement bias through the study’s
survey instrument. Specific methods employed included:

» Using a “funneled” question sequencing approach to gain participant trust

» Avoiding technically-oriented, misleading, and or emotionally charged words

» Using familiar words, simple sentences, and short answers to reduce ambiguity
* Avoiding multi-part questions to reduce participant confusion and frustration

» Using mutually exclusive question formats

» Using familiar answer scales and response options to gain respondent trust, and

» Employing peer reviews and pilot tests to evaluate survey effectiveness.

5.3.1.2. Sampling Bias

As described in Chapter 3, a Monte Carlo type selection process using a commercial
random number generation algorithm was used to pick potential survey respondents
unsystematically from a pool of over 1000 potential respondents in order to mitigate the

impact of possible researcher-induced sampling biases (Urdan, 2003).

5.3.1.3. Procedural Bias

Several methods employed used to minimize the risk and or impact of procedural

bias on the study’s outcome. Risk mitigation factors used included:
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Selecting an alpha level of 0.05 and proportionality level of 0.5 when calculating the
recommended minimum survey sample size to reduce the risk of Type | and Type Il

statistical errors

Implementing a recognized research process map and 6-stage statistical testing model
based on work by Cooper and Emory (1995) to add scientific rigor and repeatability

to the study’s procedural methodology

Optimizing survey question construction and relational groupings to help respondents

answer at the industry standard rate of approximately 3.5 questions per minute, and

Adjusting the instrument’s layout and content so respondents could complete the

survey in under 20 minutes.

5.3.2. Number and Scope of KM Frameworks

A large number of purported KM frameworks appear readily available for use.
Compounding this issue is the varying scope, composition, and goals of these
frameworks. Some assert to be all-inclusive while others limited their scope to single
products or families of products. Thus, of concern to this study was the potential impact
conceptual differences between survey participants regarding the components
comprising typical contemporary KM frameworks may have had on the effort’s findings.

To mitigate this confounding factor, the study sought to build a common
understanding regarding the core concepts, components, and activities of archetypical
KM frameworks. Specific mitigation methods employed included appendices containing
common KM acronyms and KM-based definitions, footnotes explaining key KM concepts
at their point of introduction, and a limited set of KM-oriented definitions prefacing the
study’s survey instrument. Admittedly, this approach presented its own opportunity for
introducing bias. However, the potential threat posed by these mitigation methods was

deemed less risky than if no action had been taken.
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5.3.3. Impact of the Current Economic Downturn

The economic downturn beginning in late 2007 and continuing today is not only
global in nature but also appears to be causing significant impacts across virtually all
business domains and processes to include organizational KM initiatives. Because the
study’s data collection phase ran from December 2007 to June 2009, the current
economic environment may have been a potential confounding factor affecting the
study’s findings. Prior to December 2007, potential survey respondents appeared more
likely to engage in open communications regarding specifics of their corporate KM
programs. However, after December 2007 a fundamental shift occurred regarding
potential respondents’ willingness to participate in this effort.

One step taken to mitigate the impact of this risk factor included incorporating a
confidentiality statement into the study’s survey instrument. Unfortunately, doing so also
meant purposely excluding detailed demographic questions from the data collection
process. Regrettably, as evidenced by the study’s final survey response rate of

approximately 4%, the impact of these mitigation efforts appear to have been negligible.

5.4. Research Limitations

Several potential research limitations and their probable impacts must also be noted

when considering this effort’s findings.

5.4.1. Lack of Previously Documented Research

The first potential constraint associated with this research was the limited amount of
previously documented research regarding both the validity of the Stankosky KMF and
actionable KM frameworks in general. Admittedly, several high-level, small scale studies
have been conducted to examine the general composition and behavior of contemporary

KM frameworks. However, other than very limited academic and corporate think tank
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activities, few detailed analytical works were discovered during the study’s literature
review. Thus, the seeming lack of seminal documentation was a significant factor in

classifying this research as “exploratory.”

5.4.2. Small Sample Size

Whether due to confounding factors, researcher-induced bias, or other reasons, the
42 valid survey responses received fell far short of the target minimum sample size of
365 submissions. As such, the SPSS “G*Power” analysis calculator estimated the
statistical power rating for this research at approximately 0.45652 falling well below the
nominal academic standard power rating of 0.800 (Crunk, 2004) which may have
compromised the accuracy and reliability of the study’s findings. Similarly,
approximately ninety (90) survey responses would have been needed to reach the

nominal standard academic power rating of 0.800.

5.4.3. Lack of a Common KM-Oriented Frame of Reference

Questions received from participants during the study’s data collection phase hinted
that possible limitations may have existed with respect to respondents having a common
understanding of KM-oriented terms and concepts. Despite efforts to define basic KM
terms and principles throughout this paper and in prefatory materials accompanying the
study’s survey instrument, many of the questions received indicated disparities may still

have existed between participants regarding a common KM-ariented frame of reference.

5.5. Recommendations

In addition to findings presented earlier, this research now suggests possible ideas
for revising the Stankosky KMF as well as potential avenues for future research

activities.
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5.5.1. Revise the Stankosky KM Framework

Based on the results of the study’s literature review and survey-based statistical
testing, this research first and foremost suggests that the Stankosky KM Framework in
its current form may not be wholly attuned to the needs of today’'s KM community;
particularly with respect to its Organizational Pillar. As such, several viable options may
exist for transforming the current Stankosky KMF model into something better suited to
succeed in dynamic business environments.

Work by Wong and Aspinwall (2004) implies that more successful KM frameworks
are those capable of focusing on the many differing aspects of corporate KM programs
while at the same time possessing the flexibility and adaptability to change as needed to
achieve organizational objectives. Similarly, work by Rubenstein-Montano et al. (2001a;
2001b) propose that successful organizational KM frameworks typically use various
systems-oriented approaches that encourage “consideration of the entire knowledge
spectrum” to include the full spectrum of behaviors, attributes, and activities such as
organizational culture, learning, strategy, and the types of knowledge involved (e.g.,
tacit, explicit, internal, external, etc.). By coupling these revelations with the works of
Booch (1994; 1996), improving the capabilities of the Stankosky KMF may be best
served by modifying it from its current process-centric form to one utilizing not only an

SE-based approach but potentially alternative designs as well.

5.5.1.1. Object-Oriented KMF

Employing an object-oriented (OO) management philosophy similar to that
prescribed by Booch (1994; 1996), a revamped Stankosky KMF would build on an
acknowledged and proven management methodology. Rooted in systems engineering,
taxonomy-based hierarchies, epistemology, and continual process improvement, an

object-oriented KMF would focus on identifying, capturing, and documenting key
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organizational knowledge activities ranging from requirements collection, management,
and tracking through system development, delivery and performance oversight (Booch,
1994). An OO approach would furthermore provide iterative, long-term, proactive
methodologies for managing organizational KM framework lifecycles by using
recognized SE-based principles and practices. Object-oriented models are also
recognized for their ability to model real-world activities more thoroughly than traditional
methods. They do so by providing modular structures that quickly adapt to rapidly
changing organizational needs, business and economic oscillations, and other
environmental factors (Booch, 1994). Lastly, because they swiftly adapt to myriad
domains, organizational structures, and levels of complexity; the OO approach is also
renowned for providing easily adaptable frameworks capable of facilitating a wide variety
of strategic and operational requirements (Booch, 1996).

The potential benefits of employing an OO management style could be significant.
There are admitted detractors of implementing an OO methodology such as the
relatively unproven ability to provide consistent benefits in standard “bread and butter”
applications and the extremely limited number of subject matter experts available to
guide newcomers through the OO development process (Burleson, 2010). While
potential challenges may exist, one key benefit of an OO-based KMF would be that it
could allow organizational leaders to more easily track, manage, and modify KMF
components based on rapidly changing company needs (Booch, 1996). Other benefits
of an object-based approach in managing KM frameworks might include (Booch, 1994;
1996):

* A “ruthless focus” on building KM frameworks that provide well documented, highly
visual structures

» Organizational cultures that focus on results and encourage effective communications
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» A willingness to allow acceptable risk taking and occasional failure in the pursuit of
continuous improvement
 Effective use and reuse of resources; especially corporate knowledge assets, and

* Well-managed, iterative, and incremental KM framework lifecycles.

5.5.1.2. Program Management Maturity Model

While numerous management maturity models exist, the Program Management
Maturity Model (PMMM) advocated by Martinelli and Waddell (2007a; 2007b) may be an
especially interesting option for addressing potential capability shortfalls of the
Stankosky KMF relating to the organizational pillar. Both systems engineering and
framework-centric in nature, the PMMM provides a structured, repeatable, yet flexible
method for achieving organizational objectives. By first understanding the organization’s
goals and objectives, the PMMM utilizes common SE constructs to reduce system
complexity and create a more focused effort, (Martinelli and Waddell, 2007a). The
PMMM also employs a framework-based approach for ensuring the company’s structure
and cultural components (i.e., its organization) fully support corporate activities by using
methods, processes, metrics, tools, and program oversight to implement complex
programs like KM (Martinelli and Waddell, 2007b).

With the objective of facilitating a stronger, better suited organizational pillar, the
PMMM treats the organizational component as the centerpiece of successful processes
and programs (Martinelli and Waddell, 2007b). The PMMM seeks to achieve this
objective by redefining the organization’s guiding principles and constraints. It also
helps define group and individual roles and responsibilities while restructuring
organizational policymaking and establishing the core competencies needed to delineate
the company’s cultural and political landscape. Ultimately, Martinelli and Waddell

(2007b) believe that with the right organizational structure, governance apparatus, and
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clear-cut roles and responsibilities, a revamped Stankosky KMF Organizational Pillar
capable of yielding tangible business results is possible. Thus, applying core concepts
of the PMMM model’s first stage (i.e., “organization”) could help the Stankosky KMF
Organizational Pillar become more attuned to organizational knowledge management

needs.

5.5.2. Areas for Additional Research

Conclusions reached during this research suggest that significant value could

potentially be gained by executing additional research in several key areas.

5.5.2.1. Validate and Expand the Findings of This Study

Given the various confounding factors and potential limitations affecting this study,
executing additional research aimed at validating and expanding the findings of this work
would seem prudent. Additionally, the discovery of numerous inconsistencies between
the study’s literature review and statistical testing suggest additional research may be

warranted.

5.5.2.2. Evaluate the Impact of Environmental Factors on KM Frameworks

Documented earlier as a potential confounding factor, the impact of internal and
external environmental factors on the performance of organizational KM frameworks is
potentially significant. As such, additional research regarding the possible impact of
environmental factors such as variations in micro- and macro-economic conditions would

likely be highly beneficial and informative.

5.5.2.3. Validate Remaining Capability Gaps

As documented in Appendix A, numerous potential capability gaps in the Stankosky

KMF were identified during the study’s literature review. Many of these perceived gaps
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remain as yet un-validated. Future research targeted at validating these as yet
uncorroborated capability shortfalls would be seemingly indispensable if used to more
thoroughly pinpoint possible components of modern-day KM frameworks. Additional
research in this area would also likely be helpful in identifying the relationships and

knowledge flows occurring between framework components.

5.5.2.4. Establish KM Framework Evaluation Criteria and Processes

One question arising repeatedly during this research centered on defining (in
concrete terms) the criteria and processes for measuring and evaluating successful
organizational KM frameworks (i.e., KM-oriented controls and metrics). While identified
as an active and integral part of the Stankosky KMF (reference Figure 2-4), the
solicitation, collection, management and application of useful and effective feedback
seems to remain challenging at best. Whether developing new methods or revising
legacy tools such as the metrics scorecard, identifying ways to accurately measure,
assess, and propagate information concerning the performance of organizational KM
frameworks may be one of the greatest challenges facing future research efforts. Thus,
additional research targeted at identifying, vetting, and documenting key processes and
procedures for controlling, measuring, and evaluating KM framework performance would

seem a top research priority.

5.6. Final Conclusions

As the world evolves toward a more knowledge-centric consciousness, so too does
the need to reliably and repeatedly manage organizational knowledge (Malhotra, 2003).
As such, this research sought to determine the continued applicability of the four pillars
of the Stankosky KM Framework with respect to contemporary KM frameworks. The

outcome of this research suggests that only three (3) of the four (4) pillars of the current
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Stankosky KMF remain statistically significant and therefore warrant inclusion as part of
modern-day KM frameworks.

This study furthermore suggests there may be a need to reevaluate the fundamental
methodologies used in designing, implementing, and sustaining modern-day KM
frameworks. Likely gone are the days of monolithic, single-dimensional KM frameworks.
Rather, successful KM frameworks of the future must be capable of managing soft,
dynamic, and often tactile resources while also advocating a pick-and-choose approach
where the methodologies and resources applied are knowledge- and relationship-centric
but domain, process, and technology independent. This research moreover reiterates
that future KM frameworks must be able to quickly evolve (with minimal effort and cost)
to meet dynamic organizational needs. To this end, two generally holistic and adaptable
approaches, like those proposed by Booch (1994 and 1996) and Martinelli and Waddell
(2007), were very briefly discussed as possible methods for augmenting the current
Stankosky KMF in order to eliminate perceived capability gaps and better meet the
anticipated needs of future knowledge management frameworks.

While this research subjectively met its goal of answering key questions regarding
the continued applicability of the four pillars of the Stankosky KMF in modern knowledge
management frameworks, significant work remains regarding the identification of the
capabilities and functions comprising modern-day KM frameworks. Additionally,
numerous future research opportunities, many with potentially significant ramifications,
remain unanswered concerning the composition of tomorrow’s core knowledge

management framework.
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Chapter 6 — A Student’s Insights

“Learning is like rowing upstream; not to advance is to drop back.”

- Chinese Proverb (Unknown)

6.0. Chapter Overview

While the knowledge gained by reviewing the works of others and the statistical
testing of survey responses proved interesting and beneficial, a more holistic review of
the study’s data yielded several thought-provoking insights not typically addressed
through literature reviews and statistical testing alone. Thus, in pursuing the study’s
academic requirements several seemingly interesting perceptions emerged. Although
not always backed directly by empirical evidence, the author found the following

observations especially noteworthy.

6.1. The Dynamic Nature of Knowledge Management

First and perhaps foremost on the list of notable observations is the highly dynamic
nature of knowledge and the perceived impact of this dynamism on knowledge-based
products and property. Although mentioned several times during this study, the full
impact of this factor can’t be overstated. Leading this domain are the quickly changing
and often difficult to define concepts surrounding knowledge and knowledge
management. As KM terms and concepts begin to take on more widely accepted
meanings, it seems that new theories and or technological advances emerge nullifying,

or at a minimum altering, previously held perceptions. Supporting this phenomenon are
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what appear to also be constantly changing organizational views regarding the value of
their intellectual assets and the role they play in achieving corporate goals and
objectives.

Another contributing factor to the perceived dynamism surrounding KM may be the
impression that many aspects associated with KM program planning, while direly
needed, appear difficult to accomplish in a structured and repetitive way. Citing a
common euphemism among US armed forces personnel, executing effective and
actionable KM planning processes can seem as difficult as “nailing Jell-O to a wall.”
One reason for the apparent difficulty in establishing and executing beneficial KM
planning processes may be that the rules concerning knowledge and its management
are not always well defined. Likewise, companies with organizational attitudes favoring
open-mindedness and situational flexibility may be better postured to overcome the
planning challenges seeming to affect many KM programs. Unfortunately, the
willingness to be operationally flexible while still adhering to deliberate planning
processes does not appear to typically be part of the corporate psyche for many
companies looking to actively manage organizational IP.

The highly dynamic nature of KM also appears to have greater impact on “slow-
turning” organizations. Organizations that are unable to quickly change course without
significant lead time, appear to often experience greater difficulty benefitting from quick-
changing KM trends. In contrast, firms with more flexible planning and fiscal processes
give the impression of being better suited to fully maximize the benefits KM has to offer
than comparably sized slow-turning counterparts.

Other notable dynamics-related insights also exist. First is the perception that the
increased risk characteristically associated with corporate KM programs may
unsurprisingly, also lead to increased risk aversion; particularly in organizations where
failure has the greatest potential for causing catastrophic business and or operational
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results. Closely related is the observation that KM programs implemented by companies
with more risk adverse cultures also appear more likely to highlight existing behaviors
relating to the fear of change at both the personal and organizational level. Another
seemingly persistent factor appearing to augment KM’s dynamic nature is the constantly
emerging stream of KM-related theories and best practices. While motivations may
differ, their impact on evolving KM trends and processes often appears to exacerbate
the general sense of uncertainty and complexity surrounding knowledge management.
Lastly, the dynamism surrounding KM programs may also result from the perception that
individuals who openly support corporate KM initiatives are more likely to experience
perceived losses of tactical and strategic control as well as feelings of decreased

personal value and importance.

6.2. Complexity

Interesting insights were also gained during this study in areas relating to KM
program complexity. Possibly the most notable of these was an impression that the
basic concepts of KM appear hard for many people (and companies) to comprehend in-
depth. As previously discussed, the core concepts surrounding KM often appear to have
constantly changing and or differing meanings across (and often within) organizations.
This may be partially due to many of the entities comprising KM often lacking physical
structure and as such, exhibiting few tangible points of reference. This assessment
appears vindicated in that it seems rarely do two people or organizations share common
definitions for the same KM terms, services, and activities. While an acknowledged, or
at least commonly accepted, lexicon might help reduce KM program complexity, the
wide variety of personal experiences with KM programs seems to further propagate

divergent understandings of the construct’s key identifiers.
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Also adding to the apparent complexity are the numerous models available to
organizations thinking of implementing a KM program. While some of these models
have been codified by reputable sources (e.g., IEEE and INCOSE), many have not.
Additionally, many of these models advocate differing goals, objectives, and methods
that at times seem to promote the goals and interests of their developers rather than
those of the KM community.

It furthermore appears that many organizations wishing to implement KM programs
could themselves contribute to the alleged complexity surrounding KM. At the heart of
this issue is the impression that would-be KM practitioners often fail to fully identify the
knowledge assets already possessed (i.e., knowing what they know), define the value
and longevity of these assets (perceived and actual), or understand how these assets
can help achieve organizational objectives. Perhaps just as interesting was a perceived
lack of concern regarding processes for actively defining and managing corporate KM
lifecycles.

Likewise, it seems few organizations fully understand or appreciate the impact
environmental factors may have on KM program complexity. It often appeared that the
various internal and external environmental factors defining KM success (and failure)
were not only unknown or misunderstood but more unfortunately, seemingly overlooked
or ignored. Perhaps just as interesting was the perceived difficulty many organizations
have predicting the ripple effect that can be generated by corporate KM programs across
both the internal and external enterprise; especially with respect to brand name
recognition and the level of support received from key stakeholders.

Another factor appearing to influence KM-related complexity is the use of metrics (or
lack thereof). While metrics play varying roles in many of today’s KM models, the
author’s impression is that while many modelers and KM practitioners believe metrics-
related issues are satisfactorily addressed, few corporate KM programs actually appear
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to dedicate adequate time or effort selecting the performance evaluation tools and
methods that best fit the company’s goals and objectives. Supporting this belief is
another observation suggesting that many companies may have great difficulty deciding
what to measure (i.e., finding measurands that matter) and defining appropriate criteria
by which to evaluate these measurands. This indecision furthermore seems to highlight
the difficulty some organizations have calculating the ROI needed to achieve KM
program success. The complexity surrounding KM programs looks to also be affected
by organizational impulses to over-achieve and go for “great” when “good enough” is
more appropriate based on documented needs and available resources. Moreover,
many KM practitioners also seem unable to overcome the effects of “analysis paralysis”
quickly enough to apply the feedback generated by KM program metrics in order to

effectively fine-tune organizational performance.

6.3. The Implementer’s Perspective

The old adage that “perception is reality” seems to also apply to organizations
considering corporate KM programs. Despite being a recognized managerial construct,
it appears many companies may still view KM as a fad. This fad perception may be
driven in part by KM’s perceived dynamic nature as well as media sensationalism
highlighting unlikely (but possible) worst-case scenarios that could happen when
implementing KM programs. Many of the fad-related perceptions day-to-day KM users
have may also be shaped by the previously discussed difficulties had in measuring and
articulating the benefits of corporate KM success in concrete, tangible terms. Supporting
this theory are the author’s personal experiences were successfully advocating the often
intangible benefits of organizational KM programs to senior leaders already challenged
with funding basic operational necessities in order to pursue a perceived “blue sky”

concept like KM can be extremely difficult.
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Another significant user perspective-related take-away is the difficulty KM advocates
appear to have overcoming ingrained cultural perceptions and long-standing biases.
Each level (worker/production, mid-level management, and senior leadership) has its
reasons for resisting the change that can come with corporate KM initiatives. While the
benefits of these initiatives may outweigh their detractors, it seems that selling the
program to company personnel and key stakeholders often remains a difficult
proposition requiring significant time. When coupled with traditional barriers to
organizational change such as the “that’s not how we do business here” attitude, human
reluctance to share what one knows due to the fear of being seen as less valuable, and
the lingering belief that KM programs are just one more competitor in the battle for
shrinking corporate resources, it can be easy to see why many KM programs have

difficulty garnering organizational support.

6.4. The Way Ahead

While there are admittedly many challenges, the overall future of KM appears
promising in the continuing transition toward an increasingly knowledge-based world. As
such, the author sees several key considerations for organizational KM program
managers to contemplate.

As with many major corporate undertakings, knowing and articulating what the
company needs (and expects) from its knowledge management program to be
successful is a key activity. Regrettably, it appears many of today’s KM programs tend
to pursue managerial wants versus organizational needs. As such, avoiding the
seemingly common “ready, fire, aim” approach where programs are executed without in-
depth, deliberate planning that is based on reasonable and realistic organizational
requirements would seem a sound first step to fielding successful organizational KM

programs.
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Determining what the organization already knows and the intellectual assets at its
disposal would seem another sound strategic consideration for future KM initiatives. By
implementing tested and proven approaches like the Strengths, Weaknesses,
Opportunities and Threats (SWOT) model, organizations may be able to appreciably
improve their KM planning and implementation processes. Unfortunately, as previously
mentioned, it appears that few KM practitioners have fully identified or valued the
intellectual assets (i.e., strengths) available to them. Likewise, more thoroughly
assessing the company’s knowledge-based weaknesses would seemingly improve the
organization’s ability to maximize available opportunities while also helping mitigate
potential KM risks (i.e., threats). Similarly, it appears remaining flexible when navigating
the many unknowns experienced during day-to-day business operations may also be a
key trait of organizations fielding successful KM programs.

Defining, understanding, and controlling (to the greatest extent possible) internal and
external environmental variables are other elements organizations should consider when
planning and executing KM programs. While certain environmental factors will likely
always remain outside of the organization’s direct control, taking appropriate measures
to better understand what triggers their occurrence and manage their impact would likely
facilitate greater KM program success. More importantly still may be knowing which
environmental factors can be controlled (or at least effectively managed) and factoring
them into all facets of the organizational KM lifecycle. Perhaps just as important is an
organization’s ability to quickly and effectively capture and apply environmentally-
oriented feedback to its KM processes.

Another potentially valuable consideration when planning organizational KM
programs is the need to establish actionable rules and select effective measurement
parameters for governing company KM activities. Instituting effective and enforceable
rules for controlling corporate KM processes appears a key factor to getting and keeping
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these programs on track. Thus, the impression is that for companies who fail to
establish or define rules for guiding their KM program, the journey can become an
endless, frustrating odyssey vice a manageable, productive voyage to charted
destinations. Similarly, is the need to establish, define, and articulate the metrics and
other markers needed to evaluate KM program performance. Like most organizational
activities, those providing the greatest perceived value in helping achieve organizational
objectives typically get the resources (including leadership support) needed to continue.
Rules and metrics also appear to play important roles in setting and managing both
personal and organizational expectations regarding corporate KM programs.

The way ahead for long-term KM success appears to also require organizational
open-mindedness. As discussed earlier, organizations who are flexible and or willing (or
able) to take reasonable risk and accept limited success or potential failure seem more
likely to believe they have successful KM programs.

Lastly, several enduring paradigms seem to also affect the way ahead for
organizational KM programs. The first of these challenges the viewpoint that what works
for one company will work for others in the same or similar business domains. Rarely
does this seem to be the case. Similarly, KM activities that have worked for an
organization in the past may not necessarily work for the same organization in the future.
Also worth considering is the paradigm that companies with significant fiscal resources
and previous business success will have successful organizational KM programs. On
the contrary, it appears that many of the attributes leading companies to positions of
fiscal strength and perceived business success may not necessarily include the
elements of flexibility and risk taking commonly associated with successful KM
endeavors. Additionally, the decision to implement a corporate KM program should not
be made as an alternative of last resort. Like many business approaches applied in dire
circumstances, rushing in without proper planning, evaluation, and expectations could be
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potentially fatal to both the KM program and the organization. Unfortunately, it appears
that some companies attempt to find miracle cures for systemic shortcomings in the form
of last-ditch organizational KM programs. Finally, as with many other business activities
it appears that corporate KM programs must also succeed in their “search for
Superman.” While getting buy-in at all levels of the company is undeniably important,
finding and keeping influential champions in the ranks of senior leadership appears an

indispensable and enduring trademark of successful KM programs.

6.5. Wrap Up

Organizations looking to field cogent KM programs capable of meeting corporate
objectives often require significant flexibility, time, patience, and resources.
Unfortunately, none of these elements appear to come quickly or easily even under the
best of circumstance or economic conditions. Additionally, numerous variables ranging
from corporate structure and culture to expectation management, unpredictable internal
and external environments, and rapidly advancing technologies can also seemingly
impact an organization’s ability to field effective and sustainable KM programs. While
not impossible, successful knowledge management appears to be a tough, risky, and
potentially disconcerting business undertaking with far-reaching consequences.
Unfortunately, KM’s dynamic and complex nature will likely make it so for the

foreseeable future.
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Appendix A — KM Framework Capability Gap Comparison Matrix

Table A-1: KM Framework Capability Comparison Matrix

_ Stankosky Wieneke -
Focus Point KM Price Stankosky Survey
Framework Framework KMF Gaps Coverage

People-Centric Focus Points

Apprenticeships

(Wieneke-Price, 2003) . .

Attrition

(Frid, 2004) .

Availability A ]

(Groth, 2004)

Behavior
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Communication
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Communities
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Courage (Personal)
(Frid, 2004)

Customer Focus
(Wieneke-Price, 2003)

Empowerment
(Frid, 2004)

Human Development (ak.a.,

Training/Education/Learning)
(Wieneke-Price, 2003)

R

@ - Included in model O - Implied as part of model
A - Perceived gap in Stankosky KMF H - Related question included in survey
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Appendix A — KM Framework Capability Gap Comparison Matrix

Table A-1: KM Framework Capability Comparison Matrix (co nt.)

_ Stankosky Wieneke -
Focus Point KM Price Stankosky Survey
Framework Framework KMF Gaps Coverage

Knowledge Leaders/Managers
(Wieneke-Price, 2003) . .

Knowledge Workers
(Groth, 2004) . .

Leadership . |
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Mentors . A
(Wieneke-Price, 2003; Frid, 2004)

Morale
(Groth, 2004)

Organizational Structure
(Wieneke-Price, 2003; Frid, 2004)

Recruiting
(Frid, 2004)

Redeployment
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Relationships
(Wieneke-Price, 2003)

o & e o o o

Retention
(Frid, 2004) A

Rewards . A

(Wieneke-Price, 2003)

Social Networks o
(Groth, 2004)
Key
@ - Included in model O - Implied as part of model
A - Perceived gap in Stankosky KMF B - Related question included in survey
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Appendix A — KM Framework Capability Gap Comparison Matrix

Table A-1: KM Framework Capability Comparison Matrix (co nt.)

Stankosky Wieneke -

Focus Point KM Price Stankosky Survey
Framework Framework KMF Gaps Coverage
Stakeholders . . |

(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003)

Subject Experts (SMESs) .
(Frid, 2004)
Teams .

(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003)

Values .
(Wieneke-Price, 2003)

Vision

(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003) . .
Business-Centric Focus Points

Business Roadmaps o A |

E-Business Transformation
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Global Focus
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Governmental/Public Focus
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Information/Knowledge-based

Focus
(McElroy, 2003)

Innovation & Learning Focus
(McElroy, 2003)

R

@ - Included in model O - Implied as part of model
A - Perceived gap in Stankosky KMF B - Related question included in survey
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Appendix A — KM Framework Capability Gap Comparison Matrix
Table A-1: KM Framework Capability Comparison Matrix (co nt.)
_ Stankosky Wieneke -
Focus Point KM Price Stankosky Survey
Framework Framework KMF Gaps Coverage
Local Focus

(Stankosky, 2001f)

Market Dominance Focus
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Operational Focus
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Quality Focus

Regional Focus
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Relationship Focus
(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003)

Situational Awareness /

Business Intelligence Focus
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Strategic Focus
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Tactical Focus

Value Focus
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Vision / Mission Focus
(Stankosky, 2001f)

® &6 O o6 o o o

@® - Included in model
A - Perceived gap in Stankosky KMF

R
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O - Implied as part of model

B - Related question included in survey




Appendix A — KM Framework Capability Gap Comparison Matrix

Table A-1: KM Framework Capability Comparison Matrix (co nt.)

_ Stankosky Wieneke-
Focus Point KM Price Stankosky Survey
Framework Framework KMF Gaps Coverage

Process-Centric Focus Points

Analysis
(Frid, 2004)

Baselining
(Stankosky, 2001f; Frid, 2004)

Budget/Resource Management
(Frid, 2004)

Business Processes
(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003)

Change Management
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Collaboration
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Communications
(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003)

Control Functions
(Frid, 2004)

Decision Making
(Stankosky, 2001f; Cheung & Shaheen,
2004; Groth, 2004)

Feedback
(Stankosky, 2001f; Frid, 2004)

Innovation Management
(Stankosky, 2001f)

R

@ - Included in model O - Implied as part of model
A - Perceived gap in Stankosky KMF B - Related question included in survey
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Appendix A — KM Framework Capability Gap Comparison Matrix

Table A-1: KM Framework Capability Comparison Matrix (co nt.)

_ Stankosky Wieneke -
Focus Point KM Price Stankosky Survey
Framework Framework KMF Gaps Coverage

Institutionalization Processes
(Frid, 2004) . .

Knowledge Management
(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003;
Cheung & Shaheen, 2004; Frid, 2004)

Leadership
(Stankosky, 2001f; Cheung & Shaheen,
2004; Frid, 2004; Groth, 2004)

Legislative/Governance
(Frid, 2004)

Lessons Learned
(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003)

Management Engineering
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Manufacturing
(Wyllie, 1998) o A

Modeling & Simulation
(Stankosky, 2001f; Frid, 2004)

Organizational Learning
(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003)

Organizational Planning /
Designing
(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003)

Problem Solving
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Quality Management
(Stankosky, 2001f; Frid, 2004)

R

@ - Included in model O - Implied as part of model
A - Perceived gap in Stankosky KMF B - Related question included in survey
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Appendix A — KM Framework Capability Gap Comparison

Matrix

Table A-1: KM Framework Capability Comparison Matrix (co nt.)

Focus Point

Stankosky
KM
Framework

Wieneke -
Price
Framework

Stankosky
KMF Gaps

Survey
Coverage

Program-Centric Focus Points

Rewards & Incentives
(Wieneke-Price, 2003)

® A

Risk Management
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Systems Management
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Time Management
(Groth, 2004)

Workflow Management
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Cost Oriented
(Wyllie, 1998)

Data/Knowledge Oriented
(Groth, 2004)

Demand Oriented
(Wyllie, 1998)

Effectiveness Oriented
(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003)

Efficiency Oriented
(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003)

Goal / Results / Outcome

Orientation
(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003)

@ - Included in model
A - Perceived gap in Stankosky KMF
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B - Related question included in survey




Appendix A — KM Framework Capability Gap Comparison Matrix
Table A-1: KM Framework Capability Comparison Matrix (co nt.)
_ Stankosky Wieneke -
Focus Point KM Price Stankosky Survey
Framework Framework KMF Gaps Coverage

Income Oriented
(Wyllie, 1998)

o

A

Innovation / Invention Oriented
(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003)

Institutional Orientation
(Frid, 2004)

Knowledge Arenas
(Wieneke-Price, 2003)

Performance Oriented
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Prestige Oriented
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Principle Oriented
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Process Oriented
(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003)

Supply Oriented
(McElroy, 2003)

System Engineering and / or

Systems Thinking
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Value Oriented
(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003;
Frid, 2004)

® &6 O o

@ - Included in model
A - Perceived gap in Stankosky KMF
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Appendix A — KM Framework Capability Gap Comparison Matrix
Table A-1: KM Framework Capability Comparison Matrix (co nt.)
_ Stankosky Wieneke -
Focus Point KM Price Stankosky Survey
Framework Framework KMF Gaps Coverage
Risk-Centric Focus Points
Complexity .

(Stankosky, 2001f)

Environmental / Organizational

Dynamics
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Knowledge Loss / "Brain Drain”
(Frid, 2004)

Personal/Organizational Power
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Policies
(Frid, 2004)

Political Factors
(McElroy, 2003)

Relevance
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Workforce Maturity Level
(Frid, 2004)

o

A

Evaluation & Measurement-Centric Focus Points

Activity Measurability
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Benchmarking
(Stankosky, 2001f)

@ - Included in model
A - Perceived gap in Stankosky KMF

209

O - Implied as part of model
B - Related question included in survey




Appendix A — KM Framework Capability Gap Comparison Matrix
Table A-1: KM Framework Capability Comparison Matrix (co nt.)
_ Stankosky Wieneke -
Focus Point KM Price Stankosky Survey
Framework Framework KMF Gaps Coverage
Best Practices and Lessons
Learned . O
(Frid, 2004)
Customer Satisfaction and or
Retention
(Stankosky, 2001f)
Employee Satisfaction and or
Retention
(Stankosky, 2001f)
Evaluation Procedures B
(Stankosky, 2001f)
Knowledge-Related Success
Criteria / Success . |

(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003)

Methods & Standards
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Patents & Copyrights

Performance Indicators (e.g.,
Return on Investment (ROI))

O/ O & & o o o

Reputation / Brand Name

Recognition
(Wieneke-Price, 2003)

Scoring Mechanisms (market

share, rankings, scorecards)
(Frid, 2004)

> > | > >

User Satisfaction and or

Retention
(Stankosky, 2001f)

@ - Included in model
A - Perceived gap in Stankosky KMF
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O - Implied as part of model
B - Related question included in survey




Appendix A — KM Framework Capability Gap Comparison Matrix
Table A-1: KM Framework Capability Comparison Matrix (co nt.)
_ Stankosky Wieneke -
Focus Point KM Price Stankosky Survey
Framework Framework KMF Gaps Coverage

Environment-Centric Focus Points

Academic Environment
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Commercial Environment
(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003)

Competitive Intelligence
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Cultural Environment
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Communities
(Stankosky, 2001f)

E-Business Environment
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Economic Environment
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Fiscal Environment
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Global Environment
(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003;
Frid, 2004)

Governmental Environment
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Inter-Enterprise Environment
(Stankosky, 2001f)

@ - Included in model
A - Perceived gap in Stankosky KMF

R
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B - Related question included in survey




Appendix A — KM Framework Capability Gap Comparison Matrix

Table A-1: KM Framework Capability Comparison Matrix (co nt.)

Focus Point

Stankosky
KM
Framework

Wieneke -
Price
Framework

Stankosky
KMF Gaps

Survey
Coverage

Local Environment
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Manpower/Human Resources

Environment
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Market Environment
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Organizational Environment
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Political Environment
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Regional Environment
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Social Environment
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Strategic Environment
(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003;
Frid, 2004)

Structural Environment
(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003;
Frid, 2004)

Technological Environment
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Virtual Enterprise
(Stankosky, 2001f)

@ - Included in model
A - Perceived gap in Stankosky KMF

R
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O - Implied as part of model
B - Related question included in survey




(Stankosky, 2001f)

Network-Centricity
(Cheung & Shaheen, 2004)

Platform Independence

Appendix A — KM Framework Capability Gap Comparison Matrix
Table A-1: KM Framework Capability Comparison Matrix (co nt.)
_ Stankosky Wieneke -
Focus Point KM Price Stankosky Survey
Framework Framework KMF Gaps Coverage
Technology-Centric Focus Points
Auto Indexing
(Stankosky, 2001f)
Data Warehouse
(Frid, 2004) ® ®
Electronic Workplace .
(Stankosky, 2001f)
E-Mail
(Stankosky, 2001f) .
Enterprise Information Portals .
(Stankosky, 2001f)
Information Systems
(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003; . .
Frid, 2004)
KM Hosting
(Stankosky, 2001f) .
Knowledge Bases
(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003) . .
Legacy Systems . B

(Groth, 2004)

A

@ - Included in model
A - Perceived gap in Stankosky KMF

R
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Appendix A — KM Framework Capability Gap Comparison Matrix
Table A-1: KM Framework Capability Comparison Matrix (co nt.)
_ Stankosky Wieneke -
Focus Point KM Price Stankosky Survey
Framework Framework KMF Gaps Coverage

Search Engines
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Software Tools & Applications
(Groth, 2004)

Storage
(Groth, 2004)

Support Systems (IT-based)
(Cheung & Shaheen, 2004)

Sustainment
(Frid, 2004)

Technology Acquisitions
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Technology

Architecture/Structure
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Technology Integration
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Technology Interoperability
(Stankosky, 2001f)

o & &6 6 O o o

Virtual Office
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Content-Centric Focus Points

Accuracy
(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003)

@® - Included in model
A - Perceived gap in Stankosky KMF
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O - Implied as part of model
B - Related question included in survey




Appendix A — KM Framework Capability Gap Comparison Matrix
Table A-1: KM Framework Capability Comparison Matrix (co nt.)
_ Stankosky Wieneke -
Focus Point KM Price Stankosky Survey
Framework Framework KMF Gaps Coverage
Analysis A

(Groth, 2004)

Assurance
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Collaboration
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Content Management
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Context
(Groth, 2004)

Criticality of Knowledge
(Wyllie, 1998)

Customer Focus
(Wieneke-Price, 2003; Frid, 2004)

Document Management
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Experience / Expertise

(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003)

Explicit Knowledge

(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003;

Frid, 2004; Groth, 2004)

External Knowledge

(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003,
Cheung & Shaheen, 2004; Frid, 2004)

Human Knowledge

(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003,
Cheung & Shaheen, 2004; Frid, 2004;

Groth, 2004)

® 6 6 6 ¢ O O O | o o

® - Included in model

A - Perceived gap in Stankosky KMF

R
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Appendix A — KM Framework Capability Gap Comparison

Table A-1: KM Framework Capability Comparison Matrix (co nt.)

Matrix

Focus Point

Stankosky
KM
Framework

Wieneke -
Price
Framework

Stankosky
KMF Gaps

Survey
Coverage

Information
(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003)

Integration
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Internal Knowledge
(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003,
Groth, 2004; Cheung & Shaheen, 2004)

Knowledge Abandonment an

Disposal
(Frid, 2004)

Knowledge Accessibility
(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003)

Knowledge Acquisition
(Wieneke-Price, 2003)

Knowledge Architecture (via

Knowledge Ledgers)
(Wyllie, 1998)

Knowledge Availability
(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003)

Knowledge Back-up and

Preservation
(Frid, 2004)

Knowledge Capture
(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003)

Knowledge Classifications

and/or Taxonomies
(Wieneke-Price, 2003; Frid, 2004)

Knowledge Codification
(Stankosky, 2001f)

® O &6 o6 o o

@ - Included in model
A - Perceived gap in Stankosky KMF

R
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O - Implied as part of model

B - Related question included in survey




Appendix A — KM Framework Capability Gap Comparison Matrix
Table A-1: KM Framework Capability Comparison Matrix (co nt.)
_ Stankosky Wieneke -
Focus Point KM Price Stankosky Survey
Framework Framework KMF Gaps Coverage
Knowledge Creation /
Generation . |

(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003)

Knowledge Currency
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Knowledge Detail / Granularity
(Wieneke-Price, 2003)

Knowledge Discovery
(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003;
Cheung & Shaheen, 2004)

Knowledge Distribution and

Sharing
(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003)

Knowledge Domains
(Frid, 2004)

Knowledge Fusion
(Frid, 2004)

Knowledge Lifecycle

Management
(Stankosky, 2001f; Groth, 2004)

Knowledge Mapping
(Cheung & Sheehan, 2004)

Knowledge Modeling

(relationships and/or attributes)
(McElroy, 2003)

O & & O o o o

Knowledge Needs and/or
Requirements (Resource
Management)

Knowledge Ownership
(Stankosky, 2001f)

@® - Included in model
A - Perceived gap in Stankosky KMF
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Appendix A — KM Framework Capability Gap Comparison Matrix

Table A-1: KM Framework Capability Comparison Matrix (co nt.)

Focus Point

Stankosky
KM
Framework

Wieneke -
Price
Framework

Stankosky
KMF Gaps

Survey
Coverage

Knowledge Portfolios
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Knowledge Privacy
(Stankosky, 2001f; Groth, 2004)

Knowledge in the Public

Domain
(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003)

Knowledge Relevance
(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003)

Knowledge Renewal
(Frid, 2004)

Knowledge Repositories and

Libraries
(Frid, 2004)

Knowledge Retention (worker

management and retention)
(Frid, 2004)

Knowledge Reuse
(Frid, 2004)

Knowledge Security/Protection
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Knowledge Sharing
(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003)

Knowledge Sources
(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003)

Knowledge Suppliers, Partners,

and /Stakeholders
(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003)

@ - Included in model
A - Perceived gap in Stankosky KMF

R
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Table A-1: KM Framework Capability Comparison Matrix (co nt.)

_ Stankosky Wieneke -
Focus Point KM Price Stankosky Survey
Framework Framework KMF Gaps Coverage

Knowledge Synthesis . .
(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003)

Knowledge Timeliness
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Knowledge Traceability
(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003;
Frid, 2004)

Knowledge Use/Application
(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003;
Frid, 2004)

Knowledge Validation
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Meta-knowledge
(Wieneke-Price, 2003)

Organizational Knowledge
(Stankosky, 2001f; Wieneke-Price, 2003)

Personalization of Knowledge

Assets
(Stankosky, 2001f)

Presentation — Knowledge
(Stankosky, 2001f; Groth, 2004)

Sale of/Selling Knowledge

(Frid, 2004)
Tacit Knowledge |
(Stankosky, 2001f; Frid, 2004; Groth, 2004)
Key
@ - Included in model O - Implied as part of model
A - Perceived gap in Stankosky KMF H - Related question included in survey
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Appendix B - Survey Instrument
Determining the Capabilities Gaps of a Knowledge Ma  nagement Framework

DEFINITIONS

Knowledge Management (KM):  An integrated, systematic approach to identifying,
managing, and sharing enterprise intellectual assets by combining information,
communities, processes, and tools in ways that allow people to work smarter and make

better decisions (US Army, 2001).

Knowledge Asset: Knowledge regarding markets, products, technologies and
organizations a business owns or needs for its business processes to generate profits
and are deemed essential for economic growth and competitive advantage (Malhotra

2003)

Knowledge-Based Organization : A collection of people and supporting resources that
create and apply products or services having knowledge at their core and who integrate
the behavioral characteristics of process, place, purpose and perspective into their
company’s organizational fabric in order to define its corporate knowledge assets, what it

does with these assets, and why (Zack 2003).

Cadification : The process of collecting organizational knowledge-based artifacts where
the products in question are mature, standardized, and the people using them are used

to relying on explicit sources of information to accomplish their job (Koenig 2001).

Personalization : The connecting of people and or meshing/maximizing of human-
based networks to get the most from customized, innovative and primarily tacit
organizational knowledge products required to accomplish assigned tasks (Koenig
2001).
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Appendix B - Survey Instrument
Determining the Capabilities Gaps of a Knowledge Ma  nagement Framework

Enterprise Management-Engineering / Knowledge Manag  ement Framework (KMF):
An architectural framework originally theorized by The George Washington University
that defines the relationships, principles, processes, and disciplines comprising and or

used to create modern, actionable KM programs (Stankosky, 2001a).
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Appendix B - Survey Instrument
Determining the Capabilities Gaps of a Knowledge Ma  nagement Framework

1. Are you patrticipating in this survey voluntarily and free of duress and or coercion?

[] Yes [] No [] Don't Know [ 1 No Response

2. Do you want to continue participating in this survey?
[] Yes [] No [] Don’t Know [] No Response

NOTE: If you answered “NO” to either of the first two q uestions, you are
encouraged to terminate your participation in this study at this time.

3. Does your company have a formal KM program?
[] Yes [] No [] Don’t Know [] No Response

4. What level of value does your company place on its KM program? (1= little value
and 5= great value)
[]1 ]2 []3 [14 [15 [] Don’t Know ] No Response

5. Has your company identified the intellectual assets it needs to accomplish its core

business or operational processes?
[] Yes [] No [] Don't Know [] No Response

6. How valuable are these intellectual assets to the success of your company’s core
business and operational processes? (1= less valuable and 5= more valuable)
[]1 12 13 [14 []5 [] Don’t Know ] No Response
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Appendix B - Survey Instrument
Determining the Capabilities Gaps of a Knowledge Ma  nagement Framework

7. When your company looks for the data, information, or knowledge needed to solve
its business problems, it likely first turns to: (Please select one)

[] Tacit knowledge assets (knowledge and experiences contained in peoples’ minds)

[] Explicit knowledge assets (knowledge contained in physical forms like reports or
databases)

] Outside sources (i.e., suppliers/partners, consultants, the Internet)

] Other:

] Don't Know

] No Response

8. Does your company’s management openly support its KM program?
[ ] Yes [ ] No [ ] Don’t Know [] No Response

9. How strongly does your company’s management support its KM program? (1=
minimal support and 5= maximum support)
[]1 ]2 []3 [14 [15 [ ] Don’t Know ] No Response

10. Is your organization properly structured with respect to leadership style, divisional
alignment, span of control, and or work processes needed to successfully

implement a KM program?
[] Yes [] No [] Don't Know [ 1 No Response

11. How would you rate your company’s structure with respect to its ability to
successfully implement its KM program? (1=poorly structured and 5= well
structured)

[]1 12 13 [14 []5 [] Don’t Know ] No Response

12. Has your company identified the technologies needed to support its KM program?
[] Yes [] No [] Don't Know [ 1 No Response

223



Appendix B - Survey Instrument
Determining the Capabilities Gaps of a Knowledge Ma  nagement Framework

13. If your company uses IT-based technologies or systems to support its KM program,

does it have a plan for managing and sustaining them?
[] Yes [] No [] Don’'t Know [] No Response

14. How would you rate your company’s plan for managing and sustaining the
technologies and systems needed to support its KM program? (1= poorly planned
and 5= well planned)

[]1 ]2 13 [14 []5 [] Don’t Know ] No Response

15. Has your company developed a plan for integrating new technologies with legacy
technologies, systems, processes, and or organizational structures as pairt of its
KM program?
[] Yes [] No [] Don't Know [ 1 No Response

16. How would you rate your company’s plan for integrating new technologies and
processes with legacy systems and processes? (1= poorly planned and 5= well
planned)

[]1 ]2 13 [14 []5 [] Don’t Know ] No Response

17. Which of the following “ingredients” has your company included as part of its KM
program?
L] Organizational leadership activities (all levels)
] Organizational structure and composition
] Technologies that support learning and or knowledge-based activities and programs
[] Organizational learning initiatives and campaigns
[ ] Other:
(] Don't Know

[] No Response
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25

Determining the Capabilities Gaps of a Knowledge Ma

Appendix B - Survey Instrument

nagement Framework

. Does your company have a plan for mitigating the risk associated with its KM

program?

[] Yes

[] No

[] Don’t Know

[] No Response

. How would you rate your company’s KM program risk mitigation plan? (1= poorly

planned and 5= well planned)

1

]2

[]3

(14

[]5 [] Don’t Know

] No Response

. Has your company developed a plan or selected a method for managing the change

associated with its KM program?

[] Yes

[] No

[] Don't Know

[ 1 No Response

. How would you rate the management plan your company has for its KM program?

(1= poorly planned and 5= very well planned)
[]5 [] Don’t Know

[]1

]2

13

(14

] No Response

. Did your company use a structured program management process or methodology

to field its KM program?

[] Yes

[] No

[] Don't Know

[ 1 No Response

. Does your organization actively monitor its business and or operational

environments for changes that could impact its KM program objectives?

[] No

[] Don't Know

[] No Response

. How well do you think your company monitors the business and or operational

environments impacting its KM program? (1= poorly monitored and 5= well

[] Yes
monitored)
1 ]2

13

(14

[]5 [] Don’t Know

] No Response

. Does your company use any measurement, analysis, and or feedback processes to

adjust the performance of its KM program?

[] Yes

[] No
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[] Don't Know

[ 1 No Response
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. How well do you think your company’s measurement, analysis and or feedback

process for adjusting its KM program performance works? (1= very poorly and 5=

very well)

[]1

]2

[]3

14

[15 [] Don’t Know

] No Response

. Does your company’s KM program support organizational business goals and

objectives?

[] Yes

[] No

[] Don't Know

[ 1 No Response

. How well do you think your company’s KM program supports its business goals and

objectives? (1= very poorly and 5= very well)
[15 [ ] Don’t Know

1

]2

13

14

] No Response

. Does your company have a vision and or strategy (documented or otherwise) for

implementing and managing its KM program?

[] Yes

[] No

[] Don't Know

[] No Response

. How well do you think the vision and or strategy for your company’s KM program

supports the program’s goals and objectives? (1= very poorly and 5= very well)
[15 [] Don’t Know

[]1

]2

[]3

14

] No Response

. Has your organization identified its key KM-related relationships and or

stakeholders?

[] Yes

[] No

[] Don't Know

[ 1 No Response

. How well has your company identified its key KM-related relationships and or

stakeholders? (1= poorly identified and 5= well identified)
[]5 [] Don’t Know

[]1

]2

13

(14

] No Response

. Has your company identified, documented, and or diagrammed the key processes

and activities needed for its KM program to be successful?

[] Yes

[] No
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Determining the Capabilities Gaps of a Knowledge Ma  nagement Framework

34. How well has your company identified, documented or diagrammed the key
processes and activities needed to successfully execute its KM program? (1= very
poorly and 5= very well)

[]1 ]2 []3 [14 [15 [] Don’t Know ] No Response

35. Does your company’s KM program help the organization make better and or faster
decisions?
[] Yes [] No [] Don't Know [ 1 No Response

36. How much does your company’s KM program help the firm make better and or faster
decisions? (1 = no better or faster and 5 = much better or faster)
[]1 ]2 []3 [14 [15 [] Don’t Know ] No Response

37. Has your company’s KM program helped improve the quality of the products and

services it produces?
[] Yes [] No [] Don't Know [] No Response

38. How much has your company’s KM program helped improve the quality of the
products and services your firm produces? (1= little improvement 5= great
improvement)

[]1 ]2 []3 [14 [15 [ ] Don’t Know ] No Response

39. Does your company’s KM program employ the concepts of codification and or

personalization to help leverage and manage its intellectual assets?
[] Yes [] No [] Don't Know [ 1 No Response
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40. Which of the following functions does your company include as part of its KM
program lifecycle? (Please select all that apply)
[] Knowledge assurance
[ 1 Knowledge generation and capture
1 Knowledge transfer
[ ] Knowledge use
[] Other:
] Don’t Know

[ ] No Response

41. In your opinion, KM programs that fail do so because: (Please select all that apply)
[] System too complicated or complex
L] Insufficient resources
[1 Program not suited to corporate processes, culture, or business environment
] Poor retention of key personnel or knowledge workers
L] Program costs are too high
[ Lack of upper management support
[] Technology issues
] Program took too long to provide returns or didn’t return sufficient value on investment
L] other:
(] Don't Know

] No Response
42. Has your company identified (in measurable terms) the measurement criteria and or

success factors for its KM program?
[] Yes [] No [] Don't Know [ 1 No Response
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43. What criteria does your company use to measure the success of its KM program?
(Please select all that apply)
[] Decision quality and or speed
[ ] Customer satisfaction
] Employee satisfaction
[] Organizational productivity
[ ] Corporate profits
[] Operating costs
] Market share or market position
[] User feedback and/or satisfaction
[ ] Retention of key personnel and staff
] Product recognition and brand name value
[ 1 Number of projects completed ahead of schedule or under cost
[] Other:
] Don’t Know

[ ] No Response

44. Overall, would you rate your company’s KM program as successful?
[] Yes [] No [] Don't Know [ 1 No Response

45. How successful would you rate your company’s KM program? (1= unsuccessful and
5= highly successful)
[]1 ]2 []3 [14 [15 [] Don’t Know ] No Response

46. Is your company a “knowledge-based” organization?
[] Yes [] No [] Don't Know [] No Response

47. Does your company keep an inventory of its key knowledge assets?
[] Yes [] No [] Don't Know [ 1 No Response
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Appendix C — Minimum Sample Size Calculations

Where:
Z = Confidence level or “Z” Value

p = Proportion - The probability of an event
ZZ (p) (1-p) occurring during a given observation
MOE?2 or sample expressed as a decimal
(Hildebrand & Ott, 1996).

SS =

MOE = Margin of Error expressed as a
decimal.

Calculation for minimum survey sample size — uncorrected:

Where:
(1.96)* (0.5) (0.5) Z =1.96 (95% confidence level)

(0.05)?

p = 0.5 (worst-case estimate)

(3.8416) (0.5) (0.5) MOE = 0.05 (+/- 5)

0.0025

0.9604
0.0025

_ 384.16

NOTE: The formula used to calculate the study’s target minimum sample size was

based on methods suggested by Creative Research Systems (2003):
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Appendix D — Wieneke-Price (2003) KMF Diagrams

1.7, Metaknotdedge

Figure D-1: Wieneke-Price KMF Knowledge Arena Disciplne (Wieneke and Price 2003)

Business
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Emgineering Metaknoededos

Externd-to- ; ;inal?-lce_ Arena
Ert : *Purchasing
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Manufacturing
Process Arena

Primary Product
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Figure D-2: Wieneke-Price KMF Knowledge Arena Disciplne (Wieneke and Price 2003)
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2. Enowledge
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4. Enterprise-wide |
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Figure D-4: Wieneke-Price KMF Enterprise Infrastructure Discipline (Wieneke and Price
2003)
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Appendix D — Wieneke-Price (2003) KMF Diagrams
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Figure D-5: Wieneke-Price KMF Arena Benchmarking Discpline (Wieneke and Price
2003)

Figure D-6: Wieneke-Price KMF Knowledge Socialization Dscipline (Wieneke and Price
2003)
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Appendix F — Analysis of Raw Survey Response Data

Q3. Does your company have a formal KM program?

1; 2% 0; 0%

OYes

ENo

17; 44% ODon't Know
ONo Response

Figure F-1: Analysis of Survey Question 3

Q4. What level of value does your company place on its KM
program? (1= Little value and 5= Great value)

4; 10%
2; 5%

o1

m2

o3

04

m5

@Don't Know
B No Response

1; 3%

Figure F-2: Analysis of Survey Question 4
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Q5. Has your company identified the intellectual assets it
needs to accomplish its core business or operational
processes?

2; 5% 0; 0%

OYes
ENo
ODon't Know

10; 26%

27; 69% ONo Response

Figure F-3: Analysis of Survey Question 5

Q6. How valuable are these intellectual assets to the
success of your company’s core business and operational
processes? (1= Less valuable and 5= More valuable)

2; 5%

2; 5%

o1
|2
03
04
14; 36% =5
18; 46% @Don't Know

® No Response

Figure F-4: Analysis of Survey Question 6
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1; 3%

2; 5%

Q7. When your company looks for the data, information, or
knowledge needed to solve its business problems, it likely
first turns to:

O Tacit knowledge assets
B Explicit knowledge assets
OOutside sources

ODon'’t Know

B No Response

@ Other

Figure F-5: Analysis of Survey Question 7

KM program?

2; 5%

Q8. Does your company’s management openly support its

OYes

ENo

ODon't Know
ONo Response

Figure F-6: Analysis of Survey Question 8
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Maximum support)

4; 10%
0; 0%

3; 8%

Q9. How strongly does your company’s management
support its KM program? (1= Minimal support and 5=

o1
m2
o3
o4
|5
@ Don't Know
B No Reponse

Figure F-7: Analysis of Survey Question 9

KM program?

4; 11% S

10; 26%

Q10. Is your organization properly structured with respect
to leadership style, divisional alignment, span of control,
and or work processes needed to successfully implement a

OYes

ENo

ODon't Know
ONo Response

Figure F-8: Analysis of Survey Question 10
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Q11. How would you rate your company’s structure with
respect to its ability to successfully implement its KM
program? (1= Poorly structured and 5= Well structured)

2; 5%

o1

m2

o3

o4

|5

@ Don't Know
B No Response

Figure F-9: Analysis of Survey Question 11

Q12. Has your company identified the technologies needed
to support its KM program?

2,5%

OYes

ENo

ODon't Know
ONo Response

Figure F-10: Analysis of Survey Question 12
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Q 13. If your company uses IT-based technologies or
systems to support its KM program, does it have a plan for
managing and sustaining them?

3,8%

4,11%

HYes

ENo

ODon't Know
24,63% ONo Response

Figure F-11: Analysis of Survey Question 13

Q14. How would you rate your company’s plan for
managing and sustaining the technologies and systems
needed to support its KM program? (1= Poorly planned
and 5= Well planned)

4,11% 2,5%

o1

m2

o3

o4

|5

@ Don't Know
B No Response

4, 10%

Figure F-12: Analysis of Survey Question 14
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Q15. Has your company developed a plan for integrating
new technologies with legacy technologies, systems,
processes, and or organizational structures as part of its KM
program?

1,3%

3,8%

OYes

ENo

ODon't Know
ONo Response

Figure F-13: Analysis of Survey Question 15

Q16. How would you rate your company’s plan for
integrating new technologies and processes with legacy
systems and processes? (1= Poorly planned and 5= Well
planned)

0, 0%

o1

m2

o3

o4

|5

@ Don't Know
B No Response

Figure F-14: Analysis of Survey Question 16
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25

017. Which of the following “ingredients” has your
company included as part of its KM program?

23

21

Figure F-15: Analysis of Survey Question 17

Q18. Does your company have a plan for mitigating the
risk associated with its KM program?

OYes

13, 34% ENo
ODon't Know

ONo Response

16, 42%

Figure F-16: Analysis of Survey Question 18
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Q19. How would you rate your company’s KM program risk
mitigation plan? (1= Poorly planned and 5= Well planned)

4,10%

o1

m2

2, 5% o3
12,32% 4,11% 04

m5

@ Don't Know
B No Response

| 10.26%

0, 0%

Figure F-17: Analysis of Survey Question 19

Q20. Has your company developed a plan or selected a
method for managing the change associated with its KM
program?

OYes

ENo

ODon't Know
ONo Response

15, 39%

Figure F-18: Analysis of Survey Question 20
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Q21. How would you rate the management plan your
company has for its KM program? (1= Poorly planned and

5= Well planned)

4,10%

o1

m2

13, 34% o3

o4

|5

@Don't Know
@ No Response

1,3%

4,11%

3,8%

Figure F-19: Analysis of Survey Question 21

Q22. Did your company use a structured program
management process or methodology to field its KM
program?

OYes

ENo

ODon't Know
ONo Response

10, 26%

15,40%

Figure F-20: Analysis of Survey Question 22
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2,5%

Q23. Does your organization actively monitor its business
and or operational environments for changes that could

impact its KM program objectives?

10, 26%

OYes

ENo

ODon't Know
ONo Response

Figure F-21: Analysis of Survey Question 23

1,3%

2, 5%

Q24. How well do you think your company monitors the
business and or operational environments impacting its KM
program? (1= Poorly monitored and 5= Well monitored)

4, 10%

o1

m2

o3

o4

|5

@Don't Know
B No Response

Figure F-22: Analysis of Survey Question 24
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Q25. Does your company use any measurement, analysis,
and or feedback processes to adjust the performance of its
KM program?

OYes

ENo

ODon't Know
ONo Response

2, 5%

Figure F-23: Analysis of Survey Question 25

Q26. How well do you think your company’s measurement,
analysis and feedback process for adjusting its KM program
performance works? (1= Very poorly and 5= Very well)

o1

|2

o3

4,11% o4

|5

@Don't Know
B No Response

2, 5%

10, 26%

2’ 5% 6, 16%

Figure F-24: Analysis of Survey Question 26
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1,2%

Q27. Does your company’s KM program support
organizational business goals and objectives?

OYes

®ENo

ODon't Know
ONo Response

Figure F-25: Analysis of Survey Question 27

poorly and 5= Very well)

3,8%

Q28. How well do you think your company’s KM program
supports its business goals and objectives? (1= Very

1, 3%

o1

m2

o3

o4

|5

@ Don't Know
B No Response

Figure F-26: Analysis of Survey Question 28
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Q29. Does your company have a vision and or strategy for
implementing and managing its KM program?

3,8%

OYes

®ENo

ODon't Know
ONo Response

Figure F-27: Analysis of Survey Question 29

Q30. How well do you think the vision and or strategy for
your company’s KM program supports the program'’s goals
and objectives? (1= Very poorly and 5= Very well)

2,5%

3,8%

o1

m2
12,32% o3

o4

|5

@ Don't Know
B No Response

2,5%

Figure F-28: Analysis of Survey Question 30
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Q31. Has your organization identified its key KM-related
relationships and or stakeholders?

3,8% @Yes
ENo
ODon't Know

ONo Response

Figure F-29: Analysis of Survey Question 31

Q32. How well has your company identified its key KM-
related relationships and or stakeholders? (1= Poorly
identified and 5= Well identified)

3,8%

3,8%

o1

m2

o3

o4

|5

@ Don't Know
B No Response

11, 29%

1, 3%

3,8%

Figure F-30: Analysis of Survey Question 32
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Q33. Has your company identified, documented, and or
diagrammed the key processes and activities needed for its
KM program to be successful?

OYes

®ENo

ODon't Know
ONo Response

Figure F-31: Analysis of Survey Question 33

Q34. How well has your company identified, documented
or diagrammed the key processes and activities needed to
successfully execute its KM program? (1= Very poorly
5= Very well)

2,5%

2, 5%

4,11% o1

m2

11, 29% mK

o4

|5

@Don't Know
B No Response

0, 0%

Figure F-32: Analysis of Survey Question 34
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Q35. Does your company’s KM program help the
organization make better and or faster decisions?

OYes

ENo

ODon't Know
ONo Response

Figure F-33: Analysis of Survey Question 35

Q36. How much does your company’s KM program help the
firm make better and or faster decisions? (1 = No better
or faster 5 = Much better or faster)

3,8%

o1

m2

o3

o4

|5

@ Don't Know
B No Response

2, 5%

Figure F-34: Analysis of Survey Question 36
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Q37. Has your company’s KM program helped improve the
quality of the products and services it produces?

OYes

ENo

ODon't Know
ONo Reponse

Figure F-35: Analysis of Survey Question 37

Q38. How much has your company’s KM program helped
improve the quality of the products and services your firm
produces? (1= Little improvement 5= Great improvement)

3,8%

2, 5% o1

m2

o3

10, 26% 04

|5

@ Don't Know
B No Response

3,8%

4,11%

Figure F-36: Analysis of Survey Question 38
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Q39. Does your company’s KM program employ the
concepts of codification and or personalization to help
leverage and manage its intellectual assets?

OYes

ENo

ODon't Know
ONo Response

Figure F-37: Analysis of Survey Question 39

Q40. Which of the following functions does your company
include as part of its KM program lifecycle?

23 23

o un
| |
H E

Knowledge
assurance
Knowledge
generation and
capture
Knowledge use
Don’t Know I N
No Response - o

Knowledge transfer

Other F W

Figure F-38: Analysis of Survey Question 40
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0<41. In your opinion, K+ programs that fail do so because:

Figure F-39: Analysis of Survey Question 41

Q42. Has your company identified (in measurable terms)
the measurement criteria and or success factors for its KM
program?

12,32% OYes

ENo

ODon't Know
ONo Response

18, 47%

Figure F-40: Analysis of Survey Question 42
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043. What criteria does your company use to measure the success
of its KM program?

Figure F-41: Analysis of Survey Question 43

Q44. Overall, would you rate your company’s KM program
as successful?

OYes
B No

20, 52% ODon't Know
ONo Response

1, 3%

Figure F-42: Analysis of Survey Question 44
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Q45. How successful would you rate your company’s KM
program? (1= Unsuccessful 5= Highly successful)

3,8%

o1

m2

o3

o4

|5

@Don't Know
B No Response

11, 29%

1, 3%

Figure F-43: Analysis of Survey Question 45

Q46. Is your company a “knowledge-based” organization?

2,5% O Yes
ENo
ODon't Know

ONo Response

Figure F-44: Analysis of Survey Question 46
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Q47. Does your company keep an inventory of its key
knowledge assets?

2, 5%

OYes

®ENo

ODon't Know
ONo Response

10, 26%

Figure F-45: Analysis of Survey Question 47
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Appendix G - Survey Question Descriptive Statistics

Table G-1: Descriptive Statistics by Survey Question

Survey Nuvr?abbelzof Mean Standard skewness Kurtosis
Question Responses Statistic | Statistic Standard Standard
Statistic Error Statistic Error

Q3 39 0.5600 0.5020 -0.8950 0.5640 -1.3910 1.0910

Q4 34 0.6200 0.3210 -1.0390 0.5640 0.6530 1.0910

Q5 38 0.7400 0.4460 -4.0000 0.5640 16.0000 1.0910

Q6 36 0.8600 0.1630 -0.4210 0.5640 -0.4540 1.0910

Q7 39 1.7200 1.1230 0.7220 0.5640 -1.2810 1.0910

Q8 32 0.8400 0.3690 -4.0000 0.5640 16.0000 1.0910

Q9 31 0.6500 0.3080 -1.6620 0.5640 3.7260 1.0910
Q1o 35 0.7100 0.4580 -4.0000 0.5640 16.0000 1.0910
Ql1 32 0.5900 0.2750 -2.1470 0.5640 6.8790 1.0910
Q12 33 0.6100 0.4960 -1.7720 0.5640 1.2850 1.0910
Q13 32 0.7800 0.4200 -2.5090 0.5640 4.8980 1.0910
Q14 31 0.5300 0.2790 -0.7700 0.5640 0.1490 1.0910
Q15 35 0.6600 0.4820 -1.2780 0.5640 -0.4400 1.0910
Ql6 32 0.5900 0.2270 -0.5870 0.5640 -0.5340 1.0910
Q17 40 0.5000 0.4000 -1.5790 0.5640 2.0750 1.0910
Q18 30 0.4700 0.5070 -1.7720 0.5640 1.2850 1.0910
Q19 21 0.4900 0.3110 -1.3280 0.5640 0.1830 1.0910
Q20 31 0.5200 0.5080 -1.7720 0.5640 1.2850 1.0910
Q21 25 0.5100 0.3340 -0.4220 0.5640 -0.9730 1.0910
Q22 26 0.4200 0.5040 -0.2790 0.5640 -2.2190 1.0910
Q23 31 0.6800 0.4750 -1.7720 0.5640 1.2850 1.0910
Q24 29 0.5000 0.2910 -0.6920 0.5640 0.2350 1.0910
Q25 30 0.7700 0.4300 -2.5090 0.5640 4.8980 1.0910
Q26 28 0.4700 0.2990 -0.6920 0.5640 0.2350 1.0910
Q27 32 0.8100 0.3970 -2.5090 0.5640 4.8980 1.0910
Q28 30 0.5500 0.2890 -0.9550 0.5640 0.4640 1.0910
Q29 30 0.7300 0.4500 -2.5090 0.5640 4.8980 1.0910
Q30 25 0.6300 0.3070 -0.8440 0.5640 0.1670 1.0910
Q31 30 0.7300 0.4500 -2.5090 0.5640 4.8980 1.0910
Q32 27 0.5900 0.2950 -1.5710 0.5640 2.9100 1.0910
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Table G-1: Descriptive Statistics by Survey Question (cw.)

Survey Nuvr?abbelzof Mean Standard Skewness Kurtosis
Question Responses Statistic | Statistic o Standard o Standard
Statistic Error Statistic Error

Q33 28 0.6800 0.4760 -2.5090 0.5640 4.8980 1.0910
Q34 23 0.6000 0.2470 -2.1450 0.5640 4.1120 1.0910
Q35 28 0.7500 0.4410 -2.5090 0.5640 4.8980 1.0910
Q36 26 0.5800 0.2810 -1.2350 0.5640 1.9160 1.0910
Q37 29 0.7600 0.4350 -2.5090 0.5640 4.8980 1.0910
Q38 26 0.6100 0.3100 -1.2390 0.5640 1.4560 1.0910
Q39 27 0.6700 0.4800 -1.7720 0.5640 1.2850 1.0910
Q40 40 0.4800 0.4020 -1.3420 0.5640 1.1820 1.0910
Q41 40 0.3800 0.2690 -0.9880 0.5640 -0.0980 1.0910
Q42 31 0.4200 0.5020 -0.8950 0.5640 -1.3910 1.0910
Q43 40 0.2400 0.2750 0.5130 0.5640 1.0860 1.0910
Q44 29 0.7200 0.4550 -2.5090 0.5640 4.8980 1.0910
Q45 27 0.5500 0.3180 -0.7230 0.5640 -0.2830 1.0910
Q46 31 0.7400 0.4450 -2.5090 0.5640 4.8980 1.0910
Qa7 31 0.6800 0.4750 -1.7720 0.5640 1.2850 1.0910
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