EXPLORING KNOWLEDGE VALUE
CREATION PRACTICES:

AN INTERPRETIVE CASE STUDY

Ph.D. Thesis




EXPLORING KNOWLEDGE VALUE
CREATION PRACTICES:
AN INTERPRETIVE CASE STUDY

Chalee VORAKULPIPAT

The Research Institute for the Built and Human Environment
(BuHu)
School of the Built Environment
University of Salford, Salford, United Kingdom

Submitted in Partial Fulfilment of the Requirement of the
Degree of Doctor of Philosophy, July 2008



Table of Contents

Table Of Contents 0008000880008 S0 00 200000000 QOSSP ORRRROOOOOOOODRRRS SO0 0O0 0SSR GOROOBRSSBBOBOOOBRNNNNG l
LiSt Of Figures lllllllllllllllll 299000000 00000800 0QO00RMS S000800009 0000020000088 0000 00000000 DRRONOOY S0 2000009 lillv
LiSt Of Tables 20000008 $0800048 2800050004680 800000000000 SOPRORORBRVRDONOOPOSSEOIROROOOY SP000000000  T: 2222210 R 100 Q0 ] L1 ] VI
ACkHOWIedgement SESOSBIIOSRSESUROGOERDPERDIBOOOOOED 1322321131222 1 111221112 ]) 800800090008 080008 000000800 *9000e Vii
DeCIarationill IIIIIII 000000080000 00000 S0P 0000000000000 RRBREEY CO0G0000000000800000000 2000000000009 Viii
AbStraCtiil llllll 000000000000 0000000 SO0 OOOSOCORROROOOSOOD 9000008000000 000000080000 S0P 00EOOOD 000000000000 250000008 L ix
CHAPTER 1 IntrOduCtion 2000000000 IllllllllilllllllllilllI'I'IIil.!lillllIIIIIIIIIIII.I!.'.!'..!ll.llliiiil1
L1 INtrOdUCLION ccicececsssnsssrssssrscssrsscsssssssssssensassasassessossssssensesssssssesssssnsssansossansssassassansssess 1
L2 D @CtIVESaeccssaerseasccsesssassssssssassssssssascsssessasessassssasssensssassssnsssessssssssanssssassssnssssnssansssanss S
1.3 Terms Definition cuciecesceccsscenssascsessecsnssassassssssassssssssssssassssssassassnssnsssnssassssssnsssssassasss 6
1.4 ReSearch QUESTIONS ceveeeccsesscssssssseseasssssasssssosssssssssasssssssssssssssssssessssasssssssssssssssssssssssns 6
1.5  Contributions to the Body of Knowledge....ccucescesccsacsscsacsnsssassssssssssssssassossessescens 7
1.6  Scope and Limitation eeccceecccsssecsssssessersssssssssssssesssssasssssssssssaasssssssssansossssssssnsssasses 8
1.7 Conceptual FrameworK .o cecsecscsssesssscssscsssessssssssssssonsesssssnssasssanssssesssssssssssasssses 8
1.8 Organisation of the ThesiS.ececccccssssscsssnsscsssssessessossssssesssnsssssssssssssssssssscsssssansssenses 8
1.9 SUMMAIY cieciennnsncencsscsnscssssnssrssssssassssssassssssssssssasssssssssssssssssssssssnssssssasssssnssssessesssassns 10
CHAPTER 2 Literature Review on Knowledge Management.......cceesesnnsens 11
2.0 INtrodUCHiON uccsecsecssessacsrscsnsssnsnssasessosssssasssssssscssssssssasssasssssansonssonsssssssasassssassnssassss 11
2.2  Knowledge Management Categories and Perspectives w..ccscscssssscasassnssssoses 12
2.3  Taxonomy of KM in Information Systems ReS€arch cccccscssccsscssssessesscssassassosses 13
2.4  Knowledge Management SYSEINS .ccecrssecsessssacsssssssssssssssssnssssassssssssssssssssassssasens 14
2.5  Generations of Knowledge Management......ceesssessesesss sessssssesssennasssnes cassernssesanse 15
2,6  Knowledge SHariN...iicccecsssesscsssssassssasssssessnsasrssassssssasassssassssssssenssssssassssnsasess 17
2.7 KNOWIEAEE Creation cuccceeccsscersssessssesssssssssssssscsssosssssssssnsssnsassssassssssssassssssasssssessnssss 20
2.7.1 SECI MOGE] ..cuvereieiecrrienrninisnenninsecseesssesssssssssasessssessassssssesssessssssssssssssassssasssss 21
2.7.2 Extended SECI MOdEL.........coiveerrinrrnensressensecssessesseessessesssssasssasssssssessosassassses 22
2.7.3 TC MOUECL uuiriireciiicnninneninnnsieesssssesessssssessessesssssasssssssssessessesassnsessasssssssassasans 23
2.74 Combined Research MOdel.......c.cvvevveeeinunnesseesessssnssssssssessesessssssssssssssssessasasens 24
2.7.5 Community-Based MOGEL.......ccccerurereesaerernecssecrenssnsesssssssersssessesssssssnessssssssssase 25

2.8  Value Creation: The Third Generation Knowledge Management........eeeseesees 25
2.8.1 HUMAN NEIWOTKS cuviuirnereeriresnnsensesessessessssissssssssssssssssssssssssssnssssssenssensnssssssssns 26
2.8.2 SOCIAL CAPILAL.......coverreirirririeeereesseressesnesssessssessessnsessesssssessensesssnessssassnssensrnsssss 27
2.8.3 Intellectual Capital........cccceriseereseeresesrensessssessssssssassssasssssssssssnenssnensasssssssonessss 27



2.8.4 TEChNOLOZY ASSELS cererrirrerersresseneesssssnsracsssssaresssssnsasssssssnsnesssssnsssssasssssssssasssssses 28

2.8.5 CRaN 2 PrOCESSES ieeeerrrrsneereessercsssresessrssarneesessssssasassssesnnasssssssarsansesssssassasassssss 29
2.9 ConclusionsS...cceceseeecseces .000006000000008000000000000008000005000000008500688900800000008830000000000000050034000000 29

CHAPTER 3 Literature Review on Related ReSearch .ceeeecccssececcssscesssssesseesd 1

3.1 Introduction..c.eeeesss sessessssensecessessesenssenes seeeessessee sesessssssneesssssene cesssesassene sesvecssses K ) |
3.2  Technology and Knowledge Management in Developing Countries ....ececesacee 31
3.3 Distinctive Features of Thal Culture.....ccccceccccccccsssscsssssssesscccscsssassssssssssssssassesasses 33
34 Change Management.......cccccecossoncescnsssns cesesesseesssaens sesssssssssene S vosssssesesssssee 34
3.5 Human Computer INteraction ..cccccececcssssssseeccecscssssssssssssssssssssossosssssessssssoscessoss e 37
3.6 Diffusion of Innovation........... Se00000040000000000080¢000000000000580000000050000000008 cesseeessscssssesaese 38
3.7  Technology AdOPtion..eeeeccccesecssssscssssassassssssscscssssssssessesess ssssessssssessasessessessannaannes o 40
3.8  Social Capital..cccceeereneee cesseseessssssssssesansesnsee ceeessersesesssssseessesseesnasserassnnes I w43
3.9 Knowledge Management Capablllty and Maturlty Model .......... sesessasensesesssssss 4D
3.10 Conclusions....cceeees. csssesessecesseses sesessessssssesse sessssessssssssssssssasens sresssansasssssesessassrsesassscses 41
CHAPTER 4 Research Meth0dology..............................................................48
4.1  INtrodUCEION ccccccsccercscssecssssessasesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssss T sassssssssssssssssssssssessescse 48
4.2  Philosophical Paradigm...ccceseesescesesss cesessesesssasasnanes T— - 48
4.2.1 POSItIVISt PAradigInl ..uceerveeeersenerisnnesseeerssanenssanessansssnesssssssssssessansessssosssssssssassons 49
4.2.2 Interpretive Paradigm.....ccceecneeeisnncsnecssnessnsesessessnsessnssssssssnssssnsssssssssanesssasses 50
4.2.3 Critical Paradigm cccccceeeeceiiiicneeniicineesssseeeesssssneenssssaseesssssnsssesssansscssssssssssssssnses 51
4.3 Research Approach..eeccccccccssssssssssssssses U T vosssssessssssssssssee D1
4.3.1 MEthOAOIOZY .uuiiirerrerrecnnieeneesseesessnessnesssessssssnessaessaessasenasssssssasssssssnassasssans 53
4.3.2  ReSCarch DesIgl......uuiiiiiriinneniiinincneninnenneecsseessenesssnessssssssesssesssssssnssssssssssssssns 54
4.3.3 SILE SCLECHION uuveeeerirrreiirneeirsneesssnnessssneessssesesssnsessssasessnsassansassssssesssnssessssssssses 56
4.3.4 DAt SOUICES ..cvrrvcnneieereccssrssentanerescsssssssssssessssssnsssssssssssssstnssssssssssssnsasasassssssnsass 56
4.3.5 DAta ANALYSIS ceeeerrrrersssserrenseeeeseesseersessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssaseasasssssssssssssssssssnsass 60
4.4  Evaluation of the research....ccceeeees seessssesssssssssnssssassscssssasasssssessssnsassssnssessasssssassese 01
4.5 Summary and ConclUSION ccceececcssecccssecsssensecssssssssssssessssccsssssssasassssssasssnsssassses vesses 03

CHAPTER 5 A Survey of Knowledge Management Practices in Thailand

.l INtrodUCtiON . ieeccscescssssssnssssssssessssesossssssssscsssssssssssssssssens vessssassssssssesssssansessassssansesase 04
3.2  An Overview of the Survey ...ccceeesseecces R cosssssassssassassensssssssnssrassassennssassses 0
3.3 Results...ccceencccens cessesssesseee cesseessessese cesessersessees cessssssesesessessesese sesssessesesssssesses vessssesssssss OO
5.3.1 Information TEChNOIOZY cecuivcrerrerennninecsnensacsnnesnesnesssssnssnsssssenssssssansanssassanssns 66
5.3.2 Teamwork and COMMUNICAtIONS vevveerserereesanssasssssssasssassansssasssnsssassssassassasesasssns 66
5.3.3 Current Knowledge Management CUltUrE.......covceerrrrreercnescssnneecssanessssasessassess 66
5.3.4 Expected Changes of the Organisation........cceeeeesseeecsnssssecssanesssnnessanessossssenses 68
53.5 ANICIPALEA IMPACE...uueerrrseriirreicrnresrersssnsossasessssssssssessassssssesssssasssssansssssesansssens 68
5.3.6 BaITICIS/PIODICINS .ovvveeiueissrersanesseencssoseesssnsssssssssssssosasessssssasessansssnessasassnsssseses 68
D4 DISCUSSION.ceteteccccscsnssenrosersesassssssssse P R crsesesssesssesersesssnsensesentes 69
D:9  CONCIUSIONS eeeeeeessesssscssssssssssssssssssssssssssssses T cossesssssssserens cesessssssssssssessssssssanse 12

CHAPTER 6 Knowledge Value Perception: an Interpretive Case Study at
BETA

lllllll.llll!llIIlilliillllliilllllllillilllIIiiiillIl.illlIIIIlillllllll.iliilllllllll.lilllllilllIilllllliilllll75

6.1 IntrOduCtioni lllllllllllllllllllllllllll 000000000 000000000000 000 00080800848 088600 S8000000000000000000000000000000000 75

11



6.2 Background of BETA .....cccceeeessccccccsessases cessssesseasssssessessssans cesseseseeene cssssssessssesessnses .76

6.3 Case Study DescriptionN..eeeececseccsccccsssssssecee sessssssssssssensnnsasassssssnanes cassssssseseens vesscsesss 10
6.4 Phase 1: Overall Knowledge Management PractiCes c..cccecesescccsacessessesssscscccossese 78
6.4.1 RESULILS . cuuiiriiiieeieenrarnneeneeeessersssnneesenssesssnsnnnnsesssssssssssasasessssssnssnssssssssansansasassons 79
6.4.1.1 Overall Knowledge Management ............uueeeerrreeeerecesssnsesssssasssccsssesasesesssens 79
0.4.1.2  THQINING.....uveveeerirrerrrrrrenrrrrrsrsessessersestersssssessssssssssssssssssssnasssssssessssssssssssassens 84
6.4.1.3  Information TECRNOIOZY ........ueeverrervererersnreessrrrereecssssneresssassesssassossssssasssssenes 83

0.4. 1.4 T@AMWOTIK.vueeeeeenruereeeirrenreerirsrnerecsssssssssssssassssssssssssssssnseessssssssssnssssssssassssssses 87
6.4.1.5  MOUIVALION ...c..cvuveeernreenreneissnrisrneessnseessssessssnssssnsesssassssassssssssssssssasssssassssasens 88
0.4.1.0 KM BAITIOIS....uunueeeeeeercrrrrereeresisesssnessssssssssesssssssssssasssssssssasssssssnsssssssonsssssssses 89
6.4.2 SUIMIMATY tereeeeeeeeerresranssssssssssnsssssssssssssssssssssesssssssssssssssssessssesssssssssssssssssssensssssass 89
6.5 Phase 2: Focused Knowledge Management Practices c..ccceeccesssescsescseccsscsescsesens 90
6.5.1 RESUILS cuviiiianiccnniereecssnensaencsseecssresssaensssesssasessanssssassnsassnsessesssnstsssssssssessassssnessnse 01
6.5.1.1 Information and Communication TeChNolOgY ..........eeversvevuvervessvsvacsrensasnas 93
0.5.1.2  T€AM WOTKING ....uueeoneeeereenrreenrrrrsrnessaeessnnessansssanessessssssossssssssssssssssasssasssansans 96
6.5.1.3 ICT and Knowledge ProviSion Strategies..........cvesessessssssssesssessanesassssneses 98
0.5.1.4  Structure QNA CUITUTE ....eeeeneeeeereineeeirrrenreesssssnesesssssressssssssssnasssssassesssssnsess 100
0.5.1.5  THAINING.oveeeeueveeeeererereesseirrisssssssssenssssesessseressssssssssssssssassasssassssssssssssssssnasnans . 101
6.5.1.6 Coexistence of IS and KM Departments ...........cceeeeseeessssssessasisssnasssansessans 102
6.9.1.7 KM AWAreness and PracCtiCe.........cuoceveeersueecesssssressansssscessesssssnsessssasasssssans 104
0.5.1.8 KM AWGAVENESS covooeevvrnnnereeereeiiirrnresetrresessssssssssasesesssssssnnassesissssssonsaassssssssns 104
6.53.1.9  Sharing KnoOwledge........cuueereeerrveecrnencssnessssesssssssssessssssssssssnsssssssssssssnness 105
6.3.1.10  KMS AAODUON.......ocvevvrvevrrecureeiirrreensssstersssssessssassessssssssssssssasssssassssssss 108
6.9.1.11  MOtIVALION fOU KM ..ouvuenererirreererrrivnnnessnnessansesnnesssssesnssssssssssssssssnsssssassss 109
0.3.1.12 KM BAITIEIS...uecovvuveerirnrenireeesisnnsessnasssssssesssneossssasssssassssssnsasssasssssssssssss 111
6.5.1.13  Employees’ Perceived ValUes.........uuvuerveeernserssansssenesssisssssssssssssissssesss 112
6.3.1.14  Customers’ Perceived VAIUES ..........covvveriirsvirersserescsnrasssssssnssssassesssaasss 113
0.5.1.15  Organisation’s Perceived VaAIUES .........oeeeeriirerrnnsnnensreeeeesssserssssanssssssssse 113
6.5.2 SUINIIMNIATY ceeeereeererresssesserscsssssssssesassassansasssssssssssnsssssassssssassassessessossssessesssssssssssss 113
6.6 Summary and Conclusion ...ccceesseeseese craseneene cersssssssressesssene cesseesersaensaases sesssssssscss 1200

CHAPTER 7 DiSCUSSION veeeeereeseseessssssssessssssessesssssssssssasssssssssssssssssssssssssssasssssse 123

7.1 Introduction.....ceceseeseesessssssesses s000000008000000000008000000000008000000000008 seecssssnsasssssensassssssssse 123
7.2  DIsCussSioN...cccoeoes cessesesssssseses seseessassasseseesssessessnsssssssasssessansasessssssssssennasssssssnasessersesss 123
1.3  Theory Selection....ceese. cessessnsessesesesessessersseserssesassetessssssssnsssnseresssasensssnssansssssrssse 149
74  Four Cultural Aspects c.eeeccssseee ceseseenseene sessssecenee coosessssesssssassssrsssssasesersssasassansese 131
7.4.1 COllECHIVEIIESS ouuverrercrnsressesrsenscssnseosssssasesssssnsassssssssessssssssssssnsanassssssanassssssassosss 131
7.4.1.1  SrUCIUTQI DiMERSION ....coccevrrreeeessssrsssrssssessseressssssassssssssssssssssssssssnsassssssasess 131
7.4.1.2  RelQtiONA] DiMENSION. ...ceecnevvreerssseersssseessssessssssssssassssssssssssanssessssnassssaaasess 133
7.4.1.3  COGNILIVE DIMENSION. c.uveeecerereeenereressinesesssnssssssssssassessssesssssssssssnnassssassssssess 134
/.4.1.4  Comparison of Collectiveness in Thai and Western Culture...........coeevss 136
7.4.2 SIYTIESS crurtieeeeeirrsnneienssssnrrecsssseressssssseasssssssenessssssssesssssssssssssssasaasasassassanesssssases 136
7.4.2.1  StrucCtural DiMEnSiON . ......uueeeiieeeeeeersssseneeseesssssssssssssssnssssssssssssssssnsssssssssssans 136
7.4.2.2  RelQtiONal DiImeEnSION..........evevveereeeesssvesessesessssssessesssssssssssssssssssssnnssesessssses 138
7:4.2.3  COGNItiVE DIMENSION....ccoveeerrreerrieesrssssssessssssssssessasssssssssasssssssosssssssssssssasess 139
7.4.2.4 Comparison of Shyness in Thai and Western CUltUre .......uuceeeereerssssssens . 140
7.4.3 CONSCICNIOUSTIESS vueeruresreesrersanssressssessessasesssernsessecsssesssesansrsnsessessansssosessassses 140
7.4.3.1  SIrUCHUIQI DIMENSION . ...coeueeeereeessesssessssesssssssssessssessssssssssssnsssssnssssssssessasssns 141
7:4.3.2  RelQtiONAl DilENSION.......c.oeevrerveerressesssesssesssessesossssssssssssssssssssssssessesssesnes 142
7:4.3.3  COGNItIVE DIMENSION........ooeeeeeerreeneesreesssesssessssssssessssessssssnsssseessssmnssassessssses 143

111



7.4.3.4 Comparison of Conscientiousness in Thai and Western Culture.............. 145

744 S CIIOTIEY teeeeeeereersssssrssseserrenssssssssssssssasaosssssssssssssassssansesssssrassaasssssssssssssssssasssssss 145
7.4.4.1  StructurQl DIMERSION ...cueveeevvrereereeresseseessesssssessessssssssssssssssssssasassssssssssssssns 146
7.4.4.2  RelationaQl DiMeERSION.......cvcourereeeeeeesseeeneeseessnsssssssssssssssssssssssssssosssssssssssssses 147
7.:4.4.3  COGNILIVE DiMENSION.cueeveeeeeerirrerersarresessssereseersesesssssssssssssssssssssssssassssssssesse 148
7.4.4.4 Comparison of Seniority in Thai and Western Culture .........co.oeeeveessveees 150

1.5  Theory Building ....ccccececcccccsccccsees cessesesesssssssrsresssrssessssessesss seeescses sesessseassesene sesssccse 150

7.5.1 A TIDULES e teereerecirrrnreeessissereesssssssssensssssssessssssssssesesssssanssssesssnessssnsssssssnasssssses 152

7.5.2 VATIADIES viiierireeeierrrnneenssnseessssaseessssseeesssssesesessasessssssanessssnssssssasssssnssssssasssssasss 154
7.3. 2.1  T@CHNOIOZY «eeeeeeaaeeeeeeeevererenensressssossssssssssessasssssssssssssssrssnsssssasessssassossssssennss 154
7.5.2.2  Organisational structure and policies SUDPOTTIVE .......ccvrsreessrrssaessaesannanns 155
7.5.2.3 CRANGE PrOCESS ouveveeverrnreversesssssersesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssesssssaasssasasssessssasssssss 155
7.9.2.4  HUMAN NEIWOTK o...ccuvivviriiriirisnnrnisinsisssssisssosissssssosssssssssssssssssenssasssssassassess 156
7.5.2.5  SOCIAL CAPILAL...oeoennrereerenrreressirereissrreesssnnesssssersossssssesssssssssassssssssssssssansess 157
7.9.2.6 Knowledge Sharing and Creation Ability............ceevievrcrssnsresscssensersnsenens 157
7.0.2.7 KM MOEIVALION.....cceviviiiirrireiririieississsssssssssssssssssssssssssasssnssassssssssssssssssssssess 158

7.6  Summary and COnCIUSION eeceeesssssscsscccssccsssccsssssossessssssssssscsssssasssssssnsasssssssssesse . 159

CHAPTER 8 Summary, Findings, and Recommendations for Further

RESCANCH cuueeerrersnseccscesssercccssssssssssssssssssssesssssssssesssssssssssssnssssssssasssssessssssssssesssassee 10U

8.1  INtroducCtiON.ceeseecccceccssssosssssssssssssssccscssses T cesssseseesessnsanans ceseneesees pvs— {1
8.2 Summary of the Research ....cccecveeseeeeses ssessssssesasssssssssssssssssesss sersssssnssnsens sesssssasses 100
8.3  Major Findings of the Primary Data Analysis.c.cceccccssscccssesssssssssscsssssasssssace 102
8.3.1 RQ1: Have employees from BETA adopted a culture of knowledge sharing
and creation across their OrZaniSAtIONT ......cceeereessrensssneesanessassssanessanssnnssssasssssssssansssosese 162
8.3.2 RQ2: What kind of perceived value is created out of existing knowledge
Practices across the OrZaANISAtIONT ....cieeeeereireersessrressssssresssssasessnnsssssrsasssssasasssssasssssnsssses 163
8.3.3 RQ3: How perceived distinctive socio-cultural features influence, and are
Influenced by, knowledge value creation practices in an organisational context? ....... 166
84  Main Contributions ........ cesesesessssnnsssessesersassssassasessssssasersassanssanssssnssansssnssasseassarss 1 08
8.5  Evaluation of the Research ....cccsesseessecsecs seessassassessssssensssssssssssnssssssasessasssssssssss 17U
8.5.1 The Fundamental Principle of the Hermeneutic Circle ......ccovmneenceniessessesaes 170
8.5.2 The Principle of ConteXtualiSation ......icivvseeeesessneecssssnneerssssansenssessasnsecsensassse 171
8.5.3 The Principle of Interaction between the Researchers and the Subjects ...... 171
8.5.4 The Principle of Abstraction and Generalisation.....cccccereeeeeccccssenrsssssssassessne 172
8.5.5  The Principle of Dialogical Reasoning........ccoeereerereeesarsensssssnsanssnssansssssnssass 172
8.5.6  The Principle of Multiple INterpretations ......cccveecesssnssesassessnssssnssnesesassassesaes 173
8.5.7  The Principle of SUSPICION.....ccvvvrrrecrrirsesserensesnrsnsaessesssssssssssnsassasassassssassasass 173
8.6 Recommendations for Further Research.....c.ccceccsccscccsssenssrsccncssassassossessens 173
8.7  Conclusion seccecceesseceesssssons resereessrnsessessesernssssestesnensssseasssssnassrsnsssasassssarnsssssasssssasssss 1 1O

Appendix A: Stage One QUeStiONNAITC...ccceeceecssssscccssssssccssssssssssssssssasesssssssss 117
Appendix B: Stage Two QueStiONNAITe ...ecceseccssecesssssssescsssesssssesssssssosssssssssss 187

Appendix C: Stage TWo INterview GUIde....eeeeecssscsssssssssssssssssssesssssnsssssssss 198

LISt Of ReFOIEIICES ceccreeerrernreccansaccsssssescssssssssssssssssssssnsssssssssssssssssssssnsssssssesssssassss 202

\Y



List of Figures

Figure 1.1: Conceptual frameWoOrK ....cccovvveeereeccrinneeecccsssaneeesssessnnssecsssssseessssssaanssssssnsssssssssssssess 8
Figure 2.1: Deetz’s framework of discourses in organisational SCIENCE....cecvrersaesenissscsncssarees 13
Figure 2.2: SECI process and Da.......eeeeeeeeeeeeereenereceessssseressnssessssssessssssssosssssssssaasasssssssssssassasssss 22
Figure 2.3: Extended SECI mOdel ......cciieeereereeeiereessrissnssennnsennssesesssssessssssssssnsasssasascssssssnsaasssss 23
FI1gure 2.4: TC MOAEL o..ciorrreiirinnnneeencnnnneeeessssssenssssssssnsececsssanssssssssssssessssasasssssanassssssastasssens 24
Figure 3.1: Change management — Business improvement model.......ouvveviciccnsiscsesnsacnnes 35
Figure 3.2: Technology acceptance model ......ovvvvecreeereecccrcccssssssnssesesssscsesssssassasessssssssssescese 41
Figure 3.3: The capability maturity model: Five levels. . 46
Figure 4.1: Research desiZn ... cciicricicrrreneereereesressssssnnessnesssesesscsssssssnnssssssssssesssssanasasasssssssssoss 55
Figure 4.2: Data triangulation from the multiple SOUICES ..ccvvveiruecssnniscarcrnensnesssscssasssssssssesens 61
Figure 5.1: The taxonomy of organisations in Thailand.......c.c.ccceeernrsccsneniscnnessanecsanccscsnscssonse 65
Figure 6.1: Process of organisational knowledge management.......ccuveecseessancsssnessansssansssasess 92
Figure 6.2: Process of knowledge creation and sharing in BETA....cc.cccccvneeninnniecnsencsacccnsens 121
Figure 7.1: RiCh PICTUIE coueerrerenseennneecnniosssnessnessussssnsssnnsossnsssnssssassssassssasssnssssnsssnsessasssnsssssnssss 125
Figure 8.1: Factors to sustain value creation in BETA .......c.cccovnnniiiiincnsnnantennessssinsenceccsssnens 166



List of Tables

Table 1.1: Summary of field studies in knowledge management in developed economies..... 3

Table 1.2: Summary of field studies in knowledge management in developing economies.... 4

Table 2.1: Generations of knowledge management.........ceeeereereerreeessssesesassasssessassassessessassase 17

Table 2.2: The comparison between the firm-based model and the community-based model

Of KNOWICAZE CIEALION .. ceeeeirriecireencirrrecssreeesserisssasssosssesssassssssasssnsassssassssaosssssessssssssasssssansssnss 25
Table 4.1: Instruments used for the data collection procedures......ccccuieseesecsnssresanssassanssesasanes 59
Table 5.1 Differences in the basis of knowledge management practiCes ...cueieeensssesassassesaenss 72
Table 6.1: Pattern codes 1N Phase L.....ccveiviiireenieensnessnnesnsssnessesssscssessanssssessssssasssasssssssssssssesss 79
Table 6.2: Checklist MatriX Of PhaSe 1 ....cccceeiiiiecireeiireessnsessnncsssessasessansssssessasssessessansssansssasnse 90
Table 6.3: Pattern cOdes in Phase 2.....c.cevveeerrerninensneessecsnessnessasessessssesanssssessssssstssssessnsossssssasess 93
Table 6.4: Checklist MAtTIX Of PRASE 2 cu.cieeereiieesseerreriiecressecsnnssesssessessnssesssessssssesassasesnssenss 114
Table 7.1: CUltural @SPECES..cciruecrrresressrensnnsssnessaessnessesssesssesssassanssssesssessnessasssassssessassrsssansssssns 126
Table 7.2: Three clusters of s0Cial Capital .......cccvvevrenreescersaesensaesnnssnesassssessessosssesnssasssassassass 130

Table 7.3: Influence of attributes to collectiveness, shyness, conscientiousness, and seniority

vl



Acknowledgement

I would like to express my deep and sincere gratitude to my supervisor, Professor Yacine
Rezgui for his guidance and support in my work for over three years during my study. His

expertise, supervision, and mentoring have been of great value for me. His encouraging and

personal guidance helps me gain confidence in my research. Special thanks are also due for

his effort and the opportunity to work on a number of publications.

I wish to extend my thanks to my colleagues at the University of Salford for their

encouragement and to the members of staff and managers at a number of Thai organisations

for taking part in the surveys and allowing me to conduct the field study in Thailand.

I am also deeply grateful to my sponsor, the National Electronics and Computer Technology
Center (NECTEC) of Thailand for giving me the opportunity to pursue my PhD degree.

Finally, I owe my loving thanks to my parents Visit and Laddaval, my wife Karuna, my little

son Chayapat, and my brothers for their best wishes to succeed in my research. Without their

encouragement, help, support, and understanding, it would have been impossible for me to

complete this thesis. Thus, this thesis is dedicated to them — all my family.

Vil



Declaration

The work presented in this thesis entitled “Exploring Knowledge Value Creation Practices:
An Interpretive Case Study” is, to the best of the researcher’s knowledge and belief, onginal.

I hereby declare that this thesis is my own work and effort and that it has not been submitted

anywhere for the award of any academic degree. Where other sources of information have

been used, they have been acknowledged in the text by means of references.

Chalee Vorakulpipat

Viil



Abstract

The gaining popularity of Knowledge Management (KM) has been reinforced by the quest
for innovation and value creation. Value creation is grounded in the appropriate combination
of human networks, social capital, intellectual capital, and technology assets, facilitated by a
culture of change. It is indicated that the future of KM tends to focus on the study of the
impact on people in terms of value or knowledge value creation. Because of this, the positive
relationship between KM and value creation has been discussed extensively in the literature.
However, the majority of the studies on knowledge value creation have been widely
undertaken to highlight several case studies demonstrating success in developed countries,
whilst very few studies have been done in the cultural context of developing countries. These
studies in developing economies have identified several distinctive features, in particular
socio-cultural factors that have an important role and influence in KM practices. A call has
been made for further research to explore KM in different organisational and cultural
contexts in developing economies. Thailand is an example of a developing country where a
number of distinctive socio-cultural features have been identified. It therefore represents an

Interesting case to conduct a study on the influence of these cultural features on KM practices

within an organisational context.

The objective of this empirical study is to explore knowledge value creation practices in a
Thai organisation. The research adopts an interpretive stance and employs a case study
approach involving multiple data collection methods. It is based on the researcher’s personal
expertise and close involvement in the selected case study organisation for over a decade.
The study characterises Thai distinctive culture in terms of collectiveness, shyness,
conscientiousness, and seniority, and indicates that these distinctive socio-cultural features
critically influence (a) the social network ties and relationships between employees within
and across teams, (b) the resulting level of trust between employees, and (c) the ability to
share and create knowledge effectively in the organisational socio-cultural environment. The
study is limited to a Thai organisation, but can be generalised to other organisations that

exhibit similar characteristics. It provides interesting insights into the socio-cultural factors



affecting knowledge management adoption in a Thai organisation and a foundation to further

the research on the validation of the theoretical model that emerged from this empirical
study.



CHAPTER 1

Introduction

1.1 Introduction

A knowledge-based perspective of the organisation has emerged in the strategic management
literature (Alavi and Leidner, 2001; Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995). Organisational knowledge
is recognised as a key resource and a variety of perspectives suggest that the ability to
marshal and deploy knowledge dispersed across the organisation is an important source of
organisational advantage (Teece, 1998; Tsai and Ghoshal, 1998). Furthermore, it is widely
acknowledged that one of the key sustainable advantages that a firm can have comes from
what it collectively knows, how efficiently it uses what it knows, and how readily it acquires
and uses new knowledge (Davenport and Prusak, 1998). Traditional organisations are
beginning to comprehend that knowledge and its inter-organisational management, as well as
individual and organisational capability building, are becoming crucial factors for gaining
and sustaining competitive advantages (Preiss et al., 1996). The gaining popularity of
Knowledge Management (KM) has been reinforced by the quest for innovation and value
creation. The positive relationship between KM and value creation has been discussed
extensively in the literature (Chase, 1997; Despres and Chauvel, 1999; Gebert et al., 2003;
Liebowitz and Suen, 2000). Davenport et al. (1998) argue that value creation takes place and



is facilitated by (a) creating knowledge repositories, (b) improving knowledge access, (c)
enhancing cultural support for knowledge use, and (d) managing knowledge as an asset
(Davenport et al., 1998). In this context, KM is perceived as a framework for designing an
organisation’s goals, structures, and processes so that the organisation can use what it knows

to learn and create value for its customers and community (Choo, 1999).

The scope and definition of KM has evolved over the years. At present, it is perceived that

there are three generations of KM (Vorakulpipat and Rezgui, 2006a). The first generation
takes into account knowledge sharing or “supply-sidle KM” focusing on IT-driven KM
(Koenig, 2002; McElroy, 1999). The second generation emphasises knowledge creation or
“demand-side KM” (McElroy, 1999). The third generation tends to focus on the study of the
impact on people in terms of value or knowledge value creation (Vorakulpipat and Rezgui,
2006a). Value creation is grounded in the appropriate combination of human networks
(Wenger et al.,, 2002), social capital (Huysman and Wulf, 2006), intellectual capital

(Liebowitz and Suen, 2000), and technology assets (Alavi and Leidner, 2001), facilitated by
a culture of change (McAdam and Galloway, 2005).

It is widely acknowledged that KM has been a centre of economic change and present a high
and promising potential for developed economies (Davenport et al., 1998). This 1s in line

with several case studies demonstrating success in developed countries particularly western
countries and Japan (Table 1.1).



Table 1.1: Summary of field studies in knowledge management in developed economies

Fiedstdy [ " Summary
KM in Seven-Eleven Japan | The results present outstanding success of the company based on the |
Corporation (Nonaka et al., | capitalisation of market knowledge, striking a balance between supportive IT
1998) and human insight, and achievement of a multi-dynamic approach to knowledge

management. The company integrates several interlinked ‘ba’ and ART
systems.

KM practices in four The article proposed ten principles of KM, followed by case studied in_fo:.lr
American companies American companies. The results shows KM awareness emphasised within the
Davenport, 1997 organisations whilst some (though only few) problems are found.

Knowledge sharing in an
international organisation,
Buckman Laboratories

(Pan and Scarbrough,

The case study shows that management and leadership play a critical role in
establishing the multi-level context for the effective assimilation of knowledge
management practice in the organisation. A socio-technical perspective is
proposed for the implementation process of knowledge sharing.

Cultural barriers to sharing | Five summary factors to align knowledge sharing with the organisations are
knowledge in five derived from the field data: visible connection between sharing knowledge and
American companies practical business aspects, style of the organisation, link with core values,
(McDermott and O’Dell, human network, and support of people who already share ideas and insights.

The studies exhibit three most important barriers that inhibit KM: lack of time
allocated to share knowledge, lack of skills in KM and a lack of understanding
of the philosophy and the benefits of KM
The majority of organisations believed that identifying that knowledge existed
within the organisation, finding it, and leveraging it was problematic. Personal
inertia, lack of self-

discipline, motivation and staff turnover were indicated as barriers that inhibit
KM.

In terms of knowledge sharing and reward systems, the results show that Xerox
recommended creating a “Hall of Fame” for people who contribute to solving
real business problems and regularly share useful information. At Hewlett

Packard, contributors, including readers and anyone who posted a submission,

were rewarded with free airline miles. ExpertExchange.com used a point system
to reward employees.

The article demonstrates a case of KM in Xerox. The company has established
the Eurcka database for storing best practice knowledge. This is facilitated
through human networks and communities.
The results indicate that language differences can create knowledge blocks, and
cross-cultural differences can explain the direction of knowledge flows.

Studies of KM in Australia
(Zyngier et al., 2004)

KM survey in Europe
(Murray, 1998)

KM in Software
Engineering in Western
companies (Rus et al.,

2002)

Research on KM and value
networks (Allen, 2003)

Case study of knowledge

sharing in multi-cultural
setting in Japan and

Western countries (Ford
and Chan, 2003
Knowledge sharing

network in Toyota (Dyer
and Nobeoka, 2000)

The case study presents a strong knowledge sharing network in Toyota. Toyota
can successfully solve three fundamental dilemmas related to knowledge

sharing. Most importantly, production knowledge is viewed as the property of
the network.

Nevertheless, it is argued that KM has also become an important ingredient to sustain
competitiveness in developing countries (Wagner et al, 2003). Very few articles,

unfortunately, have reported KM implementations and strategies in developing countries
(Table 1.2).



Table 1.2: Summary of field studies in knowledge management in developing economies

 Fieldstudy | 0 Summary 000000000000
KM in China (Burrows et | KM in China is distinctive, constrained somewhat by technological limitations,
al., 2005) but influenced more significantly by psychological factors (such as cultural
values) among groups and social levels. The Chinese integrated the
technological, market-oriented processes used to manage knowledge in the U.S.
with the social elaboration of knowledge common in Japan, and tend to manage
knowledge more informally and personally than their American and Japanese
counterparts, potentially limiting technological innovation and business
performance. Internal opportunities for capturing and enriching organisational
learning are overlooked by most Chinese firms, especially state-owned ones.
Knowledge management and knowledge sharing were welcome ideas in the
Hong Kong government department. Informal and tacit knowledge sharing took
place but the Chinese culture remained as a barrier to knowledge sharing. As
this is a study of one department in one particular country, the findings may not
be sufficiently generalisable.
A collaborative environment for continuous learning and performance
improvement within the organisation is perceived as an important factor to
initiate KM. Wipro focused on four business drivers: collaborative work culture,
competitive responsiveness, shorter time to market, and capturing tacit
knowledge.
The information cultures of Taiwan pharmaceutical manufacturers are hostile
toward KM. In addition, manufacturers are daunted by concerns about the
financial investment required, and the compatibility and interoperability of such
systems. The findings could be explored in wider organisational contexts and in
different information cultures.
The organisations are aware of the importance of all the KM factors but fall
short of implementation. The implemented factors consist of business strategy,
organisational structure, and knowledge team. Knowledge audit and knowledge
map are perceived as important but are the least implemented factors. Future
research can be conducted on other important factors influencing KM
implementation such as leadership, organisational culture, measurement, and
technology in other industries.

Turkish SMEs do not like to share knowledge even within the company. The
managers are afraid of losing the control of knowledge. However, since they
close the information channels, they also prevent the incoming knowledge.
Future studies make a comparison in several developing countnes.

The research organisations generally perform well in their efforts in creating,
finding and collecting internal knowledge and best practices. However they are
weak in adapting and applying the practices to new situations. Moreover, a lot
of problems are found such as preference of manual ways of managing
documents, lack of trust among teams, lack of KM initiative, low funding, etc.

The limitation is that the findings will vary from one organisation to another
and their subjective interpretations.

Knowledge sharing in
Hong Kong’s public sector
(Yao et al., 2007)

KM initiative in Wipro, an
Indian software service
company (Chatzkel, 2004)

KM in Taiwan
pharmaceutical

manufacturers (Wang,
2006)

KM implementation in the
Malaysian
telecommunication
industry (Wei et al., 2006)

KM practices in Turkish
SMEs (Bozbura, 2007)

KM in sub-Saharan Africa
(Okunoye, 2002)

These studies in developing economies have identified several distinctive features, including
varying levels of expertise to adapt and adopt technologies, distinctive socio-cultural
features, and lack of availability of human and financial resources to nurture KM practices
(Okunoye, 2002). A call has been made for further research to explore KM in different
organisational and cultural (regional, national, and international) contexts in developing
economies. In defining a KM solution, as with any new organisational form, success relies

not merely on the introduction and adoption of Information and Communication Technology



(ICT), but also on critically analysing the underlying social and organisational aspects. It is

widely accepted that while technology plays an important role in the successful
implementation of KM initiatives (Koenig, 2002), a number of socio-cultural and

organisational factors have equally an important role and influence (Chaidaroon, 2004), 1n

particular in the cultural context of developing countries.

Thailand is an example of a developing country where a number of distinctive socio-cultural

features have been identified (Chaidaroon, 2004). It therefore represents an interesting case
to conduct a study on the influence of these cultural features on KM practices within an
organisational context. While KM practices in Thailand have only been recently reported in
the business and academic press, several private and public organisations have already
initiated ambitious KM programmes and initiatives (Vorakulpipat and Rezgui, 2006b). There
is an interesting trend in the region to promote a competitive economy through technology

and knowledge infused practices at a societal level. For example, the Ninth Malaysian Plan
(2006-2010) has as one of its objectives to raise the capacity for knowledge and innovation,

whereas the Ministry of Research and Technology (MRT) of Indonesia has identified ICT as

a priority field to add value to its industries.

1.2 Objectives

The overall aim of this study is to undertake a critical investigation of the influence of

distinctive socio-cultural features on knowledge value creation in a selected Thai

organisation. More specifically, the objective is to conduct a theoretical and empirical study

that intends to accomplish the following research objectives:

e To contribute to the body of knowledge in knowledge value creation by providing

insights into KM adoption practices in a Thai organisation.

e To provide critical analysis of the KM and related literature and understand barrners

to KM adoption and the factors that influence their use.

* To generate a theory of KM influence and a list of KM influence variables for

validation.

* To investigate the usefulness of grounded theory adoption to develop a theory of KM

influence emerged from the empirical data.



1.3 Terms Definition

The following is a definition of terms adapted in this research:

e Knowledge management: Any process of sharing, creating, acquiring, capturing,

adapting, using, and re-using knowledge.

e Knowledge sharing: Any process of sharing knowledge in a physical or virtual

context, within or across an organisation.

e Knowledge creation: Any process of creating or adapting knowledge in a physical or

virtual context, within or across an organisation.

e Value creation: Any process of creating value, as subjectively perceived by users,

out of existing knowledge practices across an organisation.

1.4 Research Questions

This research was undertaken to explore the influence of distinctive socio-cultural features on

knowledge value creation in Thailand. Therefore, the exploration of the KM practices is

based on people’s perception of value created in an organisation. As such, the following main

research questions which form the focus of this study are:

RQI1: Have employees from a selected Thai organisation adopted a culture of knowledge

sharing and creation across their organisation?

RQ2: What kind of perceived value is created out of existing knowledge practices across the

organisation?

RQ3: How perceived distinctive socio-cultural features influence, and are influenced by,

knowledge value creation practices in an organisational context?

Value here is not understood in monetary terms, but rather as subjectively perceived
desirable outcomes (such as willingness to share knowledge, social cohesion, motivation,
collaboration, etc.). To answer these questions, the research describes the empirical findings
derived from the grounded theory study of one specific organisation that implemented KM

supported by the use of IT, and then a theoretical framework is developed, conceptualising



the findings. The grounded theory is useful here as it allows a focus on contextual and

processual elements that are often omitted in Information Systems (IS) studies that rely on
variance models and cross-sectional data (Orlikowski, 1993). The believed outcome is a
general conceptualisation of the organisational knowledge value creation covering technical,

cultural, and organisational aspects in a Thai organisation that contributes to research

knowledge and informs IS practices.

1.5 Contributions to the Body of Knowledge

The study makes two main contributions. First, drawing on the rich data of a Thai
organisation, it generates a grounded understanding of the influence of socio-cultural features
on KM. The grounded theory allows the identification of patterns in data; by analysing these
patterns researchers can derive theory that is empirically valid (Glaser and Strauss, 1967,
Martin and Turner, 1986). This is because “the theory-building process is so intimately tied
with evidence that it is very likely that the resultant theory will be consistent with empirical
observation” (Eisenhardt, 1989). While it is likely believed that building theory from a
limited number of cases is susceptible to researchers’ preconceptions (Orlikowski, 1993),
Glaser and Strauss (1967) argue that the number of cases is not so crucial and a single case
can indicate a general conceptual category or property. The iterative comparison within the
site, methods, evidence, and literature leads to unfreeze thinking and the potential to generate
theory with less researcher bias than theory built from incremental studies (Eisenhardt,

1989). Second, the thesis proposes a model developed from the grounded analysis of

gathered primary data evidence from the case study, using social capital and related
literature.

The key audience for the study is the KM and interpretive IS research communities, with a

particular focus on IS adoption in developing countries. This thesis wishes to contribute to
the interpretive case study literature and that dealing with KM/IS adoption. Practitioners may
find it useful to take into account the findings reported in the study to implement and adopt

KM in their organisation, while researchers may want to further research across different

industries or international settings.



1.6 Scope and Limitation

The study is limited to a Thai organisation, but can be generalised to other organisations that
exhibit similar characteristics. Therefore, to identify the scope of generalisation of this study,

future research is suggested, and may use the same method across different industries or

different international settings.

1.7 Conceptual Framework

Figure 1.1 outlines the three main domains: knowledge domain (consisting of KM and IS),

research method domain (an interpretive case study), and research contribution domain.

Knowledge Management Domain
e Knowledge sharing

Information System Domain
e Information Technology
e Socialisation
e Organisation study
e Social Capital

¢ Knowledge creation
e Value creation

Interpretive Standpoint

e (Case study (with multiple sources of
data collection techniques)

Research Contribution

e A grounded understanding of the

influence of socio-cultural features
on KM

A model developed from the
grounded analysis of gathered

primary data evidence from the case
study

Figure 1.1: Conceptual framework

1.8 Organisation of the Thesis

This research is designed and structured to comprise eight discrete but consecutive chapters.

A brief summary of the content of these chapters is described as follows:



Chapter 1 introduces an overview of the study including objectives, terms definition, research

questions, contributions, scope and limitations, and conceptual framework.

Chapter 2 reviews previous research related to KM with a focus on recent value creation
trends of the KM discipline. The chapter spans a large spectrum of KM research ranging

from the “soft” (socio-organisational) to technical dimensions of KM, published in the

academic and trade literature.

Chapter 3 reviews previous research on other issues related to the research, including

technology and KM adoption in developing countries, distinctive features of Thai culture,
technology adoption and diffusion concept, and social capital theory.

Chapter 4 discusses the research methodology of the study. It begins by examining the IS
research approach adopted in the study: interpretive case study, followed by the techniques

for grounded theory, site selection, data collection, and data analysis. The approach towards

the evaluation of the research is also outlined.

Chapter 5 presents the results of the first empirical study by reviewing the KM practices in
Thailand. The survey technique used in this stage aims to explore the knowledge sharing
maturity and capability of Thai organisations and their readiness to embrace a knowledge
creation culture. The survey focuses on a number of organisations drawn from an established
taxonomy of organisations in Thailand using the stratified random sampling technique. The

outcomes of this stage are to help select case and data collection instruments at the second

stage.

Chapter 6 presents the results of the second empirical study and the empirical data from the

case study at a Thai organisation, BETA are highlighted to provide the perception about the
role and influence of a number of factors in addressing knowledge value creation in the

organisation. The site and context upon which the data gathering was based are also
described.

Chapter 7 discusses and examines the findings of the research. The social capital and related

theory is used to analyse the findings before generating a theory of KM influence and a

number of variables for validation.



Chapter 8 summarises the overall research, provides answers for the identified research

questions, justifies the contributions, evaluates the research using the criteria outlined in

Chapter 4, and offers recommendations for further research in the area.

Appendix A, B, and C are the questionnaires and interview guide used in the research.

1.9 Summary

This chapter presented an overview of the research, including objectives, terms definition,
research questions, contributions, scope and limitations, conceptual framework, and
organisations of the thesis. The chapter aims at giving the reader a holistic picture before

claborating on the research theme in the subsequent chapters. The literature review on KM

will be presented in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 2

Literature Review on Knowledge Management

2.1 Introduction

This chapter provides a review of knowledge management (KM) literature with a focus on

recent value creation trends of the KM discipline. The review spans a large spectrum of KM
research ranging from the “soft” (socio-organisational) to technical dimensions of KM,
published in the academic and trade literature. The chapter begins by introducing KM
categories and perspectives and then presenting a taxonomy of KM drawn from an
Information Systems (IS) research perspective. This is followed by a review of knowledge
management systems (KMS). The chapter then provides a summary of the three main
generations of KM (Koenig, 2002; McElroy, 1999; Snowden, 2002). A gap is then identified
in current KM evolution theories. This chapter adopts and extends McElroy’s (1999)
generations of KM by identifying a third generation: Value Creation. Therefore, the

following sections adopt McElroy’s (1999) KM generations model and present a review of
knowledge sharing and knowledge creation with a focus on IT and socialisation. A review of
the proposed “third generation KM” (value creation) is then presented. The final section

concludes the chapter and presents a summary of key findings from the review.

11



2.2 Knowledge Management Categories and Perspectives

In recent years, knowledge management (KM) has attracted considerable interest from the
academic community. A growing number of organisations have included KM into their
strategies and have as a result reported (a) business process efficiency improvements, (b)
better-organised communities, and (c) higher staff motivation (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 199)).
Knowledge, including knowing and reasons for knowing, has attracted considerable interest
from Western and Eastern philosophers (Wiig, 2000). However, knowledge related research

has suffered from a lack of integration with other theories. This was a determinant factor in

the gradual emergence of a KM perspective as an established discipline (Wiig, 2000).

KM is a broad and expanding topic (Scarbrough et al., 1999). In reviewing the theory and
literature of this field (Venters, 2001), it is necessary to commit to an identifiable epistemic
flavour of approach. Many such approaches to knowledge management are identified, and
have been categorized in various ways (Alavi and Leidner, 2001; Earl, 2001; McAdam and
McCreedy, 1999; Schultze, 1998). Schultze (1998) engages Burrell and Morgan’s (1979)
framework in order to identify a two-fold typology of knowledge within the debate about
KM: objectivist and subjectivist. An objectivist approach views knowledge as objects to be
discovered (Hedlund, 1994). In identifying the existence of knowledge in various forms and
locations, technology is employed in the codification of such knowledge objects (Hansen et
al., 1999). In contrast, a subjectivist approach suggests knowledge is inherently identified and
linked to human experience and the social practice of knowing, as seen for example in the
work of Tenkasi and Boland (1996) and Brown and Duguid (1998). In adopting such a

stance, it is contended that knowledge is continuously shaped by the social practice of

communities and institutions.

Alavi and Leidner (2001) note that knowledge may be viewed from five different
perspectives: (a) state of mind perspective emphasising knowing and understanding through
experience and study (Schubert et al., 1998); (b) object perspective defining knowledge as a
thing to be stored and manipulated and a process of simultaneously knowing and action
(Carlsson et al., 1996; McQueen, 1998; Zack, 1998); (c) process perspective focusing on the

application of exercise (Zack, 1998); (d) condition perspective emphasising a condition of

Information access (McQueen, 1998); and () capability perspective viewing knowledge as a

capability with the potential for influencing future action (Carlsson et al., 1996). Similarly,

12



these different views of knowledge lead to different perspectives of KM: (a) information
technology (IT) perspective focusing on the use of various technologies to acquire or store
knowledge resources (Borghoff and Pareschi, 1998); (b) socialisation perspective focusing
on understanding organisational nature (Becerra-Fernandez and Sabherwal, 2001; Gold et al,,
2001); and (c) information system (IS) perspective focusing on both IT and organisational
capability perspectives and emphasising the use of knowledge management systems (KMS)

(Schultze and Leidner, 2002; Tiwana, 2000). This latter perspective forms the focus of this
research.

2.3 Taxonomy of KM in Information Systems Research

Schultze and Leidner (2002) provide a taxonomy of published KM research based on a
theoretical framework developed by Deetz (1996). This framework is an adaptation of
Burrell and Morgan’s (1979) paradigms of social and organisational inquiry. Deetz’s

framework relates to the notions of subjectivity and objectivity in organisational science

discourses (Figure 2.1).

Dissensus

Dialogic Critical
Discourse Discourse

Unmask and critique
Reclaim conflict domination and

Local/Emergent communication Elite/A Prioni

Interpretive Normative
Discourse Discourse

Social and Technology solutions
organisational issues

Consensus

Figure 2.1: Deetz’s framework of discourses in organisational science

The framework is structured into four discourses: the normative, the interpretive, the critical
and the dialogic. The normative discourse is concerned with codification, normalisation and
the search for law-like relationships. As a result, the research findings could be both

generalisable and cumulative. The interpretive discourse emphasises the social and

13



organisational issues. Researchers are assumed to create a coherent, consensual, and unified

representation of the organisational reality. The critical discourse aims to expose and
challenge the theories. The dialogic discourse bears a number of similarities with the critical

discourse, but considers power and domination as situational factors, not owned by

individuals.

Most KM articles are classified in the normative discourse. These provide systems to

facilitate the storing and transferring of knowledge. Some articles are classified in the
Interpretive discourse and aim at coordinating collective action in systems of distributed
knowledge. Very few articles fall within the critical and dialogic discourses, as it is difficult
to identify related themes in Deetz’s dissensus discourse (Figure 2.1). As suggested by
Schultze and Leidner (2002): (a) the normative discourse is suitable for studying technology
solutions for KM, (b) the interpretive discourse is more adept at understanding the
implementation and organisational implication of KM initiatives and technology, (c) the
critical discourse is well suited to highlighting the social inequities underlying organisational

distinction, and (d) the dialogic discourse is best suited for the examination of contradictions
in KM.

The chapter adopts an interpretive stance as it aims to provide a holistic understanding and

Interpretation of organisational KM underpinned by the use of technology.

2.4 Knowledge Management Systems

Knowledge management systems (KMS) refer to a class of information systems applied to
managing organisational knowledge (Alavi and Leidner, 2001). That is, they are IT-based
systems developed to support and enhance the organisational processes of knowledge
sharing, transfer, retrieval, and creation. Many KM initiatives rely on IT as an important
enabler, and tend for some of them to overlook the socio-cultural aspects that underpin

knowledge management (Davenport and Prusak, 1998; Malhotra, 1999; O'Dell and Grayson,
1998).

The literature discussing applications of IT to organisational knowledge management
Initiatives reveals three common applications (Alavi and Leidner, 2001): (a) the coding and

sharing of best practices, (b) the creation of corporate knowledge directories, and (c) the
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creation of knowledge networks. One of the most common applications that falls under

category (a) is internal benchmarking with the aim of transferring and sharing internal best
practices (KPMG, 1998; O'Dell and Grayson, 1998).

While KMS tend to follow the normative trend, the interpretive approach is best reflected in
environments supporting the development of communities of practice (CoP) (Saint-Onge and
Wallace, 2002; Wenger et al., 2002). The success of these individually led initiatives has

gradually attracted interest from both the research community and corporate senior
management staff within and outside these organisations. They relate more generally to
groups of individuals within or across organisational boundaries that share a common
concern, a set of problems, or a passion about a topic, and who deepen their understanding
and knowledge of this area by interacting using face-to-face or virtual means (synchronous

and asynchronous) on a continuous basis (Wenger et al., 2002). The gaining popularity of

Communities of Practice has been reinforced by the quest for innovation and value creation

as it is widely recognised that these only happen when empowered individuals are well

connected using a variety of means and communication mediums both inside and outside the

organisation.

2.5 Generations of Knowledge Management

The scope and definition of KM has evolved over the years. At present, there are at least

three accounts of generations of KM (Firestone and McElroy, 2003):

o The first account is proposed by Koenig (2002). He argues that the first stage of KM

evolution focuses on IT-driven KM or knowledge sharing. The use of IT, iIn
particular Internet / Intranet, and tools for knowledge sharing and transfer can create
value-added to the enterprise. Moreover, this stage emphasises “best practices” and
“lessons learned”. On the other hand, the second stage focuses on socialisation
Issues, including human and cultural factors. This stage stresses the importance of
organisation learning applied from the work of Senge (1990), knowledge creation
adapted from the SECI model (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995), and Communities of
Practice (Wenger et al., 2002). This first account suggests that the next generation of

KM will focus on taxonomy development and content management.
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e The second account is proposed by Snowden (2002). The first stage of his theory
emphasises the sharing and transfer of information for decision support. The second

stage focuses on processes facilitating tacit/explicit knowledge conversion inspired
by the SECI model (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995). Snowden (2002) envisions the

next age of KM as: (a) knowledge viewed as a thing and a view; (b) centralisation of
context, narrative and content management; (c) an understanding of organisations as

engaged in sense-making; (d) and scientific management and mechanistic models.

o The third account is proposed by McElroy (1999). He identifies two generations of
KM. The first generation focuses on “supply-side KM” or knowledge sharing — It’s
all about capturing, codifying, and sharing valuable knowledge, and getting the right
information to the right people at the right time (McElroy, 1999); while his second
generation emphasises “demand-side KM” or knowledge creation. While this

definition of the evolution of KM has received a wider acceptance, Firestone and

McElroy (2003) argue that this perception of change relates more to the evolution of

knowledge processing than to knowledge management.

Firestone and McElroy (2003) argue that the first and second accounts have many
weaknesses and are not clear enough to theorize the proposed generations of KM. The
difficulties in Koenig’s account begin in that the first stage makes no reference to IT support
to develop “best practices” and “lessons learned”. Furthermore, in stage two, the theory does
not provide the connection between (a) CoP and the work of Senge, Nonaka / Takeuchi, and
(b) the connection between CoP and knowledge creation and innovation. Lastly, Firestone
and McElroy (2003) argue that taxonomy development and content management already
exist. Moreover, this is part of coordinating and sharing already existing knowledge. This
therefore represents an extension of the first stage, and should not form the basis of the
envisioned future stage. The difficulties of the second account (Snowden, 2002) are
contended by Firestone and McElroy (2003). The first stage, emphasising information

distribution to decision makers, is too narrow. It is similar to Business Process Re-
engineering (BPR), and ignores human factors facilitating knowledge sharing. The second
stage reveals the misunderstanding of knowledge conversion and knowledge creation.
Knowledge conversion in the SECI model is not defined as the whole knowledge creation. In

addition, this stage does not provide an impact on KM caused by knowledge conversion. The
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provided argumentation (Firestone and McElroy, 2003) raises some serious concerns about

Snowden’s second account of KM.

These three generations of KM are summarized in Table 2.1. Despite the difficulties in the
first and second accounts, all three accounts provide a level of similarity: the first generation
tends to focus on knowledge sharing, the second generation on knowledge creation.
However, the third generation remains unclear (Firestone and McElroy, 2003). This is a gap
that this chapter addresses and discusses in the following sections. The chapter adopts and
extends McElroy’s (1999) generations of KM by identifying a third generation: Value

Creation. The following sections provide a review of each of the three generations of KM.

Table 2.1: Generations of knowledge management

_ Koenig’s Account Snowden’s Account McElroy’s Account

e Distributing information to
decision support

1* generation o Appling IT to

knowledge sharing

e Best practices and
lesson learned

¢ Human and cultural
factors

e Organisational

learning and

knowledge creation

¢ Taxonomy
development and
content management

e “Supply-side KM” -
knowledge sharing

2" generation

Tacit/explicit knowledge e “Demand -side
conversion KM” - knowledge

creation

3'° generation
(future
generation)

Knowledge viewed as a N/A

thing and a view
e (Centralisation of context,

narrative and content

management

e Anunderstanding of
organisations as engaged in
sense-making

¢ Scientific management and
mechanistic models

2.6 Knowledge Sharing

Knowledge sharing can be considered as the first generation knowledge management and is
described as “supply-sidle KM” as people can acquire supplied knowledge through
knowledge sharing systems (Firestone and McElroy, 2003). Moreover, knowledge sharing is

not only defined as transmitting knowledge to target receivers, but also absorbing and being

used by people. It can be represented as an equation proposed by Davenport and Prusak
(1998):
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Knowledge sharing (transfer) = Transmission + Absorption (in use)

In terms of IT, knowledge sharing is defined as “IT-based KM” through the use of a number

of tools and technologies, including those described in section 3, which enhance productivity

and effectiveness (Koenig, 2002).

A shared knowledge space should be provided to exchange explicit knowledge in an

organisation (Alavi and Leidner, 2001). The space provided can be considered as either
“physical” or “virtual”. Although IT is supposed to enable sharing of only explicit knowledge
(Roberts, 2000), Bolisani and Scarso (1999) suggest that IT can also enable sharing of tacit

knowledge in the form of pictures, drafts, and other means by using adapted computer
applications. However, when the tacit knowledge shared is delivered, it still needs to be

decoded by the human operators (Bolisani and Scarso, 1999).

In terms of business competition, trading and sharing of knowledge have become
increasingly important and have forced organisations to create market spaces and places to

promote knowledge sharing related activities (Choo, 2003). Interaction or conversation

between people, for example, is often perceived as the simplest approach to transferring

knowledge within an organisation. Nevertheless, it may be inconvenient where cultural
barriers exist (Davenport and Prusak, 1998). It is argued that to align knowledge sharing with
organisation culture, designing and implementing KM to fit the culture can be more effective
than altering and changing the culture itself (McDermott and O’Dell, 2001). Moreover,
organisational culture is divided into two dimensions: the visible dimension — “thing”, and
the invisible dimension — “seen but unspoken” (McDermott and O’Dell, 2001). Organisations
should make sharing knowledge visibly important by, for example, making it directly part of
the business strategy, initiating it obliquely on to another key business, routinizing, matching

the organisation’s style and aligning reward (McDermott and O’Dell, 2001).

Tacit knowledge is defined as implicit and non-codifiable knowledge that is difficult to share
or that is learnt by experience, “learning by doing”, and apprenticeship. To succeed In
sharing tacit knowledge, it is necessary to share through know-how, the process of
demonstration, and through show-how, face-to-face contact between transmitter and receiver.

In other words, the transfer of know-how requires a process of show-how (Roberts, 2000).
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Despite the tendency to emphasise the role of IT in KM, there is an increase of powerful
arguments for a more holistic view which recognises the interplay between social and
technical factors (Pan and Scarbrough, 1998). Therefore, a socio-technical approach to
knowledge sharing is applied in many organisations. There is an example of a case study of

success in knowledge sharing using this approach at Buckman Laboratories (Pan and

Scarbrough, 1998). The knowledge architecture was first designed, and then a department

was set up with the major responsibility of knowledge transfer. Rules have then been created

for the information search system to reduce response time to customers, for example by
capturing knowledge into a re-usable form. This approach emphasises the interplay between
KMS and the organisational context. It is suggested that management and leadership play a

critical role in establishing the multi-level context for the effective assimilation of KM

practice (Pan and Scarbrough, 1998).

In human terms, motivation can encourage people to share knowledge. In this case, Osterloh
and Frey (2000) define two types of motivation in the firm: extrinsic and intrinsic motivation.
First, employees are extrinsically motivated if they satisfy their needs indirectly, especially
monetarily., For example, employees who mostly share knowledge win rewards. Second,
motivation is intrinsic if an activity is undertaken for one’s immediate need satisfaction. In
other words, employees have a self defined goal. Employees, for instance, share knowledge
in order to practice themselves or to satisfy the need for recognition in the firm. This is in
line with a case study of Lotus Development Corporation showing that people who ask
previously answered questions are likely to be told where the answer can be found and

advised in the future to check the database before asking such questions (McDermott and
O’Dell, 2001).

Trust among people can promote knowledge sharing and is important to the exchange of
knowledge, “without trust there is no knowledge sharing” (Lee, 2001; Roberts, 2000; Sveiby,
1999). Davenport and Prusak (1998) also highlight trust in knowledge sharing, noting that

the transfer of informal knowledge is endangered by a particular American sense of what is
and 1s not “real” work.

Knowledge sharing is a dynamic process or continuous learning, not a static process (Gilbert
and Cordey-Hayes, 1996). Therefore, Gilbert and Cordey-Hayes provide a process

framework of knowledge sharing. The aim of this conceptual framework is to track the
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ability of the organisation to achieve knowledge transfer by investigating the organisational

processes that might encourage or prohibit learning. The model leads to the development of a
set of routines of knowledge sharing that are reflected in the behaviour of members in

organisations. Further research on knowledge transfer in strategic alliances reveals that

knowledge variables such as tacitness, asset specificity, prior experience, complexity, partner
protectiveness, cultural distance, and organisational distance impact the process of

knowledge sharing, but establishing knowledge ambiguity can fully mediate the effects of
these variables (Simonin, 1999).

The term “ontology” is now used in the context of knowledge sharing. Gruber (1995) defines
ontology as “a formal, explicit specification of a shared conceptualisation,” and states the use

of formal ontology for specifying content-specific agreements for a variety of knowledge-

sharing activities.

An understanding of the concept of knowledge sharing is important because an
organisation’s achievement depends on its knowledge sharing strategy. Five major points
emerging from the review of knowledge sharing can be summarized as follows: (a) IT can
enable both explicit knowledge and, to a lesser extent, tacit knowledge sharing, (b) human

interaction is the simplest approach to sharing knowledge within an organisation, (¢) KM

strategies may be adapted to fit with organisational culture, (d) motivation — e.g. monetary

rewards, recognition, and praise — can persuade people to share knowledge, (e) trust is an

important factor in enabling knowledge sharing.

2.7 Knowledge Creation

Knowledge creation is an organisational, social, and collaborative dynamic process through

Interaction between tacit and explicit knowledge (Nonaka et al., 2000; Pentland, 1995). Four
modes of knowledge creation through the SECI model are proposed (Nonaka et al., 2000).

This contrasts with the traditional Western epistemology emphasising the static and non-
human nature of knowledge processes. This section presents different knowledge creation
models. The SECI model is first presented, and followed by four models adapted from or

related to the SECI model. A comparative analysis of these models is provided at the end of
this section.
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2.7.1 SECI Model

The SECI model (Nonaka et al., 2000) is the spiral, interaction process of knowledge
conversion between tacit and explicit knowledge. The knowledge conversion includes four
modes: socialisation, externalisation, combination, and internalisation. The socialisation
highlights the conversion of tacit to new tacit knowledge through shared experience (e.g.
apprenticeship). The externalisation mode focuses on the conversion of tacit knowledge to
explicit knowledge by creating concepts articulating tacit knowledge (e.g. metaphor, analogy

and model). The combination mode refers to the conversion of explicit knowledge to new

explicit knowledge that is more systematic. The internalisation mode refers to embodying

explicit knowledge into tacit knowledge through learning by doing.

It is required for organisations to establish place or space, “ba”, to create knowledge (Nonaka
and Konno, 1998). This is a requisite as knowledge cannot be created without context. “ba”
1s a shared place, including physical or virtual, for creating knowledge through human
interaction. Four types of ba within the SECI process are identified: originating ba,
dialoguing ba, systemizing ba, and exercising ba. Originating ba is a common place for
sharing experience through face-to-face interactions. Dialoguing ba is a place where mental
models and skills are articulated by common terms or concepts. Systemizing ba is a place of
collective and virtual interaction, where people can have activities through on-line networks

or any computer technologies. Exercising ba is the place for embodying explicit knowledge

through virtual interaction.

Knowledge assets are the inputs, outputs and moderating factors of the knowledge creating
process. They are divided into four types: (a) experiential knowledge assets, consisting of the
shared tacit knowledge built through organisational experiences; (b) conceptual knowledge
assets, consisting of explicit knowledge articulated through images, symbols and language;

(c) systemic knowledge assets, consisting of systemized and packaged; and (d) routine

knowledge assets, consisting of the tacit knowledge that is routinised and embedded in the
actions and practices.

To lead the knowledge creating process, top and middle managers are identified as the key

persons to work on the four elements of the process (Figure 2.2). They have to provide the
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knowledge vision, develop and promote sharing of knowledge assets, create and energize ba,

and continue the spiral of knowledge creation.

Tacit Explicit

Socialization Externalization
“Originating ba™ “Dialoguing ba”
Empathizing Articulating

Internalization Combination
“Exercising ba” “Systemizing ba”
Embodying Connecting

Tacit Explicit

Figure 2.2: SECI process and ba

2.7.2 Extended SECI Model

Uotila et al. (2005) designed an extended version of the SECI model to avoid the problem of
“the black hole of regional strategy making” that can occur due to the foresight process not
rooted deeply enough into already existing structures and competences of a region. Two new
knowledge conversion modes focusing on self-transcending knowledge (not yet embodied
tacit knowledge) and two new “bas” are added to the extension model, as shown in Figure
2.3. Two additional modes are identified: visualisation and potentialisation. The visualisation
mode 1s the conversion from self-transcending to tacit knowledge through visions, feelings,
mental model, etc. This mode takes place in “imagination ba”. Forecasts, scenarios and

expert-based statements can be made. However, in highly complex systems, forecasts are

difficult to handle in the long term. A combination of scenarios and expert-based statements
may be suitable. The potentialisation mode is the conversion from tacit to self-transcending
knowledge by sensing the future potentials and seeing what does not yet exist. The

potentialisation process takes place in “futurizing ba”. Scenarios and expert-based statements
may be used in futurizing ba.
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Combination

Tacit Explicit

Figure 2.3: Extended SECI model

2.7.3 7C Model

The “7C model” for understanding organisational knowledge creation is proposed by Oinas-
kukkonen (2004). The 7Cs (which consist of Connection, Concurrency, Comprehension,
Communication, Conceptualisation, Collaboration, and Collective intelligence) play a critical
role in the knowledge creation process. The 7C model is described as the dimension of
different contexts: technology, language, and organisational contexts (Lyytinen, 1987). In
the technology context, Internet “connection” can provide knowledge for several
“concurrent” users. In the language context, “comprehending” and *“communicating” are
introduced as the important factors when information is provided to users. In the
organisational context, knowledge “conceptualisation” can articulate knowledge through

interaction among people (“collaboration”). These six “C”s lead to a greater sense of

togetherness and “collective intelligence”.

The 7C model is not linear, but a multiple-cycle spiral process (Figure 2.4). Four key phases
or sub-processes driven within the knowledge creation exercise are proposed:
comprehension, communication, conceptualisation, and collaboration. Comprehension refers
to a process of surveying and interacting with the external environment and embodying
explicit knowledge into tacit knowledge by “learning by doing” (similar to internalisation in
the SECI model). Communication refers to a process of sharing experiences (similar to
socialisation in the SECI model). Conceptualisation refers to a collective reflection process

articulating tacit knowledge to form explicit concepts and systemizing the concepts into a
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knowledge system (similar to externalisation and combination in the SECI model).

Collaboration refers to a true team interaction process of using the produced

conceptualisations within teamwork and other organisational processes.
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Figure 2.4: 7C model

2.74 Combined Research Model

To compete in a dynamic global market, the need for tools and decision making technology
increases. Heinrichs and Lim (2005) propose the “combined research model”, combining

organisational decision models and competitive intelligence tools. Four factors of knowledge

creation and strategic use of information competence are identified:

o Pattern discovery: pattern discovery drives organisations to create new knowledge

from existing knowledge such as past decisions, past solutions, and diagnostic

evaluation of past rules and models.

e Strategy appraisal: appraising the impact of a strategy is necessary before deciding
to continue or develop new niches, and allows organisations to develop an historical

knowledge base regarding the success and failure of past strategic decisions.

Solution formulation: formulated solutions are key components affecting insight

generation competence and can gain higher confidence of knowledge workers.

Insight generation: Insight generation involves observing and interpreting charts,

graphs, tables, and other information to derive meaningful ideas, directions, and
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solutions for the organisation. Insights can provide guidance to innovative problem

solving and strategic decision-making.

2.7.5 Community-Based Model

From the models mentioned above, Lee and Cole (2003) proposed an alternative model of
knowledge creation, the “community-based model”. The latter exhibits substantial

differences with the SECI model: it does not concentrate on the individual or a firm while the
SECI model does. The community-based model focuses on knowledge creators who are
talented volunteers and interactions across organisational and geographical boundaries. In
other words, the created knowledge is owned by anyone who contributes it. Table 2.2

highlights the major differences between the firm-based and the community-based models of

knowledge creation.

Table 2.2: The comparison between the firm-based model and the community-based model
of knowledge creation

1. Intellectual Property Knowledge is private and Knowledge is public but can be
Ownership owned by the firm owned by members who
contribute it as long as they
share it.
Membership is open, so the
scale of the community is not
constrained.

2. Membership Restriction Membership is based on

selection, so the size of firm is
constrained by the number of

employees hired.
Members of the firm are

employees who receive salaries
in exchange for their work.

3. Authority and Incentives Members of the community are

volunteers who do not receive
salaries in exchange for their
work.

Across Organisational and boundary of the firm. boundary of the firm.

Geographical Boundaries.

5. Dominant Mode of Face-to-face interaction is the Technology-mediated

Communications dominant mode of interaction is the dominant
communication mode of communication.

2.8 Value Creation: The Third Generation Knowledge Management

The relationship between value creation and KM has been argued by several scholars (Chase,
1997; Despres and Chauvel, 1999; Gebert et al., 2003; Liebowitz and Suen, 2000; Rezgui,
2007b). Moreover, Despres and Chauvel (1999) suggest that knowledge can be described as

a source of value creation. Liebowitz and Suen (2000) include value creation into KM
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metrics for measuring intellectual capital. In terms of organisation processes, Gebert et al.

(2003) suggest that knowledge management processes have inherent value creation
capabilities. In addition, Lewendahl et al. (2001) propose a framework for the analysis of

value creation and knowledge creation in professional service firms (PSFs).

Value creation is gradually being established as the next generation of KM (Vorakulpipat and
Rezgui, 2006a; Vorakulpipat and Rezgui, 2007). Five major factors toward value creation
emerge from the literature: (a) human networks, (b) social capital, (c) intellectual capital (d)

technology assets, and (e) change processes.

2.8.1 Human Networks

Allen (2003) suggests that organisational learning should be dynamic and that intangible
assets and social prosperity are anticipated to create major impacts on KM. For example, the
concept of Community of Practice (CoP) (Wenger et al., 2002) is introduced as an effective

social activity to share tacit knowledge in Xerox. This had the effect of promoting human

networks and motivating people to share and create knowledge.

Intangible assets have the potential to create more value than tangible or physical assets.
Three factors of intangibles, consisting of human capital, external capital, and structure
capital, are expected to generate future benefits and create sustained organisational and

societal values (Allen, 2003; Blair and Wallman, 2001). These also include business

relationships, internal structure, human competence, social citizenship, environment health,

and corporate identity (Allen, 1999). Once created, intangible and tangible values are

included as a part of value networks for creating relationships between people, groups, or
organisations.

Human capital can improve value creation in several ways. For example, formal and informal
communication wusing face-to-face (including scheduled meetings) and virtual
(synchronous/asynchronous) means (e.g. telephone and e-mail) are perceived as effective to
promote knowledge sharing and creation. Whittaker, et al. (1994) show a preference for
informal communications (e.g. unscheduled meetings or any face-to-face interactions). Early
face-to-face meetings in team work tend to improve the team’s project definition (Ramesh

and Dennis, 2002), and to enhance the effectiveness of subsequent electronic
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communications (Powell and Dent-Micallef, 1999). Therefore, lack of human networks or
communication is identified as a problem that may lead to the ineffectiveness of teamwork

(Pynadath and Tambe, 2002) and will hinder any knowledge sharing and creation
perspective.

2.8.2 Social Capital

The concept of social capital has recently been researched in the context of KM (Cohen and

Prusak, 2001; Lesser and Prusak, 1999; Lesser, 2000; Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998). The idea
of social capital — physical capital, financial capital, and human capital — can be applied to
create value-added for firms. Because of its emphasis on collectivism and co-operation rather

than individualism, distributed community members will be more inclined to connect and use

electronic networks when they are motivated to share knowledge (Huysman and Wulf, 2006).

In terms of socio-technical design, KM tools to support social capital are aimed to bridge
various social communities. The tools may foster social capital by offering virtual spaces for
interaction, providing the context and history of interaction, and offering a motivational
clement (e.g. score) to encourage people to share knowledge with each other (Huysman and
Wulf, 2006). Tsai and Ghoshal’s research reveals an association between social capital and
firms’ value creation (Tsai and Ghoshal, 1998). This relationship is supported by related
research (Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998). Moreover, in terms of organisational structure, social
capital helps people develop trust, respect, and understanding of others, especially in the

context of a strong organisational bureaucratic culture. This contributes indirectly to value
creation.

2.8.3 Intellectual Capital

Intellectual capital (IC) has enjoyed a very rapid diffusion over recent years and is also a
growing area of interest in KM. It encompasses- organisational learning, innovation, skills,

competencies, expertise and capabilities (Rastogi, 2000). Liebowitz and Suen (2000) exhibit
that value creation is used as a KM metric for measuring intellectual capital. The value
creation metric includes training, R&D investment, employee satisfaction, relationships
development, etc. Nonaka et al. (2000) suggest that learning by doing can embody explicit
knowledge into tacit knowledge through Internalisation in the SECI process. Also, training

programmes can help trainees understand themselves, and reading documents or manuals can
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internalise the explicit knowledge written in such documents to enrich their tacit knowledge

base. Adapted training can foster cohesiveness, trust, teamwork, individual satisfaction, and
higher perceived decision quality, as highlighted in the literature (Tan et al., 2000; Van
Ryssen and Hayes Godar, 2000; Warkentin and Beranek, 1999). In addition, IPR and
confidentiality issues should not be overlooked as Denning (1999) suggests that external
knowledge sharing poses greater risks than internal sharing as they raise complex issues of

confidentiality, copyright, and in the case of the private sector, the protection of proprietary

assets. It is suggested that value creation can be driven by intellectual capital, and an

intellectual capital management system should be created to measure performance (Bontis et
al., 1999).

2.8.4 Technology Assets

Managing and enhancing the organisational processes of knowledge creation,
storage/retrieval, transfer, and application have relied on the wide use of Knowledge
Management Systems (KMS). This suggests that technology, including KMS, is an essential
ingredient to sustain value creation. Applications of IT to organisational knowledge
management initiatives has focused on three common applications (Alavi and Leidner,
2001): (a) the coding and sharing of best practices, (b) the creation of corporate knowledge
directories, and (c) the creation of knowledge networks. While KMS initiatives rely on IT as

an important enabler, they tend to overlook the socio-cultural aspects that underpin

knowledge management (Davenport and Prusak, 1998; Huysman and Wulf, 2006; Malhotra,
1999; O'Dell and Grayson, 1998).

Moreover, the future KM can be envisioned as (a) the emphasis on the design of KM
technology to fit organisational culture; (b) the ability to embed KM technology in natural
surroundings, and be able to retrieve knowledge whenever and wherever it is needed; and (c)
the simple and effortless use of technology to create interaction (VISION, 2003). Semantic

web, natural language processing, mobility, virtual collaborative workspaces are the

important facets for future KM (VISION, 2003). Next generation KM will also be impacted
and shaped by changes in IT and artificial intelligence development, and by the changes

expected in people-centric practices to support innovative works (Wiig, 1999).
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2.8.5 Change Processes

In this context, change management plays an increasingly important role in sustaining
“leading edge” competitiveness for organisations in times of rapid change and increased
competition (McAdam and Galloway, 2005). The future has only two predictable features —

‘change and resistance to change’ and the very survival of organisations will depend upon

their ability not only to adapt to, but also to master these challenges.

Organisational change can be divided into two issues: IT and human issues. In terms of
human issues, adapting organisational policies to motivate employees to share and create
knowledge by providing monetary reward or recognition is suggested, as confirmed by Rus,
Lindvall et al. (2002). On the other hand, technology adoption in organisations should not be
overlooked. Technology Adoption Model (TAM) (Davis, 1989) proposes that perceived
usefulness and perceived ease of use influence the use of information systems innovations
and that this effect is mediated through behavioural intentions to use. Christiansson (2003)
also agrees that study of the change process is necessary to create the requisite organisational
and societal values. A KM maturity roadmap is an important milestone to enable

organisations to assess the effectiveness of their KM implementations in the future.

2.9 Conclusions

This chapter has presented a discussion of KM, generations of KM (knowledge sharing and
knowledge creation, and value creation) based on a review and synthesis of a broad range of
relevant literature. The definition of KM has evolved over the years. The chapter defined
knowledge sharing as the past generation KM, knowledge creation as the current generation
KM, and value creation as the future generation KM. Value creation focuses on the
organisational and societal impact of knowledge management. Human network, social
capital, intellectual capital, technology assets, and change processes emerge as essential

conditions to enable value creation. Focusing on social capital, the chapter refers to collective

capabilities derived from social networks. The higher the level of social capital, the more
distributed communities are stimulated to connect and share knowledge (Huysman and Wulf,
2006). In terms of technology, members of communities will be more inclined to use adapted
KMS when they are motivated to share knowledge with others. KMS that embed social

awareness can play an important role in addressing these requirements, promote social
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capital in fragmented and distributed networks, and enable KM initiatives in an organisation.

However, the organisation’s ability to effectively use, acquire, share, apply and create

knowledge is more important and should not be overlooked.

KM has major implications in the learning capability of an organisation and its ability to
adapt to an ever changing and competitive environment. Therefore, migration from
knowledge sharing to knowledge creation and from knowledge creation to value creation is

necessary although it may be difficult to negotiate and achieve.
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CHAPTER 3

Literature Review on Related Research

3.1 Introduction

In the previous chapter, the overall concept of KM was discussed. This chapter builds upon

this to consider other issues which are related to the research. The chapter begins by
reviewing literature related to the selected context — developing countries and Thailand.
These include technology and knowledge management in developing countries and
distinctive features of Thai culture. Then, it reviews theories considered in the research
including change management, human computer interaction, diffusion of innovation,

technology adoption, and social capital. The conclusions of the chapter are drawn in the final
section.

3.2 Technology and Knowledge Management in Developing Countries

It has been highlighted that technology adaptations in developed countries occur
continuously in response to misalignments, gradually leading to a successful alignment
(Leonard-Barton, 1988). This is in contrast to developing countries which tend to rapidly
adopt technology created by developed countries, often, in an ad-hoc way (Archibugi and

Pietrobelli, 2003). Developed countries concentrate more than 84% of the world scientific
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and technological production (National Science Foundation, 2002). Developing countries
have only marginally increased their participation to this, which emphasises the scientific and
technological gap that exists with the developed world. Also, in several of the IT installations
that were created and adapted for organisations in developing countries, local (regional and
national) factors were not taken into account. This has resulted in outcomes that did not fit

the needs of the direct beneficiaries in the developing nations (Cyamukungu, 1996).

While the above is applicable to KM, the crucial issue might not relate only to technology

but also include other factors, such as cultural-based resistance. “...technology, designed and
produced in developed countries, is likely to be culturally-biased in favour of industrialised

socio-cultural systems, technology transferred to developing countries meets cultural
resistance” (Straub et al., 2001). Moreover, it is reported that there is a significant gap in the
understanding and maturity of KM between Asian developing companies and those in
developed countries. This can be explained by the fact that Western companies have had KM

strategies and initiatives in place for over a decade, while Asian developing companies are

still attempting to understand and apply KM concepts (Yao et al., 2007).

As reported in chapter 1, a small amount of KM research has been conducted in developing
countries (Bozbura, 2007; Burrows et al., 2005; Chatzkel, 2004; Okunoye, 2002; Wang,
2006; Wei et al., 2006; Yao et al., 2007). It is worth mentioning again here to detail and
clarify these previous studies. It is found that these studies in such countries have identified
several distinctive features as well as barriers to KM adoption. For instance, KM in China is
indicated as distinctive, constrained somewhat by technological limitations, but influenced
more significantly by psychological factors (such as cultural values) among groups and social
levels (Burrows et al., 2005). Also, another empirical study on KM in Hong Kong shows that
informal and tacit knowledge sharing took place but the Chinese culture remained as a barrier
to knowledge sharing (Yao et al., 2007). While a case study in an Indian software service
company suggests some distinctive, important factors to successfully initiate KM, such as
collaborative culture and capturing tacit knowledge rather than explicit knowledge (Chatzkel,
2004). A KM study in Taiwan raises some concerns about the financial investment required
and the compatibility and interoperability of such systems, which may result in hostile KM
culture (Wang, 2006). A case in Malaysia reports that the organisations are aware of the
importance of all the KM factors influencing KM implementation but fall short of
implementation (Wei et al., 2006). The results show that knowledge audit and knowledge
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map are perceived as important but are the least implemented factors. A case in Turkish

SMEs presents interesting and distinctive findings (Bozbura, 2007). Turkish SMEs do not
like to share knowledge even within the company, even managers who are afraid of losing

the control of knowledge. Moreover, since the information channels are closed, the managers

also prevent the incoming knowledge. Finally, the findings of a KM study in sub-Saharan

Africa shows several weaknesses in KM initiative in these developing economies, including

preference of manual ways of managing documents, lack of trust among teams, lack of KM

initiative, low funding, etc. (Okunoye, 2002). Clearly, the limitation of these studies is that

the findings will vary from one organisation to another, and the future research is suggested

to make a comparison in several developing countries.

3.3 Distinctive Features of Thai Culture

It is reported in Komin (1998) that Thai culture represents a subjugation-to-nature view

(Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck, 1961), one of three types of cultural worldview (mastery-over-
nature, harmony-with-nature, and subjugation-to-nature) based on the way each culture
conceived the relationship between man and nature. Therefore, Thai culture may value being
conscientious, humble, and prudent. As a result, they tend not to be quick in expressing their

communication behaviours, and may be even less expressive as they believe that there is

nothing they can do to escape from the natural laws so they would rather stay calm and
accept their fate (Chaidaroon, 2004).

On the other hand, the Americans énd most Westerners represent the mastery-over-nature
view and many East Asian cultures such as the Japanese, are based on the harmony-with-
nature (Komin, 1998). They value being assertive and, thus, direct and expressive style of
communication is deemed appropriate for U.S. culture. The harmony-with-nature and
subjugation-to-nature cultures may display similar communicative behaviours to each other
but based on different views. East Asian culture, which is based on the harmony-with-nature

view, may be less expressive than Western culture as people in the East Asian culture hope to

maintain the harmony among themselves and nature.

Chaidaroon (2004) proposes that there are three dialectical dimensions that distinguish Thai

culture and communication style from the Western (developed countries) counterparts

Including conscientiousness vs. ambition, receiver vs. sender orientation, and relationship vs.
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task orientation. Firstly, Thai culture seems to value conscientiousness while Western

cultures focus on ambition. That is, Thai people have developed the communication and
decision-making style that values conscientiousness as they do not have to struggle with time

and pressure to win over nature. This difference is because of the country’s geography. Thai
people have lived in a fertile land where the weather is mild all year (Fieg and Mortlock,
1989), while history in the West usually portrays the fight with nature. Secondly, Thai people
tend to place high value and responsibility in interactions in the process of receiving

messages (Knutson, 2003), as opposed to the Western way. According to (Knutson, 2003),
Thai silence is a positive sign of respect. Chaidaroon (2003) argues that Thai people, to gain
recognition from others, can sometimes strategically perform shyness or not speaking up.

Finally, (Komin, 1990) reports that Thai people placed more emphasis on social relationships

(collectivist culture) value than task achievements, as opposed to the Western way. Thai

people generally believe that their work will be accomplished smoothly if their good

relationship is maintained. In addition, Thai culture is more hierarchical than Western culture
(McCampbell et al., 1999). Thus, it may result that Thai culture is high in power distance
(Hofstede, 1994) and respect in seniority (McCampbell et al., 1999). Goodman (1991) also
argues that in Thai society, younger people must respect older people or those who are in a

higher social rank. Based on these results, conducting a case in Thailand is beneficial to

further studies in different developing countries and culture.

3.4 Change Management

Change management plays an increasingly important role in sustaining “leading edge”
competitiveness for organisations in times of rapid change and increased competition
(McAdam and Galloway, 2005). Therefore, it is probably that one of the major concermns

facing senior managers is that of effecting significant strategic change in their

organisations (Johnson, 1992). The constant need for change and the effective management
of such change poses probably the greatest challenge to organisations that they will ever have
to face (Goulding, 2007). In essence, change involves the way an organisation adapts to its
external environment; and encompasses the behavioural patterns of its employees the

representation of which is typically orchestrated through a standard business improvement
model (Figure 3.1).
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Figure 3.1: Change management — Business improvement model

There are several factors which prevent change taking place effectively (Goulding, 2007).

e Powerlessness prevents people in organisations developing the fresh, appropriate
responses needed in conditions of change and uncertainty. Powerlessness may include
resistance to change, complaining instead of giving support, competition within
organisations, lack of trust and openness, unwillingness to acknowledge development

needs, difficulty gaining commitment, tendency to abuse oneself to others, isolation

of leaders, and fear and feelings of personal inadequacy.

e Old style leadership discourages people from changing effectively because it does not

respect them or their true potential to contribute. In this style the leader typically

perceives that the way he/she sees things is right. Hence, he/she never admits
mistakes.

e Wanting to stick with what the leader “knows” prevents people to handle the new
situations they face with confidence and probably competence. If they can overcome

change, there will be tremendous potential for individual and organisational

development in the outer circle.
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Eccles (1994) suggests that a change champion affects the readiness for an organisation to

change. A change champion who is responsible for making change is a vital factor for
successful change. When an organisation is going through a change process, it needs
champions who possess a special mix of qualities that will push the change along smoothly.
It needs change champions who have the ability to overcome the resistance of others,
together with the skills to handle the mechanics of the change process. Change champions
might be managers, supervisors, consultants, technical specialists, project leaders, union

officials or any persons who have special attributes that give them some outstanding quality.

Many organisations find themselves in an almost constant state of change, as they strive to

respond to the pressures of the increasingly global, competitive environment in which they

exist. Rezgui et al.(2005) suggest drivers for change including:

e Strategic and commercial considerations such as the need to lower costs, improve
efficiency, introduce new products and services; such drivers will entail

organisational changes including implementing new ways of working, new

contractual models, supply chain partnerships, etc.

 Mergers and acquisitions which involve the bringing together, rationalisation and

harmonisation of two or more organisations

e The availability of new technologies

o Legislation

Despite the frequency of change, evidence shows that many change projects are unsuccessful
(Kotter, 1996). This can be explained by the fact that the many different facets of an
organisation are interrelated, so that change to any one aspect affects other aspects (Rezgui et
al., 2005). One of the main reasons organisations will experience knock-on effects for the
lack of success of change projects is the failure by management to take a strategic approach
to change management and to identify the full impact of changes so that these can all be
managed. However, another problem can be resistance to change amongst employees in the
organisation. At the individual level, organisational change raises concerns e.g. about
security, status, skills and job content, and therefore a key element of any change
management programme must be an effective communication strategy to provide information

about the rationale, process and consequences of the change and, where possible, to allay
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employees’ concerns. Resistance to change is most likely when change is imposed on
individuals. In this situation, individuals frequently perceive neither the need nor desirability
for the proposed change. This means that they have little or no motivation to invest in
learning the required new skills or to change their established ways of operating. In such
circumstances the change is unlikely to generate the positive benefits sought by those driving

the changes — unless or until at least some of those who will be affected are in favour of the

change.

3.5 Human Computer Interaction

The research involves Human Computer Interaction (HCI) issues related to KM adoption and
diffusion. Initial work on HCI has adopted a “human factors” approach where individuals are
reduced to being another system component with certain characteristics (such as limited
attention span, faulty memory, etc.) that need to be factored into the design equation for the
overall human-machine system (Bannon, 1991; Kuutti, 1995). The HCI community has then
realised that this form of analysis of the human in his interaction with a system de-
emphasises important issues in work design, including individual motivation, membership in
a team or community of users, and the importance of the setting in determining human action
(Bannon, 1991). HCI has evolved over the years by viewing the user more complexly, as a
human in a social system in which the computer plays an increasingly important role (Karat
and Karat, 2003). The need for a multi-disciplinary approach has been acknowledged to
provide better “contextuality”, involving the users and their constructive relation with
“systems” (Karat and Karat, 2003; Kuutti, 1995). Moreover, HCI necessitates the
development of a general systems model so as to place the work in a wider context (Diaper
and Sanger, 2006). The research extends and contributes to HCI research by adopting a
holistic perspective where human, organisational, and technical issues are given equal
consideration, to provide better contextuality and insight into factors influencing KM
adoption. Also, while most related research is conducted in developed countries, the propose

research considers HCI in the context of a developing country, Thailand. An overview of the

areas of interest to the research is given below.
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3.6 Diffusion of Innovation

A number of studies have been reported in the literature describing various theories and
models related to the diffusion of innovation in knowledge management and information
technology into the organisation (Rezgui, 2007a; Xu and Quaddus, 2005). According to the
theory of diffusion of innovation (Rogers, 1995), innovation is an idea, practice, or object
that is perceived as new by an individual or other unit of adoption, whereas diffusion is
defined as the process by which an innovation is communicated through certain channels
over time among the members of a social system (Rogers, 1995). Four elements extracted

from the definition, are essential to the diffusion of innovation process, including:

e Innovation — an idea, practices, or objects that is perceived as new by an individual

or other unit of adoption.

o Communication channels — the means by which messages get from one individual

to another.

e Time — the three time factors are (a) innovation/decision process, (b) relative time

with which an innovation is adopted by an individual or group, and (c) the

innovation's rate of adoption.

e Social system — a set of interrelated units that are engaged in joint problem solving to

accomplish a common goal.

However, given that decisions are not authoritative or collective, each member of the social

system faces his/her own innovation-decision which Rogers suggests may follow a five stage
model;

Knowledge — when people become aware of an innovation and learning about the

existence and function of the innovation

Persuasion — when people form a favourable or unfavourable attribute towards the
value of the innovation

Decision ~ when people are involved in activities that lead to a choice to adopt or
reject the innovation

Implementation — when people put the innovation to use
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o Confirmation — when people evaluate the results of the ultimate acceptance or

rejection of the innovation

Rogers differentiates the diffusion process from the adoption process in that the diffusion

process occurs within society, as a group process; whereas, the adoption process pertains to
an individual. Rogers defines the adoption process as the mental process through which an

individual passes from first hearing about an innovation to final adoption. Rogers breaks the

adoption process down into five stages. These include:

e Awareness — the individual is exposed to the innovation but lacks complete

information about it.

e Interest — the individual becomes interested in the new idea and seeks additional

information about it.

o Evaluation - the individual mentally applies the innovation to his present and

anticipated future situation, and then decides whether or not to try it.

o Trial —the individual makes full use of the innovation.

o Adoption - the individual decides to continue the full use of the innovation.

As Rogers points out, an innovation may be rejected during any stage of the adoption
process. Rogers defines rejection as a decision not to adopt an innovation. Rejection is not to
be confused from discontinuance. Discontinuance is a rejection that occurs after adoption of

the innovation. Rogers summarises many of the significant research findings on

discontinuance. Much discontinuance occurs over a relatively short time period and little

discontinuance is caused by supersedence of a superior innovation replacing a previously
adopted idea.

It 1s used to be assumed that mass media channels had direct, immediate, and powerful
effects on the mass audience, but the theory argues that, since opinion leaders directly affect
the tipping of an innovation, a powerful way for change agents to affect the diffusion of an
innovation is to affect opinion leader attitudes. Critics of the diffusion of innovation theory
have suggested that it is an overly simplified representation of a complex reality. There seem
to be many innovations that are perceived as valuable for the masses, nevertheless the

diffusion has been resisted, as in the case of locking certain technologies in place. Successful
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efforts to diffuse an innovation in the organisation depend on characteristics of the situation
(Rogers, 1995).

Similarly, diffusion of KM tools such as KMS depends on a number of factors (Xu and
Quaddus, 2005). Among them perceptions of KMS, including perceived usefulness/benefits,
perceived user-friendliness, perceived voluntary use and subject norms are significant
factors. The diffusion of KMS does not follow the popular bandwagon-effect of other
technology diffusion. The idea of KMS is judiciously conceived, and specific individual,
organisational, management, KMS characteristics, and task-complexity factors play

significant roles in affecting the usefulness of KMS and ultimately its diffusion.

3.7 Technology Adoption

While diffusion of innovation theory (Rogers, 1995) describes transition processes and
mechanisms through Rogers’s stage model of innovations in organisations (Rogers, 1995),
the theory does not define causality among factors to predict successful transition of a
technology (Rezgui, 2007a). That is, the theory has a number of the caveats that may

influence innovation adoption rates. For example, people often adapt technology to their own

needs, thus the innovation seems to actually change in nature from the early adopters to the
majority of users.

User acceptance is often the pivotal factor determining the success of failure of an IS project
(Davis, 1989). There is a study that suggests a different way to ensure the success of
technology acceptance. Davis (1989) introduces the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM),
which is one of the most widely applied theoretical models in the IS field (Lee et al., 2003).

TAM 1s defined as an information systems theory that models how users come to accept or

reject information technology and how wuser acceptance is influenced by system
characteristics. The model argues that end-user acceptance and use of information systems
Innovations is influenced by their beliefs regarding the technology. In particular, it proposes
that perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use critically influence the use of information
systems innovations, identified as important user acceptance criteria by previous research

(Davis, 1989). It also suggests that this effect is mediated through behavioural intentions to
use (Davis, 1989), shown in Figure 3.2.

40



Perceived
usefulness
Perceived
ease of use

External Cognitive Affective Behavioral
stimulus response response response

Attitude Actual

toward using system use

Figure 3.2: Technology acceptance model

The model highlights the critical role of extrinsic motivation and, in particular, expectations

of task-related performance gains in end-users’ adoption and use of IS innovations (Davis,

1989). Attitude toward using is a function of two beliefs: perceived usefulness and perceived
ease of use. Perceived usefulness is defined as “the degree to which an individual believes
that using a particular system would enhance his or her job performance.” Perceived
usefulness is defined as “the degree to which an individual believes that using a particular
system would be free of physical and mental effort.” Hence, perceived ease of use has a
causal effect on perceived usefulness. System design features directly influence perceived
usefulness and perceived ease of use. System design features have an indirect effect on

attitude toward using and actual stage behaviour through their direct effect on perceived

usefulness and perceived ease of use.

TAM may serve as a foundation for research of KMS user acceptance (Money and Turmer,
2004). Relationships among primary TAM constructs are in substantive agreement with those
characteristic of previous TAM research, while significant positive relationships between
perceived usefulness, ease of use, and system usage are consistent with previous TAM

research (Money and Turner, 2004). It is suggested that the considerable body of previous
TAM related information technology research may be usefully applied to the KM domain

where interdependent social processes that require knowledge creation, storage and retrieval,

transfer, and application are required for effective organisational functioning (Money and
Turner, 2005).
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Ericsson and Avdic (2003) introduce another KMS acceptance model, namely Requirement

of Acceptance Model (RAM). It argues that acceptance of KMS is dependent on perceived
relevance, systems accessibility, and management support. Further, it argues that
implementation of systems is largely a process of acceptance where the requirements of
acceptance are attained. Finally, it argues that to achieve the requirements of acceptance,
implementation should be iterative and cooperative between users and developers by

continually developing, implementing, and testing prototypes.

Technology acceptance models can be applied to the technical issues of KM, as above.
However, this model — with its original emphasis on the design of system characteristics —
does not account for social influence in the adoption and utilisation of new information
systems (Davis, 1989). Furthermore, It has been reported that when the models are applied to

collaborative systems, it is often observed that the belief structures (perceived ease of use and
perceived usefulness) are not stable, and that the influence of these belief structures act in

combination with the effect of social influences to determine the use of the system (Easley et
al., 2003).

It is recommended to further research on technology acceptance, and further research may
consider the role of additional variables within TAM (Davis, 1989). Venkatesh and Davis
(2000) propose TAM2, an extension of TAM, incorporating additional theoretical constructs

spanning social influence process (subjective norm, voluntariness, and image) and cognitive
instrumental processes (job relevance, output quality, result, demonstrability, and perceived

ease of use). The study suggests that both social influence process and cognitive instrumental

process significantly influence user acceptance.

An appropriate technological choice and effective management strategy are critical success

1ssues in technology adoption and its models have promise as a practical tool for user
acceptance testing. Given the large investment at sake when developing new systems, it 1s
desirable to forecast user acceptance as early as possible in the design process (Davis, 1989).
Similarly, once the technology is adopted, it needs to be deployed in the organisation as
quickly as possible in order to gain benefits before it is obsolete. However, technologies are
implemented within a social context, which includes different variables such as economic,
political, cultural, and behavioural, which are unique for each society (Stoneman and

Kiederen, 1994). Taking into account only the physical variables of the adopted technology,
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without considering other socially related issues, may not satisfy the requirements of the

organisation, which may have negative effects on the success of technology adoption and

increase the risks of failure for subsequent deployment (Harris and Davison, 1999).

3.8 Social Capital

While TAM is a notion of technology adoption, social capital is applied as a core concept in

business, economics, organisational behaviour, political science, and sociology, defined as
the advantages created by a person’s location in a structure of relationships (Burt, 2005). The
term “social capital” initially appeared in community studies, highlighting the central
importance — for the survival and functioning of city neighbourhoods — of the networks of
strong, crosscutting personal relationships developed over time that provide the basis for

trust, cooperation, and collective action in such communities (Jacobs, 1965). Also, as

reported in Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998), social capital is defined as the sum of the actual
and potential resources embedded within, available through, and derived from the network of
relationships possessed by an individual or social unit. It thus comprises both the network

and the assets that may be mobilised through that network (Bourdieu, 1985; Burt, 1992).

Social capital resides in relationships, and relationships are created through exchange
(Bourdieu, 1985). The pattern of linkages and the relationships built through them are the
foundation for social capital. Therefore, social capital can be created and sustained through
exchange and in which, in turn, social capital facilitates exchange. For example, where
parties trust each other, they are more willing to engage in cooperative activity through
which further trust may be generated (Fukuyama, 1995; Putnam, 1993; Tyler and Kramer,
1996). In social systems, exchange is the precursor to resource combination. Thus, social

capital influences combination indirectly through exchange (Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998).

Social capital has many different attributes (Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998), and Putnam
(1995) has argued that a high research priority is to clarify the dimensions of social capital.
Focusing on the role of social capital in creating and sharing knowledge as well as

intellectual capital, Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998) suggest that social capital should be

considered and analysed in terms of three clusters including:
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e Structural dimension - refers to the overall pattern of connections between actors —

that 1s, who you reach and how you reach them (Burt, 1992). It concemns the
properties of the social system and of the network of relations as a whole. The term

describes the impersonal configuration of linkages between people or units.

 Relational dimension — refers to the kind of personal relationships people have
developed with each other through a history of interactions (Granovetter, 1992). This

concept focuses on the particular relations people have, such as shared trust, respect,

friendship, norms, obligations, and identification, that influence their behaviour. It is
through these ongoing personal relationships that people fulfil such social motives as
sociability, approval, and prestige.

o Cognitive dimension — refers to resources providing shared representation,
Interpretations systems of meaning among parties (Cicourel, 1973), whereas Hazleton
and Kennan (2000) adapts cognitive dimension to the new content dimension defined

as the ability to access and use social capital through exchanging knowledge,

information, identify problems and solutions, and manage conflict.

Adler and Kwon (2002) also introduce another three-dimensional framework, in which they

use the classification of opportunity, motivation, and ability, the similarity with Nahapiet and

Ghoshal’s classification. The two classifications are brought in line with each other
(Huysman and Wulf, 2006).

The concept of social capital has lately been adopted within the discipline of KM in terms of
human, organisational, and technical issues (Adler and Kwon, 2002; Cohen and Prusak,
2001; Huysman and Wulf, 2006; Lesser, 2000; Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998), and is often
approached as consisting of the three dimensions above (Huysman and Wulf, 2006). A focus
on social capital in relation to knowledge sharing shifts the attention from individuals sharing
knowledge to communities as knowledge sharing entities (Huysman and Wulf, 2006). In

communities, people not only invest in their own learning but also in the learning of others
(Huysman and Wulf, 2006). Therefore, shared practice, the driving forces within

communities and the key conditions that help communities stay active are mutual trust, a

sense of mutuality and recognition by peers (Lesser, 2000); in other words ,a high degree of
social capital.
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Emphasising social capital as the key ingredient to KM also relaxes the managerial and

technological bias. Technology for KM will likely be more in line with people’s opportunity,
motivation, and ability to share and create knowledge. People will be more inclined to use
KM tools (such as KMS or groupware) when they are motivated to share knowledge with

others, they are able to share knowledge, and they have the opportunity to share knowledge
(Wasko and Faraj, 2005).

To promote knowledge-friendly practices, social capital is perceived as an extension of
human capital (Huysman and Wulf, 2006), resulting in perceived knowledge values
consisting of the development of trust, social cohesion and motivation within the
organisation (Vorakulpipat and Rezgui, 2006a). Clearly, it is important to acknowledge
social capital when investing in KM and recognise that the higher the level of social capital,

the more (distributed) communities are stimulated to connect and share knowledge
(Huysman and Wulf, 2006).

3.9 Knowledge Management Capability and Maturity Model

Currently KM is in search of continuous process improvement mechanisms, in order to
improve business process. Likewise software development has been in search of process
improvement frameworks in the past decade. The Capability Maturity Model (CMM),

developed by the Carnegie Mellon University, is one of the most widely adopted process

improvement initiatives, within the software industry.

CMM is intended to be used as a guideline to help software organisations improve the
maturity of their software process (Paulk et al., 1995). CMM comprises five levels of
software process maturity, prioritizing improvement actions for increasing software process
maturity. The five levels include: (1) initial level for a “chaotic” software organisation, (2)
repeatable level for an organisation establishing basic project management processes, (3)
defined level for an organisation in which the software process is more documented,
standardised, and integrated, (4) managed level for an organisation in which the software
process and products are quantitatively understood and controlled using detailed measures,

and (5) optimizing level for an organisation which improves the process continuously (Figure
3.3).
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Level 1: Initial

Figure 3.3: The capability maturity model: Five levels

The internal structure of CMM consists of maturity level, key process area, and maturty
question. Each CMM level, except level 1, is decomposed into several key process areas that
an organisation should focus on to improve their process, and key process areas identify the
issues that must be addressed to achieve a maturity level. Each key process area is composed
of several key practices that contribute to achieving its goals. Maturity questions are

presented as a key indicator to initiate the investigation of an organisation’s software
capability.

A narrative synthesis approach is used to synthesise criteria to achieve each maturity level in
the research as this approach is particularly suitable when data collected from literature and
empirical studies are in both quantitative and qualitative forms (Cassell and Symon, 1994).
The maturity level consists of a number of key process areas mentioned above. Each key
process area is composed of several key practices that contribute to achieving its goals.
Maturity questions are presented as a key indicator to initiate the investigation of an

organisation’s knowledge creation capability. Each key process area is likely to be rated as

not satisfied (fail) or satisfied (pass) in a validation template. All key process areas in a

maturity level must be satisfied in order to move up to a higher level.
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Many of the basic process improvement concepts in CMM appear generic and could

potentially be applied in other industries (Sarshar et al., 1999). Therefore, it is probable that
CMM could be applied in KM. Several articles (Choy et al., 2006; Davenport and Prusak,
1998; Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995; Tiwana, 2000; Yeh et al., 2006; Zack, 1998) have

reported KM implementations and measurements for an organisation. However, no studied
have provided a framework for assessment of KM process, and validation of KM maturity
and capability. A call has been made for further research to comprehensively propose a
framework for measuring KM capability and maturity, in particular knowledge sharing,

knowledge creation, and value creation. In addition, the further research needs to investigate

whether the CMM framework and concepts can be reused in KM.

3.10 Conclusions

This chapter presented a review of literature related to the study, including technology and
knowledge management in developing countries, distinctive features of Thai culture, change
management, human computer interaction, diffusion of innovation, technology adoption, and
social capital. The main objective of this chapter was to establish a theoretical background
and to gain the necessary knowledge of the research topic to undertake the proposed study in

a systematic manner. This chapter is also necessary as it helps the researcher to review and

consider a number of theories related to the research before choosing the particular one to

further the discussion (detailed in the discussion chapter).

The next chapter introduces the research methodology for the fieldwork, theory development

in the thesis, and the evaluation of the research.
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CHAPTER 4
Research Methodology

4.1 Introduction

This chapter is concerned with the approach to this research. It is divided into two main parts
— one focusing upon the philosophical paradigm and the other, methodology and design. It
presents an overview of the research methodology as well as the data gathering instruments
employed in the study and their advantages and disadvantages. It provides a general
overview of the stages of the study and discusses the sampling procedure and the data

analysis process employed at each stage. Finally, there is a discussion of the evaluation of the
research.

4.2 Philosophical Paradigm

All research is based on some underlying assumptions about what constitutes valid research
and which research methods are appropriate (Myers, 1997). The conduct of IS research
Involves three possible philosophical stances based on the underlying research epistemology:

positivist, interpretive, and critical paradigm (Oates, 2005; Orlikowski and Baroudi, 1991). It
1s worth noting the following:
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4.2.1 Positivist Paradigm

Positivist paradigm focuses on objectivity, measurement and repeatability. It is premised on
the existence of a priori fixed relationships within phenomena which are typically
investigated with structured instrumentation (Orlikowski and Baroudi, 1991). It is noted that
much of IS research reflects positivistic orientation (Orlikowski and Baroudi, 1991).
Assumptions and hypotheses are developed and can be “verified” or “falsified”. This enables

replication of the study to different subjects, and the drawing of inferences and comparison.

Positivism is fundamentally concerned with the view that true knowledge is scientific, in the

sense of describing the coexistence and succession of observable phenomena (Bullock et al.,
1988). It underlies what is called “the scientific method”, the approach to research in the
natural sciences, while it is not always suited to studying the social world, especially in IS

research (Oates, 2005). The characteristics of the positivist paradigm are the following
(Oates, 2005):

¢ The world exists independently of humans: There is a physical and social world

that exists “out there”, not just in minds, to be studied, captured and measured (e.g.

the law of gravity).

e Measurement and modelling: The researcher discovers this world by making

observations and measurements and producing models (hypotheses, theories) of how
1t works.

* Objectivity: The researcher is neutral and objective, an impartial observer. Facts

about the world can be discovered independently of the researcher’s personal values
and beliefs.

* Hypothesis testing: Research is based on the empirical testing of theories and

hypotheses, leading to confirmation or refutation of them.

Quantitative data analysis: There is often a strong preference for mathematical

modelling and proofs, and statistical analysis. The use of mathematics provides a

logical, objective means of analysing observations and results.
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o Universal laws: Research looks for generalisations that can be shown to be true

regardless of the researcher and the occasion.

4.2.2 Interpretive Paradigm

As the positivist paradigm was developed for studying the natural world and is less suited to

studying the social world, researchers have developed an alternative research paradigm called
the interpretive paradigm. The interpretive approach assumes that researchers understand and

interpret from their own frame of reference as they interact with the world around them

(Orlikowski and Baroudi, 1991). Opposite to the positivist approach, the reality is socially

constructed rather than objectively determined.

Interpretive studies do not prove or disprove a hypothesis or theory, but try to identify,
explore, and explain how all the factors in a particular social setting are related and
interdependent. They also look at how the people perceive their world (individually or in
groups) and try to understand phenomena through the meanings and values that the people
assign to them. In IS research, the aim is to produce a rich understanding of the context of the

information system, and the process whereby the information system influences and is
influenced by the context (Walsham, 1993). It tends to create an organised discovery of how

human agents make sense of their perceived worlds, and how those perceptions change over

time and differ from one person or group to another (Checkland and Holwell, 1998). The

characteristics of the interpretive paradigm are the following (Oates, 2005):

* Multiple subjective realities: There is no single version of the truth. What

researchers take to be real or knowledge is a construction of their minds, either

individually or in a group. Different groups or cultures perceive the world differently.

* Dynamic, socially constructed meaning: Whatever reality is, for an individual or a
group, it can only be accessed and transmitted to others through yet more social

constructions such as language and shared meanings and understanding. These differ

across groups and over time.
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o Researcher reflexivity: Researchers are not neutral. Their own assumptions, beliefs,

values and actions will inevitably shape the research process and affect the situation.

e Study of people in their natural social settings: Research is aimed at understanding

people in their world, not in the artificial world of a laboratory as in most

experiments.

 Qualitative data analysis: There is often a strong preference for generating and

analysing qualitative data. However, some researchers can also use quantitative data

collection like surveys in an interpretive way.

e Multiple interpretations: Researchers expect that they will not arrive at one fixed
explanation of what occurs in their study. Instead they will offer more than one

explanation, and discuss which, if any, seems the stronger because there is more

evidence for it.

4.2.3 Ciritical Paradigm

The critical approach focuses on identifying and challenging assumptions behind ordinary
ways of perceiving, conceiving, and acting, recognising the influence of history, culture, and

social position on beliefs and actions, imaging and exploring extraordinary alternatives, and
being appropriately sceptical about any knowledge or solution that claims to be the only truth
or alternative (Alvesson and Deetz, 2000). Interpretation and understanding are not enough,

thus critical researchers seek to identify power relation conflicts and contradictions, and
empowering people to eliminate them as sources of alienation and domination (Oates, 2005).

As opposed to interpretivists, critical researchers tend to dominate their experiences and

ways of authority and analyse the patterns of power and control that regulate and legitimise
particular ways of seeing their world (Oates, 2005).

4.3 Research Approach

It was found that over 20 years ago, 97% of IS research articles used a positivist approach

(Orlikowski and Baroudi, 1991). However, since then there has been growing interest in a

range of non-positivist (including interpretive) approaches (Mingers, 2001). Mingers (2001)
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confirms that this has appeared in the editorial policy of some of the main IS journals,

notably MISQ (Lee, 1999; Walsham, 1995a) and a literature survey (Nandhakumar and

Jones, 1997) found that an interpretive methodology is increasingly broadly used.

This research aims to investigate people’s perception of knowledge value creation in a
particular Thai organisation. The researcher thus needs to gain an in-depth knowledge of KM
developed in the particular location, and the point of view of human perception concerning

the success factors to sustain organisational value creation. Thus, an interpretive approach is
selected to take into account the research questions. This research needs the study of people
in their natural social setting and the researcher reflexivity. The researcher worked for the
unique IT research organisation in Thailand for over decade and took part in many projects.
He has had many experiences in the selected organisation; indeed he already knew the
organisational culture, people behaviour, and how to handle any problem and improve the
process of knowledge management. It is unnecessary to prove or disprove a hypothesis, but
the researcher uses his experiences to examine and investigate a phenomenon of KM in a

Thai context. As a result, interpretive research is chosen instead of positivist and critical

research.

Interpretive field studies that collect such data can be broadly classified as “interpretive case
studies” (Walsham, 1995b). In this research, an interpretive case study aims to understand
human thought and action in social and organisational contexts and to produce deep insights
into IS phenomena (Klein and Myers, 1999). There is an increasing work in the IS literature
based on this approach, interpretive case study (Orlikowski, 1991; Walsham and Sahay,
1999). However, there are significant differences of methodology and theory under the broad

Interpretive case studies. The remainder of this section describes the approach adopted in the
research and the reasons for the choices.

This study uses a single case study. The number of cases is not so crucial and a single case is
possible to indicate a general conceptual category or property in the study (Glaser and
Strauss, 1967). A case study approach is well suited to IS research (Paré, 2001). It is widely

used in qualitative information systems studies and can be applied in positivism and anti-
positivism investigations (Myers, 1997: Orlikowski and Baroudi, 1991). The case study in

the research aims to provide in-depth analysis of the selected organisation (BETA) for which
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KM is perceived as essential. The selected research units involve a number of knowledge-

intensive production departments, which comprise several high-profile research teams.

4.3.1 Methodology

Grounded theory approaches are becoming increasingly common in the IS research literature
because the method is extremely useful in developing context-based, process-oriented
descriptions and explanations of the phenomenon (Myers, 1997) (see an example of MISQ

best paper of the year 1993, Orlikowski, 1993). The research methodology in this research
was based on grounded theory (Glaser and Strauss, 1967), with an aim of generating a

descriptive and explanatory theory of the organisational value creation in KM perspective.
This approach has been effectively used in organisational KM research (Dingsayr, 2002;

Fagrell and Kristoffersen, 1999; Jafari et al., 2007; Kalling, 2003; McAdam, 2000; Stenmark,
2001).

The approach was adopted in this study for three primary reasons (Cadili and Whitley, 2005;
Orlikowski, 1993). Firstly, grounded theory “is an inductive, theory discovery methodology
that allows the researcher to develop a theoretical account of the general features of a topic
while simultaneously grounding the account in empirical observations or data” (Martin and

Turner, 1986). This approach seemed to be particularly fit with this study because theory of

organisational knowledge value creation in Thailand has not been established. Although the
implementation of KM has been done in a few developing countries (see examples in

Chapters 1 and 3), these cases are less applicable to organisational KM in overall developing

countries, and to the case of a Thai IT context in particular.

Secondly, grounded theory facilitates “the generation of theories of process, sequence and
change pertaining to organisations, positions and social interaction” (Glaser and Strauss,
1967). Unlike traditional research, data are interrogated in the early stages of data collection
for an understanding of the phenomenon (Glaser and Strauss, 1967; Strauss and Corbin,
1998). The research connected the grounded theory derived from the data with aspects of

existing formal theory, in this case from social capital, technology adoption, and
organisational culture.
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Finally, there are few guidelines for analysing qualitative data (Miles and Huberman, 1994)

and it has been argued that grounded theory approaches are particularly well suited to dealing
with the type of qualitative data gathered from interpretive field studies (Martin and Tumer,

1986; Oates, 2005). The research aims to develop a description and explanation of the
phenomenon leading to theory building rather than an objective description. Therefore, it

seemed that the study would benefit from the systematic set of guidelines offered by a
grounded theory approach.

To answer the questions (in Chapter 1), the research describes the empirical findings derived
from the grounded theory study of one specific organisation that implemented KM supported
by the use of IT, and then a theoretical framework is developed, conceptualizing the findings.
The grounded theory was useful here as it allows a focus on contextual and processual
elements that are often omitted in IS studies that rely on variance models and cross-sectional
data (Orlikowski, 1993). The believed outcome is a general conceptualisation of the
organisational knowledge value creation covering technical, cultural, and organisational

aspects in a Thai IT organisation that contributes to research knowledge and informs IS

practices.

4.3.2 Research Design

A research design is a logical plan of getting from here to there, where here may be defined

as the initial set of questions to be answered, and there is some set of conclusions (answers)

about the questions (Yin, 2003). It will form a structure that will guide the research through
the research process.

The research is divided into two stages. The first stage aims to explore overall KM practices
in Thailand prior to conducting a case study in a specific organisation. It took place in the
UK and Thailand. This stage in UK will focus on the review of literature and the taxonomy
of organisations in Thailand by using documentation whilst in Thailand a set of initial survey
questionnaires was initially sent to a randomly selected equal number of organisations based
on the taxonomy of organisation in Thailand, detailed in Chapter 5, using the stratified
random sampling technique. The questionnaires were distributed by postal mail and by e-

mail as the Internet survey can avoid low response rates and slow response times
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(Oppenheim, 1992; Zhang, 2000). Then the survey’s findings were analysed in order to select

data collection instruments for the second stage’s case study.

In the second stage (case study), the research context used for the study is BETA. BETA (a
pseudonym) is a Thai IT research organisation which conducts a large amount of IT research.
It was founded over 20 years ago and employs more than 600 people, most of whom work in

R&D and are highly educated. Production departments (R&D departments), which comprise
several high-level research teams in BETA, were therefore selected to be research units. The

details of BETA will be presented in the next section.

As the second stage aims to investigate overall KM practices and to explore value creation
capabilities in a Thai IT organisation, covering technical, cultural, and organisational aspects,
it focuses on whether employees from BETA have reached the right level of knowledge

sharing and creation maturity across their organisation, and what kind of perceived value is

created out of existing knowledge practices across the organisation.

The research design is illustrated in Figure 4.1.

DEFINE & DESIGN & PREPARE COLLECT & ANALYSE ANALYSE & CONCLUDE

Stage 1 (Survey)

Generalise
research

findings

A number of
Thai
organisations
Data collection
and analysis

Develop a

Stage 2 (Case study) theory

A Thai IT
organisation
(BETA)

Answer
research

questions

Figure 4.1: Research design
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4.3.3 Site Selection

BETA was selected for the investigation in a case study because of the researcher’s personal
expertise and close involvement in IS and KM implementation in this organisation for over a
decade. Indeed, the researcher has, over the years, acquired substantial personal knowledge

of the organisation’s culture and work environment. Therefore, the organisation welcomed
the researcher to conduct this in-depth case study, and was willing to provide information
openly and support for the researcher. The researcher’s own experience in BETA as well as

understanding of Thai culture has been greatly beneficial to this interpretive case study.

BETA was founded over 20 years ago. It employs more than 600 people, a majority of which
is highly educated and works in R&D production departments. It has initially acted as a
research supplier to Thai industry for over a decade. Following an increasing demand for

R&D, BETA has transformed itself from a supply-driven to a demand-driven organisation.
This demand-focused strategy has helped BETA address and meet the needs of Thai
organisations more effectively. In the late nineties, the management initiated a large KM
programme. In the first stage, a collaborative system was deployed and adopted to help staff
collaborate more effectively while promoting knowledge-friendly practices. Also, physical
and virtual social spaces have been provided for sharing knowledge. Later, the management

deployed a knowledge repository system to encourage staff to codify tacit knowledge and

experience into a re-usable form. A number of incentives have been introduced, including

monetary rewards and recognition to motivate people to share and create knowledge.

4.3.4 Data Sources

While the interest and investment of KM study in developing countries has been rising, the
generalisations of the studies have been exhibited ambiguously. A large survey of KM
practices in Thailand was therefore conducted prior to starting the investigation in BETA as

mentioned above. The survey aims to develop an overall understanding of KM practices in
Thailand. The survey questionnaire was conducted over three months targeting Thai
organisations drawn from various sectors of the economy based on the taxonomy of Thai
organisation. The researcher has surveyed 28 organisations, selected using the stratified
random sampling technique. The use of quantitative data (survey questionnaires) need not

imply the acceptance of a positivist or objectivist approach and such data can be interpreted
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in the social context of the phenomenon under investigation (Mingers, 2001). It is noted that

positivist research and interpretive research are not indicated as quantitative research and

qualitative research respectively (Myers, 1997; Oates, 2005). Although a survey

questionnaire is usually used as an instrument for positivist research, the resulting survey
data has been analysed with an interpretive stance that factors in the researcher’s experiences,
understandings, and beliefs about the phenomenon under investigation. As argued by

Mingers (2001), the analysis of survey data helped select the research instruments for the
case study (BETA).

In BETA (the second stage), data were collected through a variety of methods: questionnaire,
semi-structured interview, observation, and documentation. These instruments are employed
in sequence from conducting an analysed case study questionnaire then following up with in-
depth interviews to better understand and interpret the results (Carlson and Davis, 1998;
Markus, 1994; Ngwenyama and Lee, 1997). Although grounded theory is suitable for
qualitative data like interview (Strauss and Corbin, 1998), Oates (2005) argues that grounded
theory is probably fit with quantitative data (from questionnaire). The data triangulation

technique “is particularly beneficial in theory generation as it provides multiple perspectives

on an issue, supplies more information on emerging concepts, allows for cross-checking, and

yields stronger substantiation of constructs” (Orlikowski, 1993).

The process of data collection, coding, and analysis is iterative (Glaser and Strauss, 1967).
The early phases of the case study at BETA are more open-ended, and later phases are more
structured. Eisenhardt (1989) notes that overlapping data analysis with data collection can
allow researchers to take advantage of flexible data collection and make adjustments freely
during the data collection process. Data collection focused on the topic of work environment
and teamwork, KM, requirements for ICT support, and barriers. The researcher explored all
four production departments perceived as “core” departments (regardless of administrative

and support departments which are a minority of the organisation). The case study at BETA
in the second stage was divided into two phases.

The first phase was conducted by using quantitative and open-ended questionnaire as it
allows respondents to elaborate their own ideas and thoughts regarding KM issues. One
hundred and thirty anonymous questionnaires were sent to employees of the production

departments by email, in order to investigate overall KM practices within the organisation.
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Then, the questionnaire data were analysed iteratively in an interpretive way by using pattern
coding (Miles and Huberman, 1994) in order to help the researcher develop an in-depth

interview guide and select interviewees at the second stage. Next, the researcher developed a

formal, semi-structured, in-depth interview guide to collect more critical data. Twelve top
managers and key persons of production departments were selected as interviewees because
they have permission to provide critical (or sensitive) data and constructive comments. The

interviewees were not people who completed the questionnaires before. Tape recording was

used for 9 interviewees, while others felt more inhibited in their opinions when being
recorded. During the entire study, documentation about the organisation was examined, and

organisational culture and use of IT were observed, in the mode of “direct observation” (Yin,
2003).

The research uses a combination of methods embodying different paradigms (quantitative
and qualitative) (Mingers, 2001; Ormerod, 1995). Hence, survey questionnaires
(quantitative) and an interpretive case study research approach (qualitative) are adopted in
the research. Mingers (2001) confirms that the use of quantitative data (survey

questionnaires) need not imply the acceptance of a positivist or objectivist approach and such

data can and should be interpreted in the social context.

As above, a case study approach is particularly well suited to IS research (Paré, 2001), and is

widely used in qualitative information systems studies and can be applied in positivism and
anti-positivism (Myers, 1997; Orlikowski and Baroudi, 1991). In addition, the strength of the
case study is to capture ‘reality’ in greater detail and to analyse more variables than is
possible using any other approaches (Galliers, 1992). The different research methods are then

linked together in a systematic way by using frameworks of “multi-method” research

(Mingers, 2001). The research situation is conceptualised in terms of a research-content
system (RCS) (Checkland, 1981) focusing on the particular site, which could be one

organisation (or more). It will generally be a complex interaction of people, social practices,
ideas, knowledge and technology:.

To combine the methodologies, Mingers’ (2001) frameworks show that it is necessary that a
research study be concerned with a combination of aspects of a research situation that needs

to be addressed. The survey method is used to collect data about a research situation, and

then such data is analysed to understand the structures that underlie and generate case study
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instruments (questionnaire, interviews, observation, and documentation) (Mingers, 2001).
The case study aims to provide in-depth analysis of a selected organisation (BETA) for
which knowledge management is perceived as essential. The research methods are employed
In sequence with results from conducting a statistically analysed survey questionnaire then
following up with in-depth interviews, and observation to better understand the results
(Carlson and Davis, 1998; Markus, 1994; Ngwenyama and Lee, 1997). There are two main
reasons for supplementing quantitative survey data with qualitative case study: (a) to develop
contextual richness that is valuable in model building, and (b) to improve internal validity

and interpretation of quantitative findings through triangulation (Gable, 1994).

IS research is much more than simply the development of computer-based business systems,
as it also concems itself with human communication that encompasses the diversity of
research traditions (Mingers, 2001). Therefore, IS research is put in a position similar to
other management areas such as organisational studies, also characterised by a plurality of
research methods, called “multi-method research” (Mingers, 2001). There are several

advantages to multi-method work including (a) triangulation—seeking to validate data and

results by combining a wide range of multiple sources, (b) creativity—discovering fresh or

paradoxical factors that stimulate further work, and (c) expansion—widening the scope of the

study to take in wider aspects of the situation (Tashakkori and Teddlie, 1998). Because of
this, the research involves gathering data from various sources of qualitative and quantitative

evidence (Kaplan and Duchon, 1988; Yin, 2003). The instruments used are summarised in
Table 4.1.

Table 4.1: Instruments used for the data collection procedures

____Instrument | " Purpose Respondent profile

1. Survey questionnaires | e Capture snapshots of o Employees of a number of Thai
practices, situations, and organisations.

views at a particular pointin | e Employees of a selected
time. production department at
BETA.

e Heads of production
departments, an IT department,
and KM department at BETA.

e Focus directly on case study
topic

2. Interview
e Provide perceived causal
inferences

cover context of event.
evidence from other sources.
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4.3.5 Data Analysis

Data analysis for the case study at BETA took place after each phase of the data collection.
During the first phase (questionnaire), the iterative approach of data collection, coding and
analysis tended to be open to various interpretations and more generative than the latter phase
(interview, observation, and documentation), which was more focused on developing the

evolving categories, properties and relations. This concept was guided by grounded theory

(Strauss and Corbin, 1998), initially to narrow the area of study and develop a more focused

research question, and later with the aim of adding to a relevant body of theory from the

findings of the case study. This approach has been effectively used in organisational research
(Cadili and Whitley, 2005; Orlikowski, 1993; Pettigrew, 1990).

This analysis used iterative pattern coding (Miles and Huberman, 1994), aiming to assign
units of meaning to the descriptive or inferential information compiled from qualitative data
and to summarise segments of data. Data units identified as belonging to emerging data
patterns are then aggregated into thematic groups. Each group is given an initial code that
describes it. Initial codes are called “pattern codes”. These codes are refined through an
iterative reading and analysis process. After coding, a display of conclusions from a case
study was created to know clearly and to explain what is going on, why and how things
occur, and to distinct indicators or components. A checklist matrix was chosen to analyse the
data on a major variable since the components are not necessarily ordered. The researcher
created variables as a key factor extracted from the sentences remarked as a pattern code, and

then compared weakness, strength, and needs on the variables by looking across a row.

Redefining the concepts derived from the data from multiple sources by re-sorting and re-
analysing them to take account of the richer concepts and more complex relations constitutes
the framework. This iterative process only finishes when it becomes clear that further data no
longer triggers new modifications to the data categories and emerging theory, that is, the
research has reached “theoretical saturation” (Strauss and Corbin, 1998). This ability to
Incorporate unique insights during the study is one of the benefits of grounded theory.
Eisenhardt (1989) perceives it as “controlled opportunism”, where researchers can “take

advantage of the uniqueness of a specific case and the emergence of new themes to improve
resultant theory” (Eisenhardt, 1989).
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Problems of construct validity are addressed by the use of the aforementioned variety of
sources of information. The development of converging lines of inquiry in this manner 1s
known as “triangulation”, and is generally considered as a process of using multiple
perceptions to clarify meaning and verifying the validity of an interpretation (Stake, 2000).

Data triangulation (Figure 4.2) 1s chosen to analyse data collected from multiple sources, and

corroborate qualitative with quantitative results (Yin, 2003).

Interview

Direct Observation

— Documentation
—4—4—+4-—— 3+ 3§ 4 ]

a . =
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“ :

Survey Questionnaire

Figure 4.2: Data triangulation from the multiple sources

4.4 Evaluation of the research

There has been some interest in recent years in the interpretive IS research community on
appropriate ways to justify the methodological approach adopted in a particular study
(Walsham, 2006). This section introduces the principles used to guide the conduct, and
perform the evaluation of the study. There have been at least two sets of criteria by Golden-

Biddle and Locke (1993) and Klein and Myers (1999), adopted and mentioned in IS literature
(Walsham, 2006; Walsham and Sahay, 1999). However, the latter is rather more

comprehensive (Walsham, 2006). Therefore, the set of principles for conducting and
evaluating interpretive research offered by Klein and Myers (1999) are adopted 1n the study.
The following principles (Klein and Myers, 1999) are described here and then used to

evaluate the study in the concluding chapter:
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The Fundamental Principle of the Hermeneutic Circle: This principle 1s
foundational to all interpretive work of a hermeneutic nature and is in effect a meta-
principle upon which the following ones expand. The idea of the hermeneutic circle
suggests that all human understanding is achieved by iterating between considering

the interdependent meaning of parts and the whole that they form.

The Principle of Contextualisation: This principle requires critical reflection of the
social and historical background of the research setting, so that the intended audience

can see how the current situation under investigation emerged.

The Principle of Interaction between the Researchers and the Subjects: This

principle requires critical reflection on how the research materials (or “data”) were

socially constructed through the interaction between the researchers and participants.

The Principle of Abstraction and Generalisation: This principle requires relating
the 1diographic details revealed by the data interpretation through the application of

principles one and two to theoretical, general concepts that describe the nature of

human understanding and social action.

The Principle of Dialogical Reasoning: This principle requires sensitivity to
possible contradictions between the theoretical preconceptions guiding the research

design and actual findings (“the story which the data tell”) with subsequent cycles of
revision,

The Principle of Multiple Interpretations: This principle requires sensitivity to
possible differences in interpretations among the participants as are typically

expressed in multiple narratives or stories of the same sequence of events under
study.

The Principle of Suspicion: This principle requires sensitivity to possible “biases”

and systematic “distortions” in the narratives collected from the participants.
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4.5 Summary and Conclusion

This chapter presents research designs and methodology for this thesis. This study was
mainly divided into two stages: survey of KM practices in Thailand and case study 1n a
selected organisation, BETA. The purpose of dividing the study into two stages is to provide
a large picture of the subject under investigation prior to producing rich insights into the
phenomena. Despite the fact that a large number of IS studies have adopted the positivist

stance for over decade, this chapter notes that non-positivist stance like interpretive stance is

gaining ground in mainstream IS research.

An Interpretive case study was the main research methodology selected, as it aims to
understand human thought and action in social and organisational contexts and is appropriate
for conducting research in the information systems domain. The research methodology in this
research was based on grounded theory in order to generate a descriptive and explanatory
theory of the organisational value creation in KM perspective. In order that the insights and
theory were allowed to emerge, the methodology itself was emergent and has been
characterised as a form of bricolage. This has involved multiple data collection techniques

and data triangulation is chosen to analyse such data from multiple sources, and corroborate
qualitative with quantitative results
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CHAPTER S

A Survey of Knowledge Management Practices in
Thailand

5.1 Introduction

The objective of this chapter is to present data of a survey of KM practices in Thailand, and

in particular to explore the knowledge sharing maturity and capability of Thai organisations

and their readiness to embrace a knowledge creation culture (the first stage). The chapter also
aims to compare the differences of the basis of KM practices between the Western (from
literature) and Thai organisations. The gap between the two phenomena results in the needs
for conducting further KM research within a Thai setting to provide an insight into KM
practices in Thailand (the second stage). The survey focuses on a number of organisations
drawn from an established taxonomy of organisations in Thailand using the stratified random
sampling technique. The chapter begins with an introduction to the survey in Thailand

including research methodology, site selection, and random sampling technique. It then is
followed by the results of the survey. The results are then discussed and the comparison of

KM practices between the Western and Thai organisations is presented at the end of this

section. This chapter provides the basis for the second stage of the empirical study (case
study), presented in the next chapter.
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5.2 An Overview of the Survey

In order to address the research objectives, an interpretive stance (Orlikowski and Baroudi,
1991) 1s adopted. A survey questionnaire was developed and adapted documentation
gathered from Thai governmental agencies to support the survey. The questionnaire was
divided into six parts: information technology, teamwork and communication, knowledge
management culture, barriers/problems, expected organisational changes, and anticipated
impact. The survey involves both open-ended questions and scaled-response items. The stage

one questionnaire may be found in Appendix A. A set of questionnaires was distributed to a
randomly selected equal number of organisations based on the taxonomy of organisation in

Thailand, including (a) public sector: ministry and department, public enterprise, and
independent public agency (http://www.thaigov.go.th), and (b) private sector: international

company and local company, using the stratified random sampling technique (Figure 5.1).

The survey questionnaire was sent to both IT and non-IT departments by postal mail and e-

mall, as Internet surveys can avoid low response rates and slow response times (Oppenheim,
1992; Zhang, 2000).
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Figure 5.1: The taxonomy of organisations in Thailand
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5.3 Results

Fifty six questionnaires were sent to 28 organisations (two per organisation). In total, 39
questionnaires were returned and analysed, representing a response rate of 70%. Over 60% of

the respondents were technologists who worked in IT departments and have used computers

for more than 10 years, and the rest of the respondents worked in Human Resource and other

non-IT departments. The results are explained below.

5.3.1 Information Technology

The results show that more than 90% of the respondents use computers on a regular basis to
support their business processes. 80% of the respondents exhibit good levels of confidence in

their ability to use computers. This can be explained by the fact that a large majority (almost
90%) of the respondents indicated that computer and software training is widely available in

their organisation, and have identified training as an essential aspect of their career path.
Although most organisations use Internet and Intranet for communication and collaboration
purposes, only 30% of the employees are exposed to these technologies. 70% of the
respondents use groupware to support collaboration for intra-organisational purposes. The

key groupware functionality used on a regular basis includes: discussion/forum, workflow,
role access control, and full text search. Most respondents have expressed a preference in

migrating to web-based groupware as this gives them the ability to access information and

knowledge from outside the remit of their organisation.

5.3.2 Teamwork and Communications

Telephone and e-mail methods are used to communicate within and across teams. Over 50%
of the respondents have expressed a preference for traditional face-to-face communication,

such as scheduled meetings, as opposed to other means, including voice mail, notice board,

and instant messaging. In fact, a majority of respondents mentioned face-to-face meetings as

essential in order to develop trust amongst employees.

5.3.3 Current Knowledge Management Culture

More than 50% of the respondents have identified and acknowledged knowledge sharing

practices and processes in their organisation, in particular local companies and international
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companies. Less than half of the respondents indicated that supporting manuals detailing

knowledge sharing procedures are available in their organisation. However, only 12% of the
respondents indicated that their organisation provides knowledge sharing related training
courses. Although less than 50% of the respondents share knowledge regularly using formal
and informal methods, about 90% of the respondents acknowledged the importance of
knowledge sharing and exhibit a strong awareness of benefits brought by this practice. 40%

of the respondents have been exposed to major changes related to the introduction of

knowledge sharing policies in their organisation over the last two years. They have in their
majority welcomed the introduced changes. Hence, an interesting proportion (38%) of the
respondents exhibits a positive attitude to change. More than 80% of the respondents feel
happy with sharing knowledge internally and externally, but a small minority have expressed
concerns about exposing corporate and personal knowledge to people outside the

organisation, and have argued about the importance of intellectual property rights and the

safeguard of the corporate intellectual capital. The following reasons that militate against

knowledge sharing have been given: (a) IPR and confidentiality concemns, (b) reliability and

validity of shared knowledge, (c) lack of reward system to motivate knowledge sharing. In
relation to the organisational structure, a large number of public sectors have been identified

as ‘bureaucratic’ and ‘hierarchical’, while international and local companies tend to exhibit a

‘participatory’ and ‘innovative’ culture supportive to employees.

More than 70% of the respondents share experience by face-to-face interaction and attend

formal meetings. Respondents (55%) prefer to exchange knowledge face-to-face in office
and public spaces (e.g. staff cafeteria). In relation to the use of reward systems, some

organisations provide financial rewards, while others use recognition, and in particular

promotion. The latter is highly valued by a majority of respondents.

Finally, 56.4% of the respondents, particularly in international and local companies,
independent public agencies, and public enterprises, have clearly indicated that their
organisation succeeded in achieving and implementing a knowledge sharing culture, while

41%, mainly from the public sector, have reported either a lack or failure in establishing a
knowledge sharing culture.
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5.3.4 Expected Changes of the Organisation

Formal communication such as training, meeting, documentation, and computerised
communication represent some of the important needs expressed by respondents. Face-to-
face interaction and learning by doing have also been identified as important. The majority of

respondents expect development/empowerment, recognition, and monetary reward systems

to improve their level of motivation to create knowledge. Conversely, they disagreed in their

majority with the introduction of a penalty system.

The introduction of the Internet and Intranet has been welcomed and appreciated by most
respondents. Conversely, a majority of respondents have expressed concerns about the

introduction of Extranets and mobile (wireless) technology due to security, confidentiality,

and IPR issues. The features of discussion/forum, review system, workflow, save search

results, auto finding experts, and portal are expected to be included in knowledge
management environments.

Software scalability and reliability have been identified as important issues. Same importance

is given to accessing reliable and up-to-date documents across the organisation.

5.3.5 Anticipated Impact

The results present the impacts of knowledge management in three aspects: human aspects,
performance/quality aspect, and knowledge creating and sharing aspect. New forms of
working and communication are mostly expected to improve social cohesion, while increased
reuse of best practice and existing knowledge is expected to improve performance and

process effectiveness. A majority of respondents have highlighted the need for shared best
practice databases to foster and promote knowledge sharing.

5.3.6 Barriers/Problems

The gathered data helped identify the barriers preventing employees to share / create
knowledge in their organisation. IT strategy, Intellectual Property Rights, reluctance to

contribute, lack of IT support, non-supportive environment / culture, and hardware/software
prohibitive cost, are the major problems faced by most respondents. They have raised

negative issues in relation to the bureaucratic and hierarchical culture in their organisation.
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5.4 Discussion

The questionnaire results indicate an overall good awareness of the respondents about the

role of information technology in facilitating knowledge management, as is the case in
western organisations (Numprasertchai and Kanchanasanpetch, 2005; Orlikowski and Robey,
1991; Rezgui et al,, 2005). Alavi and Leidner (2001) suggest that advanced information
technology (e.g. the Internet, Intranet, Extranet, groupware systems) could be used to
systematise, enhance, and expedite large-scale intra- and inter-firm knowledge management.

While the introduction of Intemnet-based technologies has been welcomed, concerns have

been raised about possible knowledge protection problems related to information security

and confidentiality when deploying Extranet and mobile technologies. Trust and confidence
in the technology therefore, can only be achieved when suitable and dependable ‘working’

infrastructures have been implemented, tested, and validated in a real-world context. This can

also be overcome through adequate train