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ABSTRACT

Knowledge management (KM) approaches have been broadly considered to entail
either a focus on organizing communities or a focus on the process of knowledge
creation, sharing, and distribution. While these two approaches are not mutually
exclusive and organizations may adopt aspects of both, the two approaches entail
different challenges. Some organizational cultures might be more receptive to the
community approach, whereas others may be more receptive to the process approach.
Although culture has been cited widely as a challenge in knowledge management
initiatives, and although many studies have considered the implications of organizational
culture on knowledge sharing, few empirical studies address the influence of culture
on the approach taken to knowledge management. Using a case study approach to
compare and contrast the cultures and knowledge management approaches of two
organizations, the study suggests ways in which organizational culture influences
knowledge management initiatives as well as the evolution of knowledge management
in organizations. Whereas in one organization, the KM effort became little more than
an information repository, in the second organization, the KM effort evolved into a
highly collaborative system fostering the formation of electronic communities.
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organizational culture; organizational knowledge

INTRODUCTION sult, to havelimited impact (DeLong &

Knowledge management (KM) ef-  Fahey, 2000; O’ Dell & Grayson, 1998).
fortsoften are seento encounter difficul-  AnErnst and Young study identified cul-
tiesfrom corporate cultureand, asare- tureasthebiggest impediment to knowl-
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edgetrangfer, citing theinability to change
peopl€ sbehaviorsasthebiggest hindrance
to managing knowledge (Watson, 1998). In
another study of 453 firms, over haf indi-
cated that organizationd culturewasama-
jor barrier to successin their knowledge
management initiatives(Ruggles 1998). The
importanceof cultureisalso evident from
conaultingfirmssuchasKPM G whoreport
that amag or aspect of knowledge manage-
ment initiativesinvolvesworking to shape
organizational cultures that hinder their
knowledgemanagement programs(KPMG,
1998). Thesefindingsand others(Hasan &
Gould, 2001; Schultze & Boland, 2000)
helptodemondratetheprofoundimpect thet
culturemay have on knowledge manage-
ment practiceand of thecrucid roleof se-
nior management infogtering culturescon-
ducivetothesepractices(Brown& Duguid,
2000; Davenport, Del_ong, & Beers, 1998;
DeLong & Fahey, 2000; Gupta &
Govindargjan, 2000; Hargadon, 1998;
KPMG, 1998; von Krogh, 1998).
Studies on the role of culture in
knowledge management havefocused on
suchissuesastheeffect of organizationa
culture on knowledge sharing behaviors
(DeLong & Fahey, 2000; Jarvenpaa &
Staples, 2001) and theinfluence of cul-
ture on the capabilities provided by KM
(Gold, Mahotra& Segars, 2001) aswell
as on the success of the KM initiative
(Bdtahazard & Cooke, 2003). More spe-
cifically, Baltahazard and Cooke (2003)
ascertained that condructive cultures (em-
phasizing va uesrel ated to encouragement,
affiliation, achievement, and sef-actudiza-
tion) tended to achieve greater KM suc-
cess. Similarly, Gold, et al. (2001) found

that more supportive, encouraging orga-
nizetiond culturespogtively influenceKM
infrastructure cgpability and resulting KM
practice. Finadly, Jarvenpaaand Staples
(2001) determined that organi zationd cul-
turesrating highin solidarity (tendency to
pursue shared objectives) will resultina
perception of knowledgeasbeing owned
by the organization, which, inturn, leads
togreater levelsof knowledge sharing.
While studies have shown that cul-
tureinfluencesknowledge management
and, inparticular, knowledgesharing, there
islittle research onthe broader aspectsof
thenatureand meansthroughwhich orga-
nizationd cultureinfluencestheoverdl go-
proach taken to knowledge management
inafirm. Thepurposeof thisresearchisto
examinehow organizationd cultureinflu-
encesknowledgemanagement initiatives.
We use acase study methodology tohelp
ascertaintherelationship of theorganiza-
tional cultureto the knowledge manage-
ment approacheswithin two companies.
Thefollowing section discussesknowledge
management gpproachesand organizationa
culture. Thethird presentsthe methodol-
ogy. Thefourth section presentsthetwo
casesand thefifth, and discussesthe case
findings, implications, and conclusion.

LITERATUREREVIEW:
KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT
APPROACHESAND
ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE

Knowledge Management
Approaches
Knowledge can bedefined asaform
of highvalueinformation (either explicit
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or tacit) combined with experience, con-
text, interpretation, and reflectionthat is
ready to apply to decisions and actions
(Davenport et d., 1998). Whileadll firms
may haveagiven pool of knowledgere-
sourcesdistributed throughout their re-
Spective organization, they may be un-
awareof theexistence of theseresources
aswedll ashowtoeffectively leveragethem
for competitive advantage. Therefore,
firmsmust engagein activitiesthat seek to
build, sustain, and leveragetheseintellec-
tual resources. Thesetypesof activities,
generally characterized as knowledge
management, can be defined asthe con-
scious practice or process of systemati-
cdly identifying, capturing, andleveraging
knowledgeresourcesto helpfirmsto com-
petemoreeffectively (Hansen, Nohria, &
Tierney, 1999; O’ Ddl & Grayson, 1998).

There are two fundamental ap-
proachesto knowledge management: the
process approach and the practice ap-
proach. The process approach attempts
to codify organizational knowledge
through formalized controls, processes,
and technologies (Hansen et al., 1999).
Organizations adopting the process ap-
proach may implement explicit policies
governing how knowledgeisto be col-
lected, stored, and disseminated through-
out the organization. The process ap-
proach frequently involvestheuseof in-
formation technologies, such asintranets,
datawarehous ng, knowledge reposito-
ries, decision support tools, and
groupware (Ruggles, 1998), to enhance
the quality and speed of knowledge cre-
ationand digtributionintheorganizations.
Themain criticisms of this process ap-

proach arethat it fail sto capture much of
thetacit knowledgeembedded infirmsand
that it forcesindividudsintofixed patterns
of thinking (Brown & Duguid, 2000;
Del.ong & Fahey, 2000; Hargadon, 1998;
von Grogh, 2000).

In contrast, the practice gpproach to
knowledge management assumesthat a
great dedl of organizationa knowledgeis
tacitinnaureand that formd controls, pro-
cesses, and technologiesare not suitable
for transmitting thistype of understand-
ing. Rather than building formal systems
to manage knowledge, thefocusof this
approachisto build socia environments
or communitiesof practice necessary to
fecilitatethe sharing of tacit understanding
(Brown & Duguid, 2000; DeLong &
Fahey, 2000; Gupta & Govindargan,
2000; Hansen et al., 1999; Wenger &
Snyder, 2000). These communities are
informal socid groupsthat meet regularly
toshareidess, indgghts, and best practices.

Drawing fromthisdiscussion, some
key questionsemerge. First, how doescul-
ture affect organizations' approaches
(e.g., processor practice) to knowledge
management? Second, as organizations
pursuetheseinitiatives, how do cultural
influences affect the KM activities of
knowledge generation, codification, and
transfer? To address these questions, it
Isnecessary to explorethe concept of or-
ganizationd culture.

Organizational Culture
Schein(1985) definesorganizationa
cultureasaset of implicit assumptionsheld
by members of agroup that determines
how the group behaves and respondsto
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Table 1. The process vs. practice approaches to knowl edge management

Transmission

standard operating procedures with
heavy emphasis on information
technologies to support knowledge
creation, codification, and transfer of
knowledge.

Process Approach Practice Approach
Type of Explicit knowledge — codified in rules, | Mostly tacit knowledge —
Knowledge tools, and processes. unarticulated knowledge not
Supported easily captured or codified.
M eans of Formal controls, procedures, and Informal social groups that

engage in storytelling and
improvisation.

Benefits

Provides structure to harness generated
ideas and knowledge.

Achieves scalein knowledge reuse.

Provides an environment to
generate and transfer high value
tacit knowledge.

Provides spark for fresh ideas
and responsiveness to changing
environment.

Disadvantages

Failsto tap into tacit knowledge. May
limit innovation and forces participants
into fixed patterns of thinking.

Can result in inefficiency.
Abundance of ideas with no
structure to implement them.

Moderate investment in I T to

Role of Heavy investment in IT to connect
Information people with reusable codified
Technology knowledge.

facilitate conversations and
transfer of tacit knowledge.

itsenvironment. Atitsdeepest leve, cul-
turecongstsof corevauesand beliefsthat
are embedded tacit preferences about
what the organization should striveto at-
tainand how it shoulddoit (DelL ong &
Fahey, 2000). Thesetacit valuesand be-
liefs determine the more observable or-
ganizationa normsand practicesthat con-
St of rules, expectations, rituasand rou-
tines, storiesand myths, symbols, power
structures, organizationa structures, and
control systems(Bloor & Dawson, 1994;
Johnson, 1992). Inturn, thesenormsand
practicesdrive subsequent behaviorsby
providingthesocid context throughwhich

people communicate and act (DeLong &
Fahey, 2000). Putting thisinto the context
of knowledge management, organizationd
culturedeterminesthesocia context (con-
sisting of normsand practices) that deter-
mines*“who isexpected to control what
knowledge, aswell aswho must shareit,
andwho canhoardit” (Delong & Fahey,
2000, p. 118). Figurelillustratesthiscon-
ceptual linkage between culture and
knowledge management behavior.
AsFigure 1 depicts, thesocia con-
text (consisting of normsand practices)
isthemedium for transmission of under-
lying values and beliefs into specific
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Figure 1. The impact of organizational culture on knowledge management

behaviors
Tacit

(Unobservable)

Explicit
(Observable)

knowledge management behaviors.
While Figure 1isuseful to explainthe
conceptual linkage between cultureand
knowledge management behavior, further
explanation isneeded to inform our un-
derstanding of thetypesof culturesthat
exig withinorganizations.

A number of theorieshaveatempted
todefinecultureat theorganizationd leve.
Wallach (1983) conceptualizesorganiza:
tiond cultureasacompositeof threedis-
tinctivecultura types: bureaucratic, inno-
vative, and supportive. Inbureaucratic cul-
tures, thereareclear linesof authority, and
work ishighly regulated and systemati zed.
Innovative culturesare characterized as
being creative, risk-taking environments
where burnout, stress, and pressure are
commonplace. In contrast, supportivecul-
tures are those that provide a friendly,
warm environment whereworkerstend
to be fair, open, and honest. From
Wallach’s (1983) standpoint, any given
firmwill haveall threetypesof culture,

Underlying Cultural Beliefs &

Values

The Social Context:

Cultural Norms & Practices Regarding
K nowledge M anagement Practices

K nowledge M anagement

Behaviors

eechtovaryinglevelsof degree. Wdlach's
(1983) cultural dimensionsweredevel-
oped based upon a synthesis of other
major organizational culture indices.
Wallach’'s(1983) culturd dimengonswere
applied by Kanungo, Sadavarti, and
Srinivas (2001) to study therelationship
between I T strategy and organizational
culture. Part of the attractiveness of
Walach’'s(1983) dimensons, in compari-
sonwith other commonly used culturd in-
dicessuch asthe Organizational Culture
Profile scale (O’ Rellly, Chatman, &
Cadwsell, 1991); the Competing Values
Framework (Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1983);
and the Organizational Value Congruence
Scale(Enz, 1986), isthat itishighly intui-
tive. Managersreadily canidentify with
the descriptions of thethree genera cul-
turetypes. Consistent with Kanungo, et
al. (2001), we will employ Wallach’'s
(1983) approach to describe organiza-
tiona cultures. Specificaly, weareinter-
ested inthefollowing question: How does
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Figure 2. Case study methodol ogy adapted from Yin (1994)

organizationd cultureinfluenceknowledge
managementinitiatives?

M ethodology

A casestudy method involving mul-
tiple (two) caseswasused. The approach
of thestudy isdepictedin Figure 2. The
figure, based onthework of Yin (1994),
displaysthereplication approach to mul-
tiple-casestudies. Asillustrated in Figure
2, theinitial stepinthestudy involvedthe
development of atheoretical framework
ontherelationship between organizationa
culture and organizational knowledge
management (KM) strategies. Thisstep
wasthen followed by the selection of the
two specific cases(thedatacollection Stes)
and thedesign of the datacollection pro-
tocol. Following the case selection and
datacollection steps, theindividual case
reports were developed. A cross-case
analysisof thefindingswasthen under-
taken. Thisanaysisprovided thebasisfor
thetheoretical and normativediscussions
andimplicationspresentedinthefina sec-
tionof thearticle.

The two case studies involve two
very largegloba corporations. Company
A and Company B. Company A isaglo-
bal consumer goods company with

—  Conduct
Case N Case Study
Selection g Company A
S— R R e
Framework Comparisons, > Discussion
] & Conclusions
Develop ) Conduct
Data Collection —p Case Study
Protocol L+ Company B

369,000 employeesworldwide. Thecom-
pany is headquartered in the U.S. and
operatesinfour other regions. Europe, the
MiddleEast and Africa, Centra and South
America, and Asia. Company revenues
consistently exceed $20 billion. In Com-
pany A, large-scale knowledge manage-
ment projectswereinitiated at the North
Americanregionin 1996. Company Bis
ahigh-tech globa company withmultiple
product lines and services. Similar to
Company A, Company B isheadquartered
intheU.S. and operatesglobaly in other
regionsof theworld. With gpproximately
316,000 employees, itsrevenuesexceed
$80hillion. Large-scaleknowledge man-
agement projectswereinitiated in Com-
pany B in 1995.

Thesetwo companiesweresdected
for the purpose of thisstudy for thefol-
lowing reasons. Firgt, Sgnificant opportu-
nitiesand challengesare associated with
knowledge management activitiesinlarge
and geographicaly dispersed companies.
Thus, identification of factorssuch asor-
ganizationd culturethat may influenceKM
outcomesinthistypeof organizationspo-
tentidly canlead to high payoffs. Second,
condderingthehighlevesof organizationd
resourcesrequired for implementation of
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large-scd eknowledge management initia-
tives, theseinitiativesmost likely areen-
counteredinvery largefirms. Thus, the
phenomenon of interest to theseresearch-
erscould be best investigated in the con-
text of very largefirmswith an established
track recordin KM projects. Findly, past
contactsthat one of theresearchershad
withthesetwo firmsfacilitated their re-
cruitment ascase study sites.

Data Collection

Datafor thisstudy were collected
through semi-structuredinterviewswitha
small group of managersand professona
employeesat thetwo company locations
intheU.S. Identical approachesto data
collection were used at Company A and
Company B1. Six individuals at each of
thetwo companieswereinterviewed. In
each of the two companies, three of the
intervieweeswerethecurrent or potential
usersof theKM systems. Theremaining
threeintervieweesin each company were
the KM S sponsorsor supporters. Thein-
terviewstook between 45 and 85 minutes
and were conducted between October
2001 and January 2002. All theinterviews
weretaperecorded and then transcribed
for dataandyds Theinterviewsdl followed
thesameprotocal. Theinformantsfirs were
asked to characterizetheir organization's
cultureintheir ownwords. Thethreecul-
turesdescribed by Wallach (1983) were
then portrayed, and theinformantswere
requested to identify which one best de-
scribed their organization. Theinterviewees
next were asked to describe and charac-
terizethe KM practicesintheir company.
A st of specific questionsguided thedis-

cussionsof these practices. For example,
informantswereasked to describethe spe-
cificKM activitiesthat they engagedin
and to discussthe effects of these activi-
tiesonthemsalvesand/or their peers. In-
formantswere a so asked to describe any
resistance and impedimentsto KM that
they might have noticed inthe organiza-
tion. Thesameinterviewer, usngidentical
datacollection protocols, conducted all
theinterviewsin Company A and Com-
pany B. Theinterviewer carefully readthe
transcriptsto ensure accuracy.

Data Analysis

Anauthor notinvolvediintheinter-
viewsand, hence, having no predisposed
interpretation of thetranscripts, conducted
the data analysis. Based upon the tran-
scribedinterviews, 12 profileswerewrit-
ten, each one based upon the perspective
of asingleinformant. These profilesde-
scribed theinformants' perspectiveof cul-
tureandtheir perspectiveof KM. Thepro-
filesof informantsfor Company A were
compared and contrasted with each other,
aswerethose of Company B. Casesfor
each company, reported in the next sec-
tion, then were written, based upon the
within-caseanalysis. The casesfor each
company then wereinterpreted fromthe
perspective of how the culture appeared
to beinfluencing the organizationa KM
initiative. Thisisaso reported inthe next
section. After the two cases and their
within-case analysis were complete, a
Cross-case comparison and contrast was
undertaken, leading to theformulation of
thediscussion section.
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CASE DESCRIPTIONS
AND ANALYSES

Knowledge M anagement
at Company

Knowledge management at Alpha
began asatop-downidea, courted by se-
nior management “asaway of helpingthe
company becomemoreleading edge’ ac-
cordingtooneinformant. A small group
of eight or nineindividualsat headquar-
terswas charged with driving knowledge
management and facilitating knowledge
sharing. Asaresult of larger issues sur-
facing, most notably the economic down-
turn that rocked U.S.-based businesses
inearly 2000, thetop-level initiativefell
into the background, and thesmall, dedi-
cated group wasdisbanded. Thus, at the
organizational level, KM wasan ideathat
recelved neither funding nor action. How-
ever, a thebusinessunit level, successful
KM initiativeshave been built around an
intranet or around Lotus Notes team
rooms.

Intranet-Based KM Projects

Oneinitiativeinthe marketing area
of corporate headquartersiscaled MIC
— marketing information center. MIC
servesthegloba marketing community of
several thousand individua saround the
world. Itisanintranet-based library con-
taining linksto agencies, compensations,
human resource information, and con-
tracts, among other things. MIC isop-
portunity-oriented rather than problem-
oriented. The members do not use the
community to post aprobleminquiry and
awalit responsesbut rather tolook for ideas

performedin other parts of the company
and think about adopting theideasto their
loca group.

MICisintended to beacatayst for
collaboration and to propel auniversal
worldwidemarketing community. Because
the chief marketing officer nolonger al-
lowsthe budgeting of glossy manualsor
brochures, MICiswidedly accepted asthe
primary meansof obtainingsuch saticin-
formation. Infact, asattemptsweremade
toincludebest practicesin MIC, theini-
tiative encountered resistance. Explains
oneinformant, “Wecould never nudgethe
culture enough to have peopleunderstand
and be motivated to enter their informa-
tion.” Another informant felt that there
werechalengesin overcoming “people’'s
fear of being judged for their ideas and
their indifferenceto yet another informa-
tionste”

CM connection (CMC) isanother
KM initiativewithin the North American
marketing unit. ThisisaWeb-based mar-
keting repository used to disseminatein-
formation so that wholesalersthat arere-
spongblefor gore-leve executioncanhave
accessto themost recent information on
how to merchandisethelatest promotions.
AswithMIC, themajor impact of CMC
has been the reduction of the number of
printed catalogs; in this case, by 80%.
Among the challenges experienced with
CM connection hasbeen convincing con-
tent providerstoowntheinformationinthe
senseof both providing it and keeping it
up-to-date. Another issue has been that
CM connection is seen by some asdis-
tractingfromtheir relationshipswithdients.
EvenwhileMCC may reducetheamount
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of time spent traveling, thisisnot neces-
sarily welcomein“asaesand marketing
oriented relationship company because
you aretaking away relationship points.”
The Human Resourcesunit with the
Corporate Functions unit also has an
intranet-based KM, referredtoasMy Ca
reer. My Career isdesigned for managers
and employeesto help provideinforma:
tion about what tool s, classes, and coach-
ing areavailablefor devel opment. Oneof
thegoa sof My Career hasbeentomerge
al of thetraninginformationintooneplace.
Many suchintranet-based KM have
been developed throughout Alpha, so
many that theportal project wasinitiated
toaleviatethe problem of “too muchin-
formationintoo many places, differentIDs
and passwordsfor each database, having
to remember what isin the database to
evengotoget theinformation.” However,
despite someinitial receptivenessto the
ideafrom the head of the New Business
Venturesunit, I T budgetswerefrozen and
the project never got underway.
Thecommon thread running through
theintranet-based KM projectsat Alpha
isthat they dl aregeared to housing static
information with themost mgjor impacts
being thereduction in printed catal ogs.
Among thegreatest resistance, according
toinformants, isthat these KM projects
appear to try to standardize work prac-
ticesinacompany comprised of “ cregtive
assertive peoplewhowant todoit their
way and makether ownindividua mark.”

Lotus Notes-Based KM
LotusNotesformsthebasisof other
KM initiativeswithin Company A. What

distinguishesthe L otus Notes-based KM
projects from the intranet-based KM
projectsistheadded focusonfacilitating
teamwork. The Lotus Notes-based ini-
tiativesdevel oped independently fromthe
intranet-based initiatives. The North-
American marketing group developed a
L otus Notes-based community of inter-
est. The system contains examples of
briefs, shared research, shared examples
of different sites, and information onin-
terna research. ThismicroKM has50to
60 regular users. Animportant feature of
thesystemisthat whenever new informa-
tion isadded, community membersre-
ceiveane-mal. Inthisway, membersvist
thecommunity when new information that
isrelevant to them hasbeen posted. This
KM project has served as a means of
sharing best practices. For example, a
marketing manager fromthe UK posted
information concerning asuccessful auc-
tioninitiative, whichwasthen emulated by
fiveother countries. Onanindividud leve,
KM hashelped toincreasethefrequency
of communication among membersof the
community. Smilarly, HR developed HR
Source, aLotusNotes-based general bul-
letin board, where meeting notes, follow-
up actionitems, strategy documents, and
work plansareplaced. Itisshared by the
HR community onaglobal basis.
LotusNotesisasotheplatform used
todevelopteamrooms. Theindividud re-
sponsible for managing team roomsfor
North Americahaswhat he callsthesix-
monthrule: if ateam roomisnot getting
regular utilizationfor morethanSx months,
itisdeleted so that they can save money
on the server expense. He says that he
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deletesabout 70 to 80% of team rooms.
Hethinksthelack of rewardisthebiggest
barrier toward KM system usage:
“People who don’t have technology in
ther titledon’ t takeit upon themsdvesand
arenot generaly rewarded for exploiting
technology.” Also, content managementis
abarrier: “Thisistheresponsbility of the
end user but it isperceived astherespon-
ghility of thetechnology group.” However,
amarketing manager had another opin-
ion, attributing lack of use of the team
roomsto self-preservation: “ Evenif some-
one took the time to put something out
there, evenif | knew it wasthere, went
and got it, had thetimetoreview it, and
understand it, | am going to create this
other thing by mysalf. I might look at that
asinput, but thenitisthenew XY Z pro-
gramand | createdit.”

ANALYSISOF ALPHA'S
KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT:
THEIMPACT OF CULTURE ON
KM BEHAVIORSAND
OUTCOMES

The Perceptions of Culture

Whileeachindividud interviewed
gavetheir own perception of the culture
a Alpha, and whilethe perceptions natu-
rally contain some variance, thereis a
marked themerunning throughout thein-
dividuals views. Informantsdescribe Al-
phaasrisk averseand bureaucratic. They
speak of an environment where people
don’t want to be noticed, wheredirection
isunclear, and whereindividua survival
trumpsteamwork. Moreover, informants
statethat peoplework insilos, feel iso-

lated, and areafraid of being criticized for
their ideas. Thedow, bureaucratic, hier-
archical cultureat Alphahasresultedin
silosof information. Asaconsequence,
managersindicatethat even though they
have great consumer and customer infor-
mation, they end up reinventing thewheel
1,000times. However, our informantsaso
mai ntai ned that although they character-
izethe culture asbureaucratic, they aso
sensetha Alphaisgirivingto becomemore
innovativeand supportive.

The Possible Impacts
of Culture on KM

The statements and observations of
our informantspoint totwo largely shared
perspectives: (1) the cultureemphasizes
theindividual, and (2) thecultureisina
state of transition. In understanding the
impactsof KM, one can seetheinfluence
of theindividuality within Company A.
Table2liststhe characteristicsof culture,
characteristicsof the KM initiatives, and
characteristics of KM behaviors as ex-
pressed by theinformants.

Atwork within Alphaseemstobea
tension between aculture that demands
individuaity and thecommunal aspectsof
KM. Theinformantstak about aculture
thatisoneof “individual surviva” where
individuals“fear being judged for their
idess,” wherethereisindividud “isolation,”
andwhereindividuastry to go unnoticed.
Theoverdl fedingisthat of individuastry-
ing to avoid being noticed. Suchaculture
doeslittleto foster the sense of commu-
nity that may benecessary to enableKM
to movebeyond static repositories of in-
formationintothekind of dynamic system
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Table 2. Characteristics of culture, KM initiatives, and KM behaviors

Culture Characteristics

KM Characteristics

KM Behaviors

Dominant cultureis
bureaucratic

Emphasis on individual:
*individuals are “risk
averse’

*individuals fear being
criticized for ideas
*individuals are uneasy and
prefer to go unnoticed
*individual relationships
externally, particularly
within the marketing unit,
are perceived as critical to

Intranet-based static
repositories of information

Failed top-down effort
Bottom-up initiatives
largely targeted creation of

repositories

Some use of Lotus Notes to
create team rooms

Team rooms have high
failurerate

Individuals access
information on an as-
needed basis

Individuals reluctant to
contribute information

Individuals reluctant to own
and maintain content

Individuals uncomfortable
using ideas from the
systems, since they do not
own the idea

their success

Individuals use repository
when rules prohibit printing
brochures

Individuals reluctant to use
tools that would result in a
loss of touch points with
customers

envisioned by developers, where ideas
flow freely and where KM provides a
catdys for collaborativeengagement. Not
only areindividuasreuctant to sharetheir
informationfor fear of being criticized for
their ideas, they also arereluctant to use
information posted inaKM for lack of
credit for theidea. Such behaviors can
spring from aculture that emphasizesin-
dividua ideasand contribution.
Theindividua aspectsof theculture
gowell beyondindividuasbehavingina
certain way because of arewardssystem
but reflectsan underpinning notion that to
succeed in amarketing-oriented organi-
zation, onemust be creative and that cre-
ativity isperforce, of anindividua nature,
sothat tosurviveasanindividud, onemust

captureideasand only sharethemif they
are going to be favorably judged. One
must not look to othersfor learning or for
problem solving but might |ook to reuse
cregtiveideasin somecircumstances(like
the auction site example from the UK)
whereonemay tailor theideato one' sen-
vironment. Itistelling that theinformants
speek of using outsiders(e.g., consultants)
to assist with problem solving and learn-
ingingtead of attempting to useany of the
existing KM to post queries, and thisin
spiteof thefact that it isrecognized that
the company reinventsthewheel 1,000
times.

Another tensonwithin Alphaseems
to stem from the expectations of what
should occur inabureaucratic cultureand
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what was occurring. The top-down ap-
proach to KM, an approach that would
be cons stent with abureaucratic organi-
zation, had failed at Alpha. Yet, despite
thefailure of thetop-down approach to
KM and the seeming success of several
bottom-up approaches, suchasMICand
the marketing team room for the commu-
nity of 50, oneinformant till profferedthe
need for top management leadership to
bethekey to successwith KM. Hecon-
sidered the bottom-up approaches as
“band-aid-approaches.” Inhisopinion,
power within Alphacomes*from knowl-
edge hoarding, not knowledge sharing.”
Inorder for KM to beassimilatedinthis
environment, “ behavior redly hastocome
from thetop. L eadership needsto walk
thewak.” Inabureaucratic culture, indi-
vidua sbecome accustomed to clear guid-
ance from senior management. The ab-
senceof clearly stated support from se-
nior management may be sufficient to de-
ter many fromexperimentingwiththeKM
toolsavailableto helpthem.

Summary

Alphahasmany KM initiativesthat
weredeveloped largely asbottom-up ini-
tiatives. TheKM toolsseemwe | designed
and housedwithvauableinformation. The
informantsare ableto usethetoolstofa
clitatetheretrievd of informationthat they
need in the performance of their jobs.
However, thetools have not progressed
yettotheleve of fostering collaboration.
Whilethereare somesuccessful commu-
nitiesfrom the standpoint of providing a
placeto share meeting notes and plans,
themg ority of team roomsremain unused

and, if used, becomeasmuch alibrary of
information asacommunicationtool. In
someways, the culture of Alphaappears
tofoster thetypesof KM behaviors ob-
served, inthat theindividua isseenasthe
primary sourceof innovation andideasas
opposed to the community being theulti-
mate source of success. Thus, individuas
will use the systems as needed but are
occupied mostly withther individua roles
and work and do not attribute value to
thecollaborativefeaturesof technology.

The Case of Beta

Betaisorganized into seven major
units. Our interviewswere concentrated
within thelnnovations Servicesgroup of
the consultingwing (referred to as\World-
wide Services Group, or WSG) of Beta.

Knowledge management at Betabe-
ganin 1996 with theview that KM was
about codifying and sharing information,
leading to the creation of hugereposito-
ries of procedures and process ap-
proaches. It was assumed that people
would gotoacentral site, called Intellec-
tual Capita Management System (ICM),
pull information down, and all would be
more knowledgeable. ICM is under the
protection of the BetaCorporation. There
Isaprocess one must undertake to have
information submitted and approved. The
processiscomplicated by legalitiesand
formalities. Asaresult, ICM isnot used as
widely asit could be. What was discov-
eredfromtheinitial foray into knowledge
management wasthat theinformationwas
not being refreshed and that the approach
was not complementing theway people
really learned, which wasthrough com-
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munities. Consequently, the KM initiative
began to shift to providing toolsto com-
munitiesthat would help foster collabora
tionbothwithinteeamsandwithinlocations
and around the globe. Among thetools
areteam roomsand communities.

Team Rooms

Lotus Notes-based team roomsare
widely used at Betato coordinate virtual
teamsand to shareimportant documents.
Accessto team databases are limited to
themembers because of the confidential
nature of alot of theissues. The project
manager or someone delegated by the
project manager takestheresponsibility
of sanitizing themateria and posting the
most rel evant partsto acommunity sys-
tem such as OC-zone (to be discussed
later) and/or to the|CM after theteam’s
project has been completed.

Theteamroomsarevauabletoolsto
help memberskeep track of occurrences
aswel asto help newly assigned members
get quickly up to speed. Because of the
itinerant nature of theBetaconsultant'slife,
itisinvauableto havethedocumentsthey
need stored inan easily accessblemanner
that doesnot requiresending and recaiving
filesover anetwork. Team room databases
a so areused for managing the consulting
practices. It isimportant in helping new
peoplewithadminidrativetasks(e.g., how
to order apiece of computer equipment,
how to order business cards). The team
roomskeep track of such metricsasutili-
zation so that members of theteam know
“who’sonthebenchandwho’'snot.” One
informant gave the example of arecent
project shewas put on at thelast minute

thatinvolved sdling aproject toagovern-
ment department in another country. She
wasableto accessall thedocumentation
from the team room and become a pro-
ductivemember of anew teemvery quickly:
“l cangoinand start getting information
about aparticular topic and work with col-
leaguesalmost immediately. It alowsme
towork moreeasly with colleeguesacross
disciplines”
Althoughteamroomsareinvauable
in organizing and coordinating project
teams, thereared so somepotentia draw-
backs. Someview theteam roomsasen-
gendering “ afa se sense of intimacy and
connectedness” Thissenseof intimacy can
be productive for the team as long as
thingsaregoing well. However, “if things
go south,” saysaninformant, “you don't
havethehistory or skill settoreally deal
with difficult Situations.” Asaresult, in-
stead of dedling withtheconflict, theteam
ismorelikely to just take someoneoff the
team and replace the person with another.
Inthissense, problemsare not solved so
much asthey areavoided, and team mem-
berstake on an expendable quality.

Communities

Communitiesservemembersbased
not upon project or organizational posi-
tion but upon interest. By 2000, agroup
referred to asthe organizational change
(OC) group had established asuccessful
community of 1,500 members cutting
acrossal linesof businessand was be-
ginning to act as consultants to other
groupstrying to set up communities. The
OC community hasgonesofar asto quan-
tify thebusinessreturn of suchacommu-
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nity intermsof cycletimereductionsand
sophistication of responsesto clients. The
OC community is comprised of tools,
events, and organization.

1. Tools. Thetechnology toolsat thedis-
posal of the OC community are data-
basesof information submitted by team
rooms, including such thingsaswhite
papers, projects, and deliverables, as
well asclient information. The data-
basesa so contain picturesof commu-
nity memberswith persond information
about themembers.

2. Events Animportant aspect of theOC
community istheeventsthat are orga-
nized for community members. These
includemonthly conferencecal meset-
ings, which generally are attended by
40 to 90 members, and replay meet-
ings, which draw another 40 to 70
members. Inthe past, the community
has sponsored aface-to-face confer-
ence for members. Members often
meet othersfor thefirst time, yet they
already fed they know each other.

3. Organization. Theorganization of the
community is managed by two com-
munity leaders. When peopl e request
information or have queriesto post to
members, they send their messagesto
one of the community leaders. The
leader first triesto forward the mes-
sagedirectly to asubject-matter expert
(SME). If the leader does not know
offhand of an appropriate SME, the
leader will post the questionto theen-
tiregroup. Inthisevent, thegroup mem-
bersrespond to the leader rather than
to thecommunity inorder to avoid an

inundation of messages. The leader
normally receivesresponseswithinan
hour. Theleader then forwardsthere-
gponsestotheindividud withthequery.
L ater, theleader sendsan e-mail to the
person who madetheinquiry, asking
how theresponsewas, how muchtime
it saved, and soforth. Theleader nor-
mally gets back as many as 28 re-
sponses to a particular inquiry. The
leader has manually loaded aportion
of what heor shehasdevelopedinthe
past seven months. There are 114
pieces of intellectual capital that the
leader hasloaded, anditisjust apor-
tion of what the leader hasreceived.

Thecommunity hasastructurethat
consists of a senior global board of 30
membersrepresentativeof different parts
of thebusiness. Thereisasubject matter
council that constantly scanstheintellec-
tual capital, aswell asan expert council
and the health check team.

Thehedlth check team examinessuch
thingsashow well memberscommunicate
with each other. They conducted an or-
ganizationd network anaysisto help bet-
ter understand the communication net-
works. Theteam hasaseriesof questions
to help assesshow they aredoinginterms
of high performanceteaming. They usea
survey that measuresperceptionsfromthe
community membersabout what they see
is happening and do a gap analysison
what isactually happening. Finally, the
team doesasdlf-assessment of whereitis
compared to the community maturity
model devel oped by the OC community
leaders. Thereisacommunity mission,
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vision, and goal's, and they areworking
on capturing datato support the metrics
to demondtrate val ueto the company and
community members.

Thegod istoattainlevel-5 maturity,
whichisconsdered an* adaptive organi-
zation.” There are 13 areas of focus at
which the community leaders look in
building asustained community. While
communitiesarefelt to be organic, there
isalso acommunity developerskit with
an assessment tool to determine at what
level of maturity acommunity isand what
steps need to be taken to move the com-
munity forward. One community leader
saysthat the purpose of the devel opment
kit “isnot to confine, but to providearoad
map inwhichto navigate and build.” For
thisleader, the essence of community is
continuouslearning. Of theinitial KM ef-
fortsfocused oninformation repostories,
theleader says, | could seethetechnol-
ogy coming that was going to enslave
people, likeanintellectual sweat shop.”
By contrast, the primary toolsfor acom-
munity are* passion and environment.”

Impact of OC

Among themgjor impactsof theOC
zoneisthat having acommunity helps
peoplenot fed isolated. “ Peoplefed they
aredffiliated, that they are part of thecom-
pany.” Thirty percent of Betaemployees
do not have officesand work from home
or theclient sites. Such awork environ-
ment easily can beassociated withisola
tion. However, thecommunity isclaimed
by someto provideclarity of purpose. “I
seeit as aconduit for both developing
thought leadership and enabling thought

leadershipto get intothe heartsand minds
of theworkerssothat they dl haveacom-
monvision, goals, and objectives.”

Community membersview the pur-
pose of the community asaknowledge-
sharing forum and asameansto crestea
sense of belonging. Onemember went so
far asto suggest that shewould* not be at
Betaany longer if it wasn't for thiscom-
munity.” Thereasonisthat most of her
connections at Beta have been made
throughthecommunity. Also, beinginthe
community helpsher to get assigned to
projects. For example, theleader of anew
project will call someoneinthecommu-
nity and say that they are looking for a
personwithacertain profile. Shefindsthat
she gets asked to work on projectsthis
way.

Other membersrefer to thecommu-
nity asasupportivefamily and state that
withinthecommunity issomeonewho has
already encountered any issuethey will
encounter on aproject, sothecommunity
keepsthem from reinventing thewhesel.
Thenormsof operation exist to help the
OC zonebeaseffectiveaspossible. No
oneisunder obligationto contribute, but
individua scontributein order to hdp other
people. One member creditsthe success
of the community to the two leaders,
whom shefeds"intheir hearts, careabout
themembersof thecommunity.” Shefeds
that the community ismorethan acom-
munity of peoplewho likethetopic of or-
ganizationd change, but itisacommunity
of peoplewho support one ancther.

The primary resistance to the OC
community hasbeen the practice manag-
ers. Most of the community membersre-
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port to practice managers. The practice
managersareused to thinking intermsof
billable hours. Indeed, the performance
evaluation system requires that an
individual’ sgoa s support those of hisor
her boss, which support those of hisor
her boss, and so forth. The community
leadershopethat oneday, participatingin
acommunity will beincluded asastan-
dard part of thiseva uation system.

ANALYSI SOF BETA
KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT:
THEIMPACT OF CULTURE

ON KM BEHAVIORS

AND OUTCOMES

The Perceptions of Culture

All of the respondents from Beta
work withinthe same businessunit. The
respondents describethe culture of Beta
asablend of hierarchical andinnovative.
Thehierarchicd aspectsareevidentinthat
littleinnovation isundertaken until senior
management hasofficially supported the
innovation, but once senior management
doesgivethegreenlighttoanidea, “ev-
erybody jumpsonit.”

One aspect of culturethat ishigh-
lighted by theinformantsistheimportance
of collaboration. Informantscharacterize
thestreet valueswithin Betaaswin, team,
and execute. Betainformantsrecognizea
duality of culturethat, on the one hand,
givesindividuascontrol over their work
and, at thesametime, ishighly supportive
of theindividua. The cultureisautono-
mousin the sense of not having someone
looking over your shoulder andtdlingyou
what to do. Whilethereiscertainly com-

petition (i.e., everyone hasobjectivesthat
they aretrying to meet), things“areal-
waysdoneinacollaborativehd pful spirit.”

The other dominant aspect of cul-
ture, asrelated by theinformants, ishier-
archy. Thehierarchy isasmuch ahierar-
chy of experienceasof structure. Com-
munity members, for example, proffered
that becoming asubject matter expertis
more about length of servicetothecom-
pany than to one’sinherent knowledge.
Another aspect of the bureaucratic cul-
tureisthat “thereisvery much acorrect
way todothings.”

Table 3 lists the characteristics of
culture, KM initiatives, and KM behav-
iorsexpressed by the Betainformants.

Beta's emphasis on collaboration
seemsto have enabled the progression of
KM from astatic information repository
sysgemintoactive, vita communitiesof in-
terest, whereinindividuasfed asenseof
bel onging to the extent that they identify
themselvesfirst with the community and
second, if at al, with their actual formal
businessunits. Oneinformant claimedto
not identify herself at all withthelnnova
tion Servicesunit. Of course, one could
ponder whether suchidentity transfer from
thebusinessunit to thecommunity serves
the best interest of the unit.

At the sametime, the bureaucratic
and innovative aspectsof thecultureaso
have helped. Having senior management
show interestin KM wasacatalysttoin-
dividud groupsundertaking KM initiatives
with great enthusiasm. In addition, rather
than ad hoc communitiesthat areentirely
organic, thecommunity model emerging
a Betaisareatively structured one.
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Table 3. Characteristics of Company B culture, KM initiatives, and KM behaviors

Culture Characteristics

KM Characteristics

KM Behaviors

Hierarchical, yet
collaborative and innovative

Individualslargely
responsible for their own
careers, yet competition is
undertaken in a cooperative
manner

The team isthe unit of
success, more so than the
individual

Absence of extreme
supervision of individuals
work — individuas have a
sense of control

Company-wide information
repository consisting of
hundreds of information
databases

Team rooms used by project
teams

Communities of practice
emerging. These
communities include tools,
events, and structures

The OC community is used
as an example of a
successful community and
as a consultant to other
emerging communities

Team members actively
coordinate viathe team
rooms

Community members
obtain a sense of belonging
to the community

Community members post
information from compl eted
team projects to the
community out of a sense of
commitment, not coercion

Community members are
more loyal to the company
(lesslikely to depart)
because of their belonging

to the community

Assignments to projects
made through community
references

While one can make the argument
that Beta'scultureinfluencesKM devel-
opment and use, one also can arguethat
KM at Betaisinfluencing Beta sculture.
OC membersclaim that without asense
of connection provided by the OC com-
munity, Betawould be nothing but a“big
and scary” company inwhichindividuas
“getlogt.” Thecommunity, though, alows
and enables a culture of connection. In
effect, oneinformant believesthat the OC
community attemptsto shift avery tech-
nical, phone-oriented, work-product-ori-
ented way of communicating with each
other into amore personal work-in-pro-
cessmovement toward what Betarefers
to as*“thought leadership.” When asked
why memberstake the time to partici-
pate in the community when thereisno

forma rewardfor doing so, oneinformant
sadsmply, “It'sjust how wedo busness”
Thus, the community hasinfused the cul-
ture of themembers.

Yet, thisdoesnot suggest that an or-
ganizational utopiahas been or will be
achieved. Whilethe cultureisbecoming
more connected, thereisanother angle.
One informant believes that when you
have widespread access to knowledge
management, you aso can haveaculture
where peoplethat know very little about
something have accessto enough infor-
mation to be dangerous. People get too
comfortablewith having accessto knowl-
edge and then feel freeto shareit. This
informant remai ned unconvinced that the
knowledge one acquiresthrough the net-
work isassolid afoundation astheknowl-
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edge one has acquired through experi-
ence and traditional learning. Moreover,
shefeelsthat the notion of dialogue can
get redefined in away that youlosethe
quality of participation that onemight be
lookingfor.

Summary

Betahasmany KM databases, col-
lectively referredto asintellectua Capita
Management. Whilethesedatabasesserve
animportant role of housing and organi z-
inginformationinahugeorganization, they
do not go so far asto foster collabora-
tion. Instead, team rooms and communi-
tiesof interest, largely left to the discre-
tion of team members and community
members, have provento bevitd toolsto
achieving collaboration, community, and
belonging. Asthecultureof Betahasbeen
receptivetoindividua groupssettingand
pursuing their community agendas, the
culturea soisbeing subtly atered by the
communitiesas membersfeel that they
belong moreto thecommunity thantotheir
businessunits.

DISCUSSION

Thetwo casesoffer insghtsinto the
rolethat organizationd cultureplaysinthe
inception and maturation of KM. Thissec-
tionsummarizesthekey findingsthat help
usto answer thefollowing question: How
doesorganizationd cultureinfluenceKM
approaches? We suggest four responses
tothisquestion.

1. Organizational cultureinflu-
encesKM through itsinfluenceon the
values organizational members at-

tributeto individual vs. cooper ative
behavior. Thetwo companieswe exam-
ined sharesevera similarities. Both huge
multinational organizationsareregarded
widely by organizational membersashbe-
ing predominantly bureaucraticin culture.
Both organizations had initial KM ap-
proachesthat were strongly supported by
senior management. And both had initial
KM approachesfocused on the creation
of alarge centralized repository of orga-
nizationa knowledgeto beshared through-
out the organization. Thesetwo largebu-
reaucratic organizationsbegan their KM
quests with the process approach. The
most striking difference betweentheor-
ganizationd culturesof thesetwo compa:
nieswas the emphasis at Alphaon the
individual and the emphasisat Betaon
collectivity — theteam or community.
Thisevincesitself evenintheinterpreta-
tion of innovation. Whileindividualsat
both companies spoke of the need for
innovationinthelr organizations and of
the striving of their organizationsto de-
velop aninnovativeculture, inthe case of
Alpha, innovation was perceived asan
individual attribute, whereasat Beta, in-
novation was perceived asateam-level
attribute.

Theindividudigticview of innovation
a Alphaseemedtomilitateagaing thereg-
uisite sharing and cooperation that makes
the evolution of KM from process ap-
proach to a community of practice ap-
proach possible. In both companies, mi-
cro-level experimentation of thevarious
possibilitiesof KM wasundertakenwithin
teamsor businessunits. Theva ue placed
onindividuadismvs. cooperativism seems
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to have played asignificant roleinthena-
tureand form of the KM approach. The
micro-level experimentationsby teamsor
businessunitswerecarried out with their
own assumptions about the useful ness of
repositoriesof knowledgeand theuseful-
nessof communitiesor practice. We sug-
gest that itisnot organizational cultureat
theorganizationd leve or eventhesubunit
level that hasthemost significant influence
on KM approach, but itisorganizationa
cultureasembodiedintheindividudisicvs
cooperativetendenciesof organizationa
members. Thus, organizationd culturein-
fluencesKM approachesthroughitsinflu-
enceonindividuaismvs. cooperativism.
From a theoretical view, it seems that
Wallach’'s(1983) culturd dimensionsand
those of Earley (1994) wereboth valuable
at explaining organizationd level culture.
However, Earley’s(1994) cultura dimen-
sonsat theorganizationd level seembest
able to explain why a KM approach
tended to become more process or more
practice-based.

2. Organizational cultureinflu-
encestheevolution of KM initiatives.
Our findingssuggest that firmsdo not de-
cide in advance to adopt a process or
practice approach to KM, but that it
evolves. Themost naturd starting pointis
one of process, perhaps becausethe ben-
efitsseem moreevident and becauseit can
alignmoreclosdy withtheexisting orga
nizationa structure. Moreover, the prac-
tice approach may not only fail toalign
with existing structure, but it may engen-
der avirtua structureand identity. Itisin-
teresting that at Beta, a culture that is

viewed dominantly asbureaucratic, once
theinitial organizationa change commu-
nity was established, the evol ution of the
community thenbecameahighly structured
process of maturation. The community
leadersdevel oped atool kit to help other
communities develop and developed a
maturation model to help them to deter-
mine how mature acommunity wasand
to develop aplanto movethe community
forward. What somemight seeasan or-
ganic process (i.e., establishing and de-
vel opingacommunity or practice) became
astructured processin abureaucratic or-
ganization. Evenif theideafor thecom-
munity emerged frominterested potential

members, the evolution took on astruc-
tured formwith tools, kits, assessments,

and plans. The cooperative aspect of cul-
tureat theindividua level madethe com-
munity possible; thebureaucratic dements
of cultureat the organizationa level en-
abled the community to mature. Hence,

theevol ution of thecommunity washighly
dependent on theindividua willingnessof

organizational membersto sustain and
nurturetheir community. Thisappeared
tied to theimportancethey placed on co-
operationwith their community members,

most of whom they had never met.

3. Organizational cultureinflu-
encesthemigration of knowledge. In
the case of Alpha, wheretheinformants
seemedtoidentify theindividud astheul-
timateunit of respongbility inthe organi-
zation, theindividualsalso wereviewed
asthe ownersof knowledge and had the
responsibility to sharetheir knowledge.
This, infact, created amajor challenge,
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sincetheindividualsreg ected thisnew re-
sponsibility. At Beta, where the team
seemed to be thefocusof responsibility,
knowledgemigrated fromtheteamtothe
community totheorganizationd leve sys-
tem and back downtotheteam. Theleader
of theteam would take responsibility for
cleaning theteam’ sdataand submitting it
to thecommunity and tothecentral infor-
mation repository. Thus, knowledge mi-
grated upward fromtheteamtothecentra
repository. Interestingly, the most useful
knowledge was claimed to bethat at the
teamand community leve. Oncetheknowl-
edge had completed its migration to the
central repository, it wasseen primarily as
an item of insurance for use in case of
need. Knowledge sharing and transfer
occurred primarily at theteam and com-
munity level, whereasknowledge storage
wasthefunction of the central repository.

Themigration of knowledgedsois
influenced by the structura processesput
inplaceto ensurethat knowledgefindsits
way to the appropriate persons. Of key
importance seemsto betheway the que-
riesarehandled. Themarketing group at
Alphaadopted the approach of notifying
individual swhen new information had
been added tothe KM S. However, little
interference was put in place to either
guide peopleto the appropriate knowl-
edge or to encourage peopleto contrib-
uteknowledge. Conversdly, believing that
the community should not becomeabul-
letin board of problemsand solutions, the
leadersof the organizational changecom-
munity at Betaworked arduoudy tolearn
the subject matter experts so that queries
would be submitted to the community

leader who would serveasan intermedi-
ary betweentheindividua withthequery
and the expert.

It has been reported widely that the
useof knowledgedirectoriesisaprimary
application of KM in organizations. Our
study suggeststhat thefacilitated access
to expertsrather than direct accessviathe
location of anindividual through adirec-
tory or viaaproblem posted to aforum
may |lead to amorefavorable community
aimosphere.

4. Knowledge management can
become embedded in the organiza-
tional culture. Over time, asKM evolves
and beginsto reflect the values of the or-
ganization, the KM can becomeapart of
the organizationa culture. At Beta, indi-
vidua sspokeof their community involve-
ment and their team roomsassimply the
“way wework.” Infact, thecommunities
became so much part of the culture that
even though they werenot part of theor-
ganizationa structure, they were part of
anindividud’simplicit Sructure. Thesense
of belonging that theindividual sreported
feeling toward thelr community suggests
that the community had become an es-
sential aspect of their value system and,
hence, had become part of organizational
culture. That the organizational change
community membersat Betaidentified
themselvesfirst and foremost with their
community, in spite of receiving neither
reward nor recognitionwithintheir formal
reporting unit for participatinginthecom-
munity, indicatesthe extent towhich com-
munity participation had becomeavaue
and an aspect of theindividua culture.
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Table 4. Summary of organizational culture’s Influence on KM

Cultural Perspective

Influence of Culture on Knowledge
M anagement

Bureaucratic (Wallach, 1983)

Favors an initial process approach to KM

Cresates expectation among members that
senior management vision is essential to
effective KM

Innovative (Wallach, 1983)

Enables subgroups in organizations to
experiment with KM and develop KMs
useful to their group

Individuaistic (Earley, 1994)

Inhibits sharing, ownership, and reuse of
knowledge

Cooperative (Earley, 1994)

Enables the evolution of process-oriented
KM to practice-oriented KM

Enables the creation of virtual communities

Implications and Conclusion

Thefindingsof our sudy suggest that
adominantly bureaucratic culture seems
to tend toward an initial process-based
KM approach. Furthermore, a bureau-
cratic culture seemsto createthe expecta-
tion among organizational membersthat
senior management needsto provideavi-
sionof purposefor KM beforethe organi-
zational membersshould embark on KM
activities. Aswell, themembersview se-
nior management support asvdidating any
KM activitiesthat they undertake. Innova:
tivecultures, evenif not the dominant cul-
tureat theorganizationd leve, seemtoen-
able subgroupsto experiment withKM or
createmicro-KMs. In essence, in organi-
zationshaving dominant bureaucratic cul-
tureswith tracesof innovativeness, senior
management support legitimizesKM, but
theinnovativenessof thecultureenablesit
toexpandfar beyond an organization-wide
repository. Specific KM behaviorssuchas
ownershipand maintenanceof knowledge,
knowledge sharing, and knowledgereuse

seemto beinfluenced largely by theindi-
vidudidticor cooperativenatureof thecul-
ture. Individudigtic culturesinhibit sharing,
ownership, and reuse, while cooperative
culturesenablethecreation of virtua com-
munities. Earley’s(1994) work on organi-
zationd cultureemphasized theindividud-
isticand collectivistic aspectsof culture.
Organizationsencouraging individual sto
pursueand maximizeindividuas goasand
rewarding performancebased onindividua
achievement would beconsideredto have
anindividudigtic culture, whereasorgani-
zaionsplacing priority on collectivegods
andjoint contributionsand rewardsfor or-
ganizational accomplishmentswould be
considered collectivist (Chatman &
Barsade, 1995; Earley, 1994). Thisdi-
mengonof organizationd cultureemerged
ascritica inour examination of theinflu-
enceof cultureon KM initiatives. These
findingsaresummarizedin Table4.
Thisresearch set out to examinethe
influence of organizational culture on
knowledge management approaches. Us-
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ing acase study approach, we have gath-
ered the perspectivesof individuasintwo
firmsthat sharesomeculturd smilarities
yet differ inother aspects Thefindingssug-
gest that organizationd cultureinfluencesthe
KM approachinitially chosen by anorga-
nization, theevol ution of theKM gpproach,
andthemigration of knowledge. Moreover,
thefindingssugges that KM eventudly can
becomeanintegral aspect of theorganiza-
tiond culture. Much remainsto bediscov-
ered about how organizational cultures
evolveand what roleinformation technol-
ogy takesinthisevolution. Thiscasestudy
isaninitid effortintoapotentialy vast ar-
ray of researchinto theissueof therela
tionship of information technology and
organizationd culture.
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ENDNOTE

1 Afterthisinitid datacollection, were-
turned to Company B ayear later and
conducted morewidespread interviews
across different business units. This
datacollectionand anadyssisdiscussed
in Alavi, Kayworth, and Leidner
(2005).
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