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ABSTRACT
ESTABLISHING RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN RISK MANAGEMENT AND
KNOWLEDGE TRANSFER
Garrett. S. Haltiwanger
Old Dominion University, 2012
Director: Dr. Rafael E. Landaeta

Risk management (RM) and Knowledge management (KM) have mostly been treated
as separate management philosophies. Risk management is a widely taught topic in
academia and is practiced in industry. Knowledge management is being taught at
increasingly more colleges and many companies are discovering a need for managing
knowledge. This dissertation shows that some research has been conducted to apply the
principles of knowledge management in establishing risk management plans. To a lesser
extent there has been research conducted to apply the philosophies of risk management to
identifying knowledge gaps and maintaining corporate knowledge. Both risk
management and knowledge management are broad fields. The literature review
uncovers the planning, identification, analyzing, handling, documenting, and monitoring
of risks as key areas of consideration for risk management. It additionally reveals
knowledge transfer in the form of lessons learned, best practices and near misses as a
focal investigation point for knowledge management. The question answered in this
dissertation is “Does knowledge transfer have a positive impact on risk management
capabilities?”

A conceptual model of the relationships across knowledge transfer and risk

management was built and six hypotheses were identified and statistically tested using



data collected from the project environment. A data collection instrument was
developed, vetted through peer review, and distributed using the Internet. Ninety
complete responses were collected and provided the raw data to statistically test the
validity of the measures and the hypotheses. The results support the general hypothesis
that an increase in knowledge transfer will have a positive impact on risk management
capabilities in projects. Another significant result is the amount, direction, and strengths
of the significant statistical correlations found in this research across the measures of
inter- and intra-knowledge transfer in projects and project risk management. The results
of this research show that of the knowledge transfer methods considered in this study
(i.e., best practices, lessons learned, and near misses) best practices have the highest
number of significant statistical correlations across the measures used, including the
strongest correlation found in this investigation. Additionally, it was also noted in the
results that inter-knowledge transfer was significantly correlated with 70% more risk
management measures than intra knowledge transfer. These results have implications for

academics and engineering managers and suggest areas for future research.



This dissertation is dedicated to my son, Jacob Haltiwanger. Continue to strive to
understand the universe around you. It is through our environments we learn about
ourselves. This dissertation is also dedicated to my wife, Kara Haltiwanger. Keep your
drive for learning strong and your dedication to teaching the next generation close to your

heart.

“Being unconquerable lies with yourself; being conquerable lies with the enemy.”

-Sun-Tzu
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Problem Statement

Academia teaches risk management (RM) and knowledge management (KM).
Companies institute risk management plans and knowledge management plans. Some
companies have entire departments or groups dedicated solely to either risk management
or knowledge management. But how well do we understand how the two philosophies
correlate?

The two philosophies of RM and KM do share common traits (Webb, 2007). Some
companies are starting to understand there are links between the two (Neef, 2005).
Indeed it is hard to manage one without managing the other (Lelic, 2002). Does one
philosophy belong in the domain of another? Is a major benefit of managing knowledge
the ability to enhance the effectiveness of risk management (McElroy, 2003)? Or, can
risk techniques be used to mitigate knowledge loss? The International Atomic Energy
Agency (IAEA) uses risk management techniques to identify areas of critical knowledge
and potential knowledge loss (Kolisov, Mazour, & Yaney, 2006). Or can the two
philosophies be utilized in a more symbiotic manner? The Exploration Systems Mission
Directorate (ESMD) at the National Aeronautic and Space Administration (NASA) is
taking a knowledge-based risk approach (Lengyel, 2008). In this approach lessons

learned from past projects can be turned into risk records for future projects.



Additionally, identification and mitigation methods for a potential risk are in turn

recorded as lessons learned.

Research Question

Understanding what aspects of knowledge management have a role in managing risks
could potentially allow engineering managers to focus their resources on those specific
aspects. The literature review revealed that indeed principles of knowledge management
can be applied to risk management. The literature review also showed that principles of
risk management can be applied to knowledge management. However, there is a large
gap in our understanding of how the two philosophies interrelated. Literature reviewed
for this dissertation showed that key aspects of risk management to consider are risk
planning, risk identification, risk analysis, risk handling, risk documentation, and risk
monitoring. Research also showed that knowledge transfer is a key component for
consideration in knowledge management. Knowledge transfer in the form of lessons
learned, best practices, and near misses both within a project setting, intra-knowledge
transfer, and across projects, inter-knowledge transfer, have been studied. The gap
analysis conducted for this paper revealed that currently there is no research on how
knowledge transfer in the form of lessons learned, best practices, and near misses impact
the five key areas of risk management listed above. This paper will focus that identified
gap. The research question is “Does knowledge transfer have a positive impact on risk
management capabilities?” An answer to this question will bridge a gap in the body of

knowledge, benefiting industry and academia alike.



Relevance of This Research

For risk management researchers the literature review establishes clear links between
managing knowledge and managing risks. The literature review also identifies the wide
gap in the body of knowledge concerning the links between risk management and
knowledge management. This research establishes correlations between risk
management and knowledge transfer. These correlations provide a basis for a better
understanding of the relationships between knowledge transfer and risk management and
provides areas for future research.

For knowledge management researchers the benefit is similar to that for risk
management researchers. This research shows a positive relationship between
knowledge transfer and risk management capabilities. Additionally, the research
conducted looks at the correlations between specific aspects of knowledge transfer (best
practices, lessons learned, and near misses). Understanding the correlations to risk
management capabilities will not only help bridge a gap but give additional areas to
explore deeper.

For industry, answers to the research question have practical benefits. By
providing a better functional understanding of the relationship between knowledge
transfer and risk management in project based environments decision makers can better
direct resources and improve on the quality of their RM and KM programs. Empirical
data will be provided that can help when trying to decide where to allocate limited funds.
The research will investigate several moderating factors to the process including the
length of a project, number of team members in a project, company size, project cost, and

personal experience. Understanding the role these factors play in the effectiveness of risk



management will allow for companies to improve upon their risk management and

knowledge management plans.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction

The ancient military philosopher Sun Tzu stated “If you know the enemy and know
yourself, you need not fear the result of a hundred battles. If you know yourself but not
the enemy, for every victory gained you will also suffer a defeat. If you know neither the
enemy nor yourself, you will succumb in every battle” (as cited in Sawyer, 1994). What
holds true then holds true today. The more that is known about a task and the risks
associated with that task then the likelihood of success completing that task increases.
Risk management and knowledge management are two domains that are taking root in
the business management realm that deal directly with knowledge and identifying pitfalls.
Risk management is an established business practice and is widely taught in academia.
Knowledge management is gaining traction in business and is increasingly being taught
as well. This paper investigates the links between the two philosophies, identifies the
existing gap, and offers a conceptual model linking a specific aspect of knowledge
management indentified in the gap, knowledge transfer, to risk management.

Knowledge transfer is the process through which one entity (individual, group,
department, division, etc) is affected by the experience of another (Argote & Ingram,
2000). The field of knowledge management is large including the areas of knowledge
identification, knowledge capture, knowledge creation, knowledge capture, and

knowledge transfer (Kitaev & Kolisov, 2011). The literature review conducted for this



paper revealed that knowledge transfer had been studied in relation to risk management
capabilities but a gap existed in the empirical data proving the influence of knowledge
transfer on risk management capabilities. Furthermore, the literature review conducted
revealed that research has been conducted showing that lessons learned, best practices,
and near misses are important components of knowledge transfer and have been
empirically studied showing their impact as components of knowledge transfer.
However, these components of knowledge transfer as an aggregate have not been
empirically studied to show their influence on risk management. Lessons learned, best
practices, and near misses are considered key components of knowledge transfer by this
research paper and future references to knowledge transfer imply the subset of these three
categories.

Barquin (2006) drives home the importance of risk management by citing the
compromise of the personal data of 26 million veterans when a laptop was stolen from
the Department of Veteran Affairs in 2006. Barquin indicates that if one looks at risk as
a subset of the knowledge domain then many of the knowledge management practices
clearly apply. Another author, Webb (2007) does not subvert one philosophy to the other
but does find common teachings. Webb lists some shared traits of the KM and RM
philosophies as: organizational wide involvement, enhancement to corporate strategy,
sharing culture, encouraging lessons learned, technology acting as an enabler not a driver,
and heavy reliance on business intelligence. This paper seeks to answer the research
question: “Does knowledge transfer have a positive impact on risk management
capabilities?” This question is addressed through a literature review and

conceptualization of the relationships between risk management and knowledge transfer.



Knowledge Management Applied to Managing Risk

What is risk and what is risk management? Kaplan and Garrick (1981) state that to
define risk one is really asking: “What can happen?”, “How likely is that to happen?”,
and “If it does happen, what are the consequences?” According to Haimes (1991) in
managing those risks we need to answer: “What can be done and what options are
available?”, “What are the trade-offs in terms of all costs, benefits, and risk?”, and “What
are the impacts of current management decisions on future options?” Risk management
includes planning, identifying, analyzing, handling, monitoring, and documenting risks
(Conrow, 2005). Conrow indicates it is essential that risk documentation be a part of
these processes. Documentation is an essential part of feedback and this feedback loop is
a cornerstone of both risk and knowledge management. The five areas identified by
Conrow, risk planning, risk identification, risk analysis, risk handling, risk monitoring,
and risk documentation, are used as the fundamental definition of risk management for
this research. Further references to risk management in this paper imply consideration of
those five categories.

Risk management, in one form or another, has been around for many centuries
(Haimes, 2001). There may not have been an acknowledgement of the practice or
following of current doctrines, but Haimes (2001) points to the durability of the ancient
pyramids to support his claim. Risk management gained focus and a formalized
approach in the 1900s. In 1921, Knight published Risk, Uncertainty and Profit. Knight
discusses the difference between uncertainty, which cannot be measured, and risk, which
can be measured (i.e., reducible and irreducible uncertainty). In 1971, Arrow published

Essays in the Theory of Risk Bearing where he discusses the concept of moral hazard and



optimal risk-bearing allocations. Haimes (2001) ultimately points to the formation of the
Society for Risk Analysis in 1980 to show the evolution of risk management.

Risk management relies on the quality of knowledge and the efficient transfer of that
knowledge. Risk researchers are beginning to study the interrelationships. Halpern-
Felsher, Millstein, Ellen, Adler, Tschann, and Biehl (2001) investigated risk judgment in
health promoting and health compromising behaviors. The researchers look at the effects
of personal experience and learned knowledge on risk judgments. For example, the
researchers state that those that have experienced an event are more likely to believe that
event may happen again to them. In developing a risk assessment program they state that
this fact needs to be taken into account and controlled for. Interestingly enough their
research showed that participants who had experienced a behavior, both with a negative
outcome and without a negative outcome, did not show significant differences in risk
judgments. However, there was a significant difference between the risk judgments
between those with and without the behavioral experience. Generally the more
experience a participant had with a behavior (i.e. drinking and driving) the lower the risk
judgment for a negative outcome (i.e. wreck) was. The authors warn about correlation
and causal effects. It cannot be determined from this research if lower risk judgment
leads to risky behavior or if lack of experiencing a negative outcome after experiencing a
behavior lowers the individuals risk judgment. The researchers did show a correlation
between those that had tacit knowledge of an event and their risk judgment versus those
that had explicit knowledge and their risk judgment. Tacit knowledge as explained by
Polanyi (1958) is personal knowledge that is hard to share through non-verbal, and

sometimes even verbal, methods. Explicit knowledge is formalized and codified (Brown



& Duguid, 1998). The research of Halpern-Felsher, et al. (2001) shows a correlation
between tacit knowledge and risk identification and handling but does not address
knowledge transfer or other categories of risk management (i.e. planning, analysis,
monitoring and documentation).

Fischhoff (1975) studies the effects of explicit knowledge on the effects of judgment.
Fischhoff uses the terms hindsight and foresight. A hindsightful judge has outcome
knowledge were as a foresightful judge does not. Questions the researcher looked to
answer were how knowledge of the outcome of an event affects judgment and how aware
an individual is of the effects that knowledge has on his or her perceptions. His
hypotheses were that receiving outcome knowledge increases the perceived probability of
occurrence and that the individual is not aware that his perception has changed due to this
knowledge. The researcher used experimental group his or her where the subjects were
giving a historical event and several possible outcomes. The groups were either given no
additional information, the correct outcome, or an erroneous outcome. The subjects were
asked to rate the probabilities of the outcomes. Several variations of the experiment were
conducted. Fischhoff’s conclusion was that knowledge (explicit) had an effect on
judgment even when the judge took pains to make impartial probability assessments.
Fischhoff’s work concentrates on one particular form of knowledge, explicit, as it relates
to only a few areas of risk management, identifying and analyzing risks. These two
examples, Halpern-Felsher, et al. (2001), and Fischhoff (1975), show that there is an
understanding that knowledge must be considered in the field of risk management. The
researchers do not address knowledge transfer specifically in relation to risk management

as defined by Conrow (2005).
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Basili, Caldiera, and Rombach (1994) developed an infrastructure called the
Experience Factory that has relevance to risk management. The basis is a feedback loop
of lessons learned and re-use of experience. An important aspect of this research is that it
uses lessons learned as a component of the knowledge transfer process. The feedback
loop is used to cut costs, reduce risk associated with repeating mistakes, and minimize
schedule impacts associated with redundant actions. Though the Experience Factory
focuses on the general importance of lessons learned and not specifically as it relates to
risk management, similar ideas can be found of using knowledge management to reduce
risks. NASA has made extensive use of analyzing risks using both risk and knowledge
management principals. The Science Applications International Corporation (SAIC)
produced a detailed risk assessment of the potential of losing a space shuttle in 1995.
SAIC used event and fault trees as the basis for the analysis. The trees were combined
into functional failure categories and then into an integrated model. From this model a
probabilistic risk assessment was created using historical empirical data gathered from
flight and test operations from shuttle components, data from other types of launch
vehicles, and data from components of “shuttle surrogates.” This model has at its roots
knowledge management principles for obtaining, storing, using, and re-using the data.
NASA has also developed many different knowledge management plans for sharing data
within and across programs which reduce various program risks (Leonard & Kiron,
2002). Basili, Caldiera, and Rombach (1994) establish the importance of lessons learned
when considering knowledge transfer.

Colton and Ward’s (2004) research considers tacit knowledge transfer through story

telling. The authors emphasize story telling as a relatively unused method that they claim
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is an effective way to transfer knowledge within an organization. Among the disciplines
that the authors specifically mention as showing positive results using story telling are
change management and risk management. Story telling is effective in managing
uncertainty and developing an awareness among staff (Colton & Ward., 2004). The
authors are not advocating story telling as the quantitative method to obtain numerics to
help manage uncertainty but rather story telling as a tool to convey the message (i.e., the
knowledge) the numbers produce. The authors, while demonstrating the importance of
tacit knowledge transfer, do not address the components of risk management directly.

Within the financial industry Jones (2003) explores the benefits of knowledge
management. Jones presents a method of measuring the benefits of KM through case
study. First a knowledge management plan was constructed to improve advice and legal
consultation that the company under study provides to the financial industry. From this a
score card was devised that quasi-quantitatively measured the plan’s effectiveness. The
main benefit listed in the area of risk was improvement of the quality of advice and a
reduction in risk of legal experts not being current or aware of contemporary changes.
Jones’ research does show the importance of knowledge transfer of best practices.
However, Jones’ research was focused on the wider field of knowledge management and
did not specifically look at knowledge transfer as it impacts risk management.

Aase and Nybg (2005) investigate high-risk industries. These are industries in which
accidents could result in catastrophic loss of property or life. They state that these
industries often do not have the luxury of learning through trial and error or from failures
and must rely on models. They investigate alternative learning methods for collecting,

developing, understanding, and disseminating tacit knowledge. According to the authors
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high risk industries are characterized by complexity, interdependencies, and proximity to
hazards. Organizational redundancy can help. Redundancy can take the shape of safety
margins and redundancy built into structure and equipment as well as organizational
structure (cooperation, level of competence, and procedures). However, organizations
must also rely on the ability to learn from unprecedented occurrences and “what-if”
scenarios.

Aase and Nybg (2005) discuss requisite variety, which is internal diversity to match
the variety and complexity of the environment. They also discuss informational richness
which is highest in a tacit environment and declines as the information is transferred
more explicitly according to the researchers. The authors state the importance of
knowledge as it relates to risk. They list four distinct knowledge categories based on
Cook and Brown, (1999): individual and tacit, individual and explicit, group and tacit,
and group and explicit. These researches use a model-based and practice-based
perspective. According to the researchers, model-based learning means disseminating
and utilizing knowledge that is explicit whereas practice-based knowledge is mainly tacit
in nature. The authors support practice-based learning but state both methods are needed.
Under the model-based approach they discuss technical route to safety and normative
route to safety. The technical route to safety relies heavily on the design of safety using
technology. The normative route to safety uses rules, procedures and regulations to
govern individual and collective behaviors. Neither approaches take into account extreme
events according to the authors.

Practice-based learning promotes the use of imagination and requisite variety. Under

this umbrella the authors list improvisation, intelligent failure promotion, storytelling,
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collective training, and case study sessions as ways to enhance safety. The authors insist
that even scenarios with low probabilities of occurrence need to be contemplated and
played out. The authors conclude that most high risk industries use model-based
approaches and that these approaches do add significant value. However, the robustness
of this learning can greatly be enhanced by adding practice-based learning. The authors
show the importance of knowledge transfer in high risk industries but do not test the
relationship of knowledge transfer on risk management.

Regev, Shtub, and Ben-Haim (2006) use the concept of knowledge gap analysis to
manage risks. The researchers point out that “A Guide to the Project Management Body
of Knowledge,” or PMBOK®, lists project risk management as one of the nine areas of
bodies of knowledge for project management. Regev, et al.’s (2006) use of knowledge
gap analysis is based on Ben-Haim and Laufer’s (1998) non-statistical approach for
analyzing risks. This framework evaluates the gap between the information available to a
project manager and the information that is needed to develop a reliable schedule. The
researchers note that spiral models, established in the computer software development
industry, use a similar idea. The spiral model focuses on the widest knowledge gap at
each cycle and attempts to reduce or eliminate that gap. The process is repeated until the
project is completed. The researchers claim that this method of risk analysis is especially
beneficial where lack of past data, i.e. research and development, make statistical risk
quantification unreliable. Regev, et al. consider the implications of knowledge transfer
through an interactive process and the effects it has on risk analysis in building a detailed
model on identifying knowledge gaps for risk analysis but do not test the relationship of

knowledge transfer on risk management.
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Dillon and Tinsley (2005) look at the interpretation of “near miss” events. The
researchers describe a “near miss” event as one in which the outcome is not hazardous
but in which a hazardous or fatal event could have occurred. Their research supplied
evidence that knowledge gained from a near miss experience, either tacit or explicit
knowledge, does skew judgment. Their research also showed that an increase in
cognitive load can influence the bias of decision making (i.e. the more a judge has to deal
with, as in a crisis situation, the more likely that person is to rely on experience and past
knowledge rather than on statistical data). Dillon and Tinsley’s findings support Klein, et
al’s. (1989) Recognized Prime Decision (RPD) Making Model. In the RPD, the decision
maker relies on knowledge, training, and experience to recognize and select a plausible
course of action. Dillon and Tinsley’s (2005) findings are important in the risk
mitigation field as they allow risk managers to attempt to account for and control these
factors. Their findings are important to the knowledge management field as it shows
direct impact of knowledge bias in a crisis situation and the potential impact for
knowledge workers attempting to gain information in a crisis situation. The authors
establish importance of studying not only events that have occurred but events that
almost occurred. They show the knowledge transfer aspect but do not directly show the
relationships between near misses and the components of risk management.

Kim and Miner (2007) take an approach of looking at failures and near failures.
From a risk point of view the researchers provide qualitative evidence that failure
experience can modify risk behavior. Entities learn from failure and near failure by
reducing the risk from what they perceive as leading to that event. From a knowledge

management point of view the researchers emphasize the importance of studying near
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failures. They state that near failures not only provide information on events that lead an
organization (or project) to the brink of failure but also contain information on how that
particular situation was overcome. The researchers provide evidence that not only
successful lessons learned need to be captured but knowledge of areas of risk and near
failures and near misses need to be captured as well. Again, the authors establish
importance of studying not only events that have occurred but events that almost
occurred. They show the knowledge transfer aspect but do not directly show the
relationships between near misses and the components of risk management.

The gap appearing from the literature review on knowledge management applied to
managing risks is in the area of knowledge transfer as it applies to risk management. The
researchers either look at knowledge transfer and mention implications to risk
management but do not test the relationship (Aase and Nybg, 2005; Basili, Caldiera, &
Rombach, 1994; Colton & Ward, 2004; Dillon and Tinsley’s, 2005; Jones, 2003; Kim
and Miner, 2007; Regev, Shtub, & Ben-Haim, 2006 ) or they do not specifically address
knowledge transfer in their risk management research (Fischhoff, 1975; Halpern-Felsher,
Millstein, Ellen, Adler, Tschann, & Biehl, 2001). Additionally the literature review is
establishing areas of knowledge transfer that must be considered: lessons learned (Basili,
Caldiera, & Rombach, 1994), best practices (Jones, 2003), and near misses (Dillon &
Tinsley’s, 2005; Kim & Miner 2007). These researchers provide evidence that these
individual components of knowledge transfer do influence aspects of risk management
capabilities but the aggregate has not been empirically studied with respect to risk
management as defined by Conrow (2005). Table 1, at the end of the literature review,

summarizes the literature on knowledge management as it applies to managing risks and
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the identified gaps.

Risk Management Applied to Managing Knowledge

Knowledge management has roots beginning in the early 1900s. Taylor (1911) laid a
groundwork frame for scientific management. In the 1950s and 1960s, organizational
learning gained traction by the efforts of researchers like Cangelosi and Dill (1965) and
Cyert and March (1963). In 1978, Argyris and Schon advanced a theory of using single-
loop versus double-loop methods of learning. In 1989, Ackoff produced his idea that
content of the mind could be placed into five categories: data, information, knowledge,
understanding, and wisdom. According to Ackoff this was a hierarchy where data were
raw input, information was processed data, knowledge was the application of data and
information, understanding was the ability to synthesize knowledge, and wisdom was
moralistic and ethical evaluation of the previous categories. Knowledge management
formally became a major field in the 1990s. Prusak (2001) states that the advent of
computing technology and power helped to show the increase value of knowledge. With
access to information becoming ever more available the value of cognitive skills becomes
more evident. Prusak states that in 1993 he and a few colleagues held the first dedicated
knowledge management conference. Along the lines of Ackoff (1989), the attendees felt
that knowledge was inherently different from data or information and that even
“perfectly” managed information alone would not lead to greatly improved productivity.
However, at the time there were few knowledge management projects under study.
During this time the knowledge management field was being expanded by researchers

like Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) and Leonard-Barton (1995).
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Prusak (2001) discusses: Kenneth Arrow’s 1962 article “Leaming by Doing”; the
Rand Corporation analyzing and codifying the effects of decreased production time, and
improving quality of repetitive projects in the 1950s; and Emile Durkheim’s (1895) social
fact, or the real behaviors of sociological thinking. Prusak indicates that knowledge
management is founded on concepts such as these; the studying of how people and
groups share, or do not share, knowledge. He claims that knowledge tools need to be
developed from observation and not purely from theory. According to Prusak three
practices have added the most content to the body of knowledge: information
management, quality management, and the human capital movement. He posits that both
information management and knowledge management focus on the user and not
necessarily the technology. He believes that while knowledge management does not
have processes that lend themselves to easy measurement it does focus on the same goals
as quality management: internal customers, overt processes, and shared goals. Similarly,
he believes that while knowledge management tends to focus on groups and the human
capital movement tends to focus on the individual, both try to emphasize the value of
individuals to organizational leaders. Nonaka and Teece (1998) note that while research
was initiated by management researchers a vast field of disciplines: economics,
psychology, sociology, cognitive science, etc have contributed as well. Nonaka and
Teece also encourage exploring entrepreneurial capabilities versus administrative
capabilities.

Prusak (2001) surmises that knowledge management has two possible futures. It
could go the path of quality and become imbedded into organizational thinking or it could

go the path of “re-engineering” and become a hype that is quickly replaced with the new
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flavor of the day. Nonaka and Teece (1998) suggest that competitive advantage in open
economies flows from knowledge assets that are hard to replicate. They promote the
quantification of intangible assets though they admit it is a formidable undertaking. The
authors indicate that little is known about information, knowledge and competencies
economics and that these areas must be developed. One path to give KM more credence
is to show definite metrics. Bose (2004) shows that measuring the benefits of knowledge
management is difficult. Leveraging from Soliman and Youssef (2003) and Wainwright
(2001), Bose defines knowledge as information that is “contextual, relevant and
actionable” (p. 458). Bose further presents the following knowledge management
process model: create knowledge, capture knowledge, refine knowledge, store
knowledge, manage knowledge, and disseminate knowledge. He states that the three
goals of knowledge management are to leverage the organization’s knowledge, create
new knowledge, and increase collaboration. Bose (2004) believes that enablers for this
model can be grouped into the categories of technology, culture, infrastructure, and
measurement.

Bose’s (2004) research leverages off of several studies on measuring intellectual
capital: Intellectual Capital Management Group (Ahmed, Lim, & Zairi, 1999); Canadian
Management Accountant’s Report (CMA, 1999); Universal Intellectual Capital Report
(Von Krough, Roos & Kleine, 1999); and Roos, Roos, Dragonetti, and Edvinsson’s study
in 1998. Each study lists main categories (e.g, Intellectual Capital Management Groups:
value extraction, customer capital, structural capital, value creation, and human capital)
and then lists measurable indicators such as patents pending, training expenses, and

investment in information technology. Bose (2004) also indcates that the balanced
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scorecard is becoming popular in the U.S. The balanced scorecard, developed by Kaplan
and Norton (1996), links an organization's strategies to four key performance areas:
financial, customers, internal processes, and learning/growth. The balanced scorecard
takes into account the tangible (financial) and the intangible (human capital, customer
capital, and structural capital). Like the other models the scorecard uses indicators to
measure the intangible. There is an increase focus on economic value (Bose, 2004). This
is a measure of the company’s finances as well as its capital. Bose connotes that there are
models that take into account intellectual capital, and that for knowledge management to
excel, it must adapt models like these into its framework. Bose’s (2004) comments echo
Prusak’s (2001) discussion on the future evolution of KM.

A risk approach to analyzing and quantifying the potential loss of knowledge would
be extremely valuable along with knowledge management practices for mitigating the
risk. Risk management has multiple methods for quantifying that could be leveraged for
use in knowledge management or blended with knowledge management. Understanding
the probabilities of the events would better allow for the various plans of action and costs
associated with implementing knowledge management processes. Kontio and Basili
(1996) show the use of risk applications to knowledge management as well as knowledge
management applications to risk management in their discussion of the Riskit Method
and the Experience Factory. Both tools were developed at the University of Maryland.
The authors use a knowledge management philosophy of data, information, and
knowledge to describe a given project and the management of risk for the project.
According to Kontio and Basili, project context information defines the project itself and

includes the definition of the risk management mandate for the project. Kontio and Basili
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then describe the Riskit method as a graphical qualitative analysis as a basis before
quantitative analysis is pursued. The authors use a knowledge management approach of
explicit knowledge transfer to define risk and then apply risk methods to qualify and
quantify project knowledge risks. This is coupled with the Experience Factory to blend
RM and KM further in an overall analysis method. The researchers cover Conrow’s
(2005) risk management categories in their research but address only explicit knowledge
transfer and do not show the correlation or causal effects of knowledge transfer on risk
management capabilities (Kontio & Basili, 1996).

Another example of risk management principals used in knowledge management is
detailed in a publication by the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), (Kolisov,
Mazour, & Yanev, 2006). The IAEA uses a risk management approach to analyze loss of
critical knowledge in the nuclear industry. The organization states three specific cases as
the background for this approach: the quickly expanding nuclear capacity of China, the
talent loss and recruitment challenges of Germany, and the aging workforce in the United
States. These problems are abundant in many other countries for many other companies.
The authors consider all of Conrow’s (2005) risk management categories and discuss the
need for best practices but do not test the correlation or causal effects of knowledge
transfer on risk management. For example, in the United States there is a general trend of
an aging workforce in the government as well as govemmc;,nt contractors. Ladd and
Ward (2002) cite studies that show that the workforce of the U.S. Air Force is aging and
that the U.S. Air Force is having a difficult time in recruiting and retaining a
knowledgeable workforce. Leonard and Kiron (2002) state that 40% of NASA’s Jet

Propulsion Laboratory (JPL) sector’s scientific and engineering workforce is currently
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eligible for retirement. All of these studies point to a risk of knowledge loss.

In an effort to help its constituents the IAEA provides risk methods to help identify
and mitigate knowledge loss threats. The main course of action is to identify a total risk
factor, for which the IAEA developed a flow chart outlining a process that was
successfully incorporated by the Tennessee Valley Authority. The IAEA uses a ranking
system that resembles that of Haimes, Kaplan, and Lambert (2002). This system allows
for data to be expressed in ordinal form. Risk values are assigned to attrition and the type
of knowledge. These values are then multiplied to obtain a total risk factor. From this a
risk mitigation plan is developed which involves monitoring and evaluating both the plan
and the risks.

There are other articles concerning risk management principles applied to knowledge
management but this area does need more research. Avoidance of costly mistakes and
reduction of risk are among the “proven benefits” listed by Skyrme (1999) of a good
knowledge initiative. This involves not only knowledge of possible consequences but
methods of analysis to evaluate those consequences. Kotnour and Landaeta (2002)
indicate that knowledge management across projects, inter-knowledge transfer, is critical
in both creating and maintaining high performance projects as well as the organization.
Landaeta (2008) evaluates the benefits and challenges of managing knowledge across
projects. According to the author the elements of knowledge management across projects
would promote a better collective understanding in project-based organizations.
However, using project resources to manage projects’ knowledge may divert needed
resources from project work generating project risks that need to be addressed. Kotnour

and Landaeta (2002) present a conceptual model of knowledge management across
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projects. A risk assessment approach to analyzing the causal relationships they identified
would benefit the model in industrial application.

The literature review on risk management applied to managing knowledge shows
conceptual models for using risk management to enhance knowledge management,
however there is a gap in the literature with respect to the empirical testing of the
relationship of knowledge transfer on risk management (Kontio & Basili, 1996; Kolisov,
Mazour, & Yanev, 2006). Additionally, the literature review is showing that both inter-
and intra-knowledge transfer should be considered when managing knowledge in the
project environment (Kotnour & Landaeta, 2002; Landaeta, 2008). Therefore, there is a
gap in the literature with respect to empirical research of the relationships between inter-
and intra-knowledge transfer with risk management in the project environment. Table 1,
at the end of the literature, review summarizes the literature on risk management as it

applies to managing knowledge.

Risk and Knowledge Management

Neef (2005) indicates that some companies are starting to realize the
interrelationships between knowledge management and risk management. According to
Neef many issues that company leaders say prevent them from anticipating and reacting
to crises, i.e. potential risks, are the same issues that KM experts have been dealing with
for years. Similar to Neef, Lelic (2002) claims that an organization cannot manage its
risks without managing its knowledge. Neef refers to the integration of the two
philosophies as Knowledge Risk Management, KRM. Neef lists four key aspects of
successful implementation of KRM: 1) there must be top level support, 2) “you can’t

manage what you can’t measure” (p. 115), 3) open, transparent and verifiable reporting,
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and 4) a dedicated knowledge management process. Neef’s position is fundamentally
positivistic and constrains KRM to a realm of the discrete and quantifiable. Neef
believes that effective risk management can only be handled through knowledge
management.

Many forward looking companies are recognizing the synergies of the two
management disciplines. Though the relationship is more complex that first thought
(Webb, 2007). Webb believes that RM tends to focus on the controls and KM tends to
focus on innovation and creativity. When trying to provide for a comprehensive
management plan that incorporates both, path divergence and emergence can be
encountered. Still Webb believes that risk management and knowledge management
have a natural symbiotic relationship. Like Neef (2005), Webb (2007) provides for a
model that combines the two philosophies. Again knowledge management is used as a
foundation for which Webb lays the risk management principles on top off. Martin,
Prior, Ward, and Holtham (2002) focus on the interconnectivity of RM and KM with a
case study of a legal department within the financial services industry. According to the
authors, risk management is a decision process that is based on organization,
interpretation, and application of information. This is deeply tied to knowledge
management which focusing on the understanding of the creation, flow, and storage of
that information. These authors do not offer a model but instead illustrate with the case
study how knowledge management techniques are used in combination with risk
management methods, though it is not always obvious to the practitioner that he is doing
so. In their summary of the case study they conclude that “any risk management

approach requires a better understanding of the current asset value” (p. 7). Information
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and knowledge must be seen as assets in the context of risk (Martin, et al., 2002). The
case study looks at intra-knowledge transfer, knowledge transfer that is contained within
a group and does not look at inter-knowledge transfer, knowledge that is transferred
across groups. The case study also does not discuss the specific correlations of
knowledge transfer as it applies to Conrow’s (2005) risk management categories.

Letens, Van Nuffel, Heene and Leysen (2008) further relate the realm of knowledge
management and risk management in their approach of using a balanced approach for
risk identification. Letens, et al. (2008) adapt Wilber’s (1995) integral theory in their risk
framework. This framework is based on identifying risk as viewed by the individual or
collective and from an interior or exterior point of view. The interior individual
perspective is classified by the authors as “what the entity experiences” (p. 7) the exterior
individual perspective is classified as “what the entity does” (p. 7) the interior collective
perspective is classified as “what the external environment of the entity experiences” (p.
7), and the exterior collective perspective is classified as “what the external environment
of the entity does” (p. 7) This framework, focused on risk identification, draws parallels
to Nonaka’s (1994) knowledge conversion processes. Nonaka explores the tacit to tacit,
tacit to explicit, explicit to explicit, and explicit to tacit knowledge conversion processes.
The distinction is made from individual to groups and from internal to external. The
methods of knowledge conversion differ and Letens, et al. (2008) point out so do risks
identified. Letens, et al. state that each of these groups must be considered for a
comprehensive risk analysis. Letens, et al. explore knowledge transfer both explicit and
tacit from within and across groups but only as it applies to one of Conrow’s (2005) risk

management categories, risk identification.
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Ahlemann (2009) developed an architecture for the specification and application of
project management software. His architecture is built around a reference model. Two
attributes a reference model possesses according to Ahlemann are the ability to reduce
risks and the ability to enhance communication of ideas and best practices. Ahlemann
explores and expands upon the existing reference models of Froese (1992) and
Schlagheck (2000). Ahlemann (2009) states that Froese’s (1992) model does not support
work breakdown structures. Real data and “what if”” scenarios cannot be evaluated with
Froese’s model either. According to Ahlemann (2009), Schlagheck’s (2000) model is an
improvement over Froese’s (1992) but Schlagheck’s (2000) model only allows for a
single project plan. Ahlemann’s (2009)model allows for consideration of more plan
versions and allows for the ability to run scenarios. Ahlemann claims that the structure
and improved functionality of his model allows for project management methods,
including those of risk management and knowledge management, to be applied from the
program level down to the work package level. Ahlemann’s research demonstrates the
benefits of relaying best practices to identify risk scenarios.

The literature review on risk management and knowledge management established
some common trends and identified gaps in the literature. The research either addressed
knowledge transfer to a specific aspect of risk management (Letens, Van Nuffel, Heene
& Leysen, 2008) or the research does not test the relationship between knowledge
transfer and risk management (Ahlemann, 2009; Martin, Prior, Ward, & Holtham, 2002).
The literature review also builds upon the importance of considering inter and intra

knowledge transfer (Letens, Van Nuffel, Heene & Leysen, 2008) and also the
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consideration of best practices (Ahlemann, 2009). Table 1 gives a summary of literature

studied and shows the gap identified through the literature review.

Table 1

Literature Summary and Gap Analysis

AUTHORC(s) SUMMARY GAP ANALYSIS
Aase and Nybg  Studied alternative learning  The authors look at tacit, explicit,
(2005) methods in high-risk individual, and group knowledge. The

industries. The authors show authors show the importance of knowledge
the importance of considering transfer in high risk industries but do not test
modes of learning and the relationship between knowledge transfer
knowledge transfer in high  and risk management.
risk industries.

Ahlemann (2009) Developed a model that The author shows the link that best practices
allows one to consider many play in project risk management. The

project plans and also run author’s research addresses one of Conrow’s
scenarios. According to the (2005) risk management categories, risk
author, two attributes his identification but does not test the

model possesses is the ability relationship between knowledge transfer and
to reduce risk and the ability risk management.
to enhance communication of

information.
Basili, Caldiera, Developed a framework The authors establish lessons learned as an
and called the Experience Factory.important component of knowledge transfer.

Rombach (1994) The feedback loops of lessons The authors do not directly explore that
learned and leveraging of relationship with risk management.
experience used in the
Experience Factory can be
adapted for risk management.

Colton and Ward Describe story telling as an  The authors focus on tacit knowledge

(2004) effective way for managing transfer and the research looks at the
uncertainty. The authors effectiveness of a specific method of tacit
mention storytelling for risk knowledge transfer as it relates to
management as a qualitative communicating quantitative data. These
method for communicating  authors do not directly look at the individual
quantitative data. components of risk management as defined

by Conrow (2005).



Table 1 (continued).

Dillon and Investigated near miss events. The authors establish importance of

Tinsley (2005)  The authors showed that studying not only events that have occurred
knowledge from near but events that almost occurred. They show
miss events can skew the knowledge transfer aspect but do not
judgment and needs to be directly show the relationships between near
taken into account. misses and risk management.

Fischhoff (1975) Investigated the effect of The author examines one type of
explicit knowledge on knowledge, explicit, and how that impacts

Haimes, Kaplan,
and
Lambert (2002)

Halpern-Felsher,
Millstein,

Ellen, Adler,
Tschann, and
Biehl (2001)

Jones (2003)

Kim and Miner
(2007)

judgment. Research showed probability assessment. The author analyzes
that explicit knowledge of  two components of risk management,
outcomes affects a judge’s  indentifying and analyzing risks, as defined

ability for impartial by Conrow (2005) but does not address how

probability assessments. knowledge transfer impacts risk
management.

Focused on risk filtering, The authors build a risk management model

ranking, and management.  that incorporates Conrow’s (2005) risk

The authors lay out an eight management categories but do not examine
step process for working the how knowledge transfer impacts
through risks. While their  relaying that information across projects.
paper did not specifically deal

with knowledge management

the methodology is similar to

Kolisov, Mazour, and Yanev

(2006.)

Investigated risk judgment in The authors research how tacit knowledge
health promoting and health impacts risk judgment. This research shows
compromising behaviors. a correlation between personal knowledge
Research showed a and risk identification and handling but does
correlation between learned  not consider knowledge transfer and risk
knowledge and risk behavior. management.

Research also showed

differences between tacit

knowledge and explicit

knowledge on risk behavior.

Highlighted the benefits of ~ Jones’ research shows the importance of
knowledge management. knowledge transfer of best practices in the
Through a case study the form of a knowledge management plan and
author shows a reduction in  risk planning. This research does consider
risk exposure by keeping legalrisk management specifically but looks at
experts current and aware of Kknowledge management on a larger scale.
contemporary changes.

Investigated near failures.  The authors establish importance of

Their research shows the studying not only events that have occurred
importance of studying and  but events that almost occurred. They show
gaining knowledge from near the knowledge transfer aspect but do not
failures and shows directly show the relationships between near
qualitatively that failure misses and risk management.

experience can modify risk

behavior.
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Kolisov, Mazour,
and Yanev
(2006)

Kontio and Basili
(1996)

Letens, Van
Nuffel, Heene,
and Leysen
(2008)

Martin, Prior,
Ward, and
Holtham (2002)

Used a risk management The authors consider all of Conrow’s (2005)
approach to analyze the loss risk management categories and discuss the
of critical knowledge in the need for best practices but do not test the
nuclear industry. Risk values correlation or causal effects of knowledge
are assigned to attrition and  transfer on risk management.

type of knowledge. These

values are multiplied to obtain

a total risk factor. Risk

mitigations plans are then

developed and tailored to the

risk factors.

Developed a framework The researchers cover Conrow’s (2005) risk
called the “RISKIT” method. management categories in their research but
This method uses both address only explicit knowledge transfer and
qualitative and quantitative  do not show the correlation or causal effects
analyses. KM is used to of knowledge transfer on risk management
define risk and then risk capabilities.

methods are used to qualify

and quantify project risks.

Used a balanced approach for Letens, et al. explore knowledge transfer
identifying risks. The both explicit and tacit from within and
framework looks at risk from across groups but only as it applies to one of
an individual and collective ~ Conrow’s (2005) risk management

point of view as well as an  categories and risk identification.

interior and exterior point of

view. This framework is

similar to Nonaka’s (1994)

knowledge conversion

process model.

Used a case study to The case study looks at intra-knowledge
investigate the relationship  transfer, knowledge transfer that is
between risk management and contained within a group and does not look
knowledge management. The at inter knowledge transfer, knowledge that
authors surmise dthat risk is transferred across groups. The case study
management involves the also does not discuss the specific

better understanding of the  correlations of knowledge transfer as it
current asset value. KM applies to risk management.

techniques are used to better

understand that value.

Regev, Shtub, andUsed knowledge gap analysis The authors consider the implications of

Ben-
Haim (2006)

to manage risks. Similar to a knowledge transfer through an interactive

spiral model this method process and the effects it has on risk analysis
focuses on the widest but do not show the correlation or causal
knowledge gap in each cycle effects of knowledge transfer to risk

and seeks to eliminate or management.

reduce it.
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Review of the literature showed that lessons learned, best practices and near
misses were all categories that are important to knowledge transfer. The literature review
also showed that inter knowledge transfer as well as intra knowledge transfer should be
considered (Kotnour & Landaeta, 2002; Landaeta, 2008; Letens, Van Nuffel, Heene &
Leysen, 2008). There is a clear gap in the literature in the area of the relationships
between knowledge transfer, in the forms of lessons learned, best practices, and near
misses, and how they relate to Conrow’s (2005) risk management capabilities. This gap
is shown in Tables 2 for gaps related to knowledge transfer and Table 3 for gaps related
to risk management capabilities. Tables 2 and 3 are complementary and when viewed
together only the last column, Haltiwanger (2012), fills the gaps in all the columns for

both Tables.



Table 2

Gap Details
Authors (Year)
Basili,
Aase Caldiera, Colton Dillon and
and | Ahlemann and and Tinsley
Nybg (2009) Ward
Rombach (2005)
(2005) (1994) (2004)
Lessons
Learned X X X
Inter-
project | Best Practices X X
learning
Near Misses X
Knowledge
Transfer Lessons
Learned X X X
Intra-
project | Best Practices X X
learning
Near Misses X
Risk Planning X
Risk
Identification X X X
Risks Management | Risk Analysis X
Capabilities
Risk Handling
Risk
Monitoring
Risk X
Documentation




Table 2 (continued).
Authors (Year)
Halpern-
Haimes Felsher,
’ 1 Millstein, .
Fischhoff Kaa;:‘l;m, Ellen, Jones K;;?nz:d
(1975) Lambert Adler, (2003) (2007)
(2002) Tschann,
and Biehl
(2001)
Lessons
Learned X
Inter-
project | Best Practices X
learning
Near Misses X
Knowledge
Transfer Lessons X
Learned
Intra-
project | Best Practices X
learning
Near Misses X
Risk Planning X X X
Risk
Identification X X X X
Risk Analysis X X
Risks Management
Capabilities Risk Handling X X
Risk
Monitoring X
Risk X
Documentation
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Table 2 (continued).
Authors (Year)
. Letens, Martin,
Kolisov, Kontio Van Prior, Regev,
Mazour, Shtub,
and Nuffel, Ward,
and - and Ben-
Yanev Basili | Heene,and and Haim
(1996) Leysen Holtham
(2006) 2008) | (2002) | 2009
Lessons
Learned X X
Inter-
project | Best Practices X
learning
Near Mi
Knowledge car Bsses
Transfer Lessons
Learned X X X
Intra-
project | Best Practices X X
learning
Near Misses X
Risk Planning X X
Risk
Identification X X X
Risk Analysis X X X
Risks Management
Capabilities Risk Handling X X
Risk
Monitoring X X
Risk
Documentation X X
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Table 2 (continued).

Documentation

Authors (Year)
Kotnour Haltiwanger
(1999, 2000) | Landacta (2008) (2012)
Lessons
Learned X X X
Inter-
project | Best Practices X X
learning
Near Mi X X
Knowledge ear viisses
Transfer Lessons
Learned X X
Intra-
project | Best Practices X
learning
Near Misses X
Risk Planning X
Risk X
Identification
Risk Analysis X
Risks Management
Capabilities Risk Handling X
Risk
Monitoring X
Risk X
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Research Hypotheses

The authors and researchers cited in this dissertation present convincing arguments
that there is a substantial relationship between risk and knowledge management.
Principles of risk management are effectively being applied to enhance knowledge
management. Additionally, knowledge management is being used as a tool to improve
risk management strategies. Furthermore evidence exists that practices of the two can be
combined in different ways to obtain a more holistic view. McElroy (2003), President of
the Knowledge Management Consortium, believes that knowledge management’s
greatest value may lay with enhancing risk management.

The literature review showed that the gap is in this field of study is in the area of
knowledge transfer as it impacts risk management. The researchers either did not
empirically test the relationship of knowledge transfer on risk management capabilities
(Aase & Nybg, 2005; Ahlemann, 2009; Basili, Caldiera, & Rombach, 1994; Colton &
Ward, 2004; Dillon and Tinsley’s, 2005; Jones, 2003; Kim &Miner, 2007; Kontio &
Basili, 1996; Kolisov, Mazour & Yanev, 2006; Martin, Prior, Ward, & Holtham, 2002;
Regev, Shtub, & Ben-Haim, 2006), or they specifically look at knowledge transfer but
only at one aspect of risk management (Letens, Van Nuffel, Heene & Leysen, 2008), or
they do not specifically address knowledge transfer in their risk management research
(Fischhoff, 1975; Halpern-Felsher, Millstein, Ellen, Adler, Tschann, & Biehl, 2001).
From this literature review the gap of the relationship between knowledge transfer and
risk management was established and the research question formed, “Does knowledge

transfer have a positive impact on risk management capabilities?”
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The literature review also revealed aspects of knowledge transfer to consider.
Lessons learned (Basili, Caldiera, & Rombach, 1994 ), best practices (Ahlemann, 2009;
Jones, 2003) and near misses (Dillon & Tinsley, 2005; Kim & Miner 2007) are important
aspects of knowledge transfer that have not being studied before with respect to their
relationship with risk management. Additionally, inter- and intra-knowledge transfer
should be considered (Kotnour & Landaeta, 2002; Landaeta, 2008; Letens, Van Nuffel,
Heene & Leysen, 2008) in research performed in the project environment. Therefore, in
order to answer the research question set to close the current gap in the literature, a
conceptual model was formed, Figure 1, showing the relationship between knowledge
transfer (in the form of lessons learned, best practices, and near misses) and risk
management capabilities and an expanded conceptual model was formed to show those
knowledge transfer aspects as subsets of inter knowledge transfer and intra knowledge
transfer, Figure 2. These research models provide a representation of the relationships
(i.e., hypotheses) between knowledge transfer and risk management that will be
investigated in this dissertation. The empirical testing of these relationships (i.e.,
hypotheses) is expected to close an important gap in the current literature of knowledge
management and risk management. Based on the literature review, research question,
and conceptual models the core hypothesis was formed. This hypothesis tests the
relationship between knowledge transfer and risk management capabilities. Secondary to
the core research hypothesis, a second group of hypotheses was also formed. One
hypothesis tested the expanded research model and the other hypotheses tested the effect
certain moderating factors potentially played on the relationship between knowledge

transfer and risk management capabilities. These hypotheses were of a supportive nature
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and were intended to provide additional insight into the relationship between knowledge

transfer and risk management capabilities.

Lesson
Learned

Figure 1. Basic Research Model
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Figure 2. Expanded Research Model
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The main hypothesis developed, H1, was developed to test and answer the research

question, “Does knowledge transfer have a positive impact on risk management

capabilities?” The sub hypothesis, Hla, was developed based on the literature review to

determine if one form of knowledge transfer, inter knowledge transfer, would have a
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greater impact on risk management capabilities than another form of knowledge transfer,
intra knowledge transfer. Investigating hypothesis H1a provides further insight into the
relationship between knowledge transfer and risk management capabilities by testing
these two types of knowledge transfer.
o HI: An increase in knowledge transfer will have a positive impact on risk
management capabilities.
o Hila: Inter knowledge transfer has a more positive impact on risk management

capabilities than intra knowledge transfer.

Research shows that building knowledge increases project performance and that both
inter and intra project learning contribute to building of that knowledge (Kotnour, 2000).
Landaeta (2008) offers evidence that there is a correlation between increasing the body of
knowledge obtained from other projects and project performance. Hypothesis 1A, for
this investigation, will focus on inter- and intra- project knowledge transfer and the
impact on risk management capabilities. Knowledge transfer, both inter and intra, will be
measured by the frequency of sharing lessons learned, best practices, and near misses.

Additional hypotheses were developed using the main hypothesis as the basis. These
hypotheses were supportive in nature and look at the moderating effect of certain
variables. These hypotheses were developed with the intent of adding additional insight
to the core hypothesis by looking at potential influencers on the knowledge transfer and
risk management capabilities relationship. The moderating variables are length of the
project, number of team members on the project, company size based on the number of
employees the company has, and project management methodologies. Hypothesis 2 is

that the length of the project will have a positive moderating effect. This is based on a
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longer time frame giving more opportunities to share knowledge and improve upon risk
management. Based on this author’s own experience longer projects have provided the
time to implement both knowledge management and risk management programs and
review those programs at various stages of the project’s life cycle. Hypothesis 3 is that
the number of team members will have a positive moderating effect. This is based on
more individuals to share knowledge and conduct risk management. Based on the
experience of this author, larger teams have had more opportunities to transfer knowledge
and a greater pool to gather that knowledge from. Hypothesis 4 is that the company’s
size will not have a statistically significant impact on the first hypothesis. A larger
company may have more resources and overall capital but there is not a guarantee that
those resources and funds will translate to the particular project being worked (Webb,
2007). Hypothesis S is that the project’s cost will not have a statistically significant
impact on the first hypothesis. The rationale for Hypothesis 5 follows that of Hypothesis
4. Total funding for a project does not guarantee that the team or the company will focus
on knowledge management or risk management as integral components of project
management. Hypothesis 6 is that experience; project management experience, risk
management experience, or knowledge management experience will have a positive
moderating effect on the first hypothesis. Based on personal experience individuals learn
over time and are able to adapt and implement based on those experiences (Dillon &

Tinsley, 2005; Klein, et al.,1989).
Additional Hypotheses

o H2: The length of a project will have a positive effect on the relationships of

knowledge transfer and risk management capabilities.
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e H3: The number of team members on a project will have a positive effect on the
relationships of knowledge transfer and risk management capabilities.

e H4: A company’s size, based on the number of employees will not have a
significant effect on the relationships of knowledge transfer and risk management
capabilities.

o HS: Project cost will not have a significant effect on the relationships of
knowledge transfer and risk management capabilities.

o Hé6: Experience will have a significant effect on the relationships of knowledge

transfer and risk management capabilities.

The next chapter, “Research Methodology”, addresses the specific steps taken in this
dissertation to empirically test the hypotheses developed to close a gap in the current

literature of knowledge management and risk management.
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CHAPTER 3

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Introduction

Myers (1997) refers to research methodology as an inquisitive strategy of moving
from the realm of philosophical assumptions into that of research design and data
collection. A methodology that is often used is that of empirical research. This
methodology uses a “systemic investigation of an experience which should be both
skeptical and ethical” (Robson, 2002). Creswell (2005) identifies steps of empirical
research as: identification of a research problem, review of existing literature,
specification of purpose, collection of data, analysis/interpretation of data, and reporting
on/evaluating those data.

Under the umbrella of empirical research lies deductive and inductive reasoning.
Common practice is to match the reasoning with a respective technique. Quantitative
techniques are normally found with deductive research and qualitative techniques are
normally associated with inductive techniques (Cohen & Manion, 1994). In deciding on
a method Bogdan and Biklen (1992) set forth three principles to help guide the
researcher:

1) Is one generating or testing a theory? Quantitative is better suited in testing
theories while qualitative methods are better in the realm of theory generation according

to the authors.
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2) How much detail is needed to meet the objectives and is generalization an
objective? According to the authors qualitative research is best suited where detail and
context are paramount where quantitative methods are best suited where generalizability
a goal.

3) Are key variable known or unknown? When the objective is to identify variables
affecting the phenomenon under study qualitative methods work best (Creswell, 1994).
Once the key variables are identified quantitative methods work well at exploring the
relationship between the variables (Bogdan & Bilken, 1992).

The method used to investigate the research question will be empirical in basis. The
path used follows the steps identified by Creswell (2005) for empirical research. Based
on answering the questions developed by Bogdan and Biklen (1992) the reasoning used is
deductive. The techniques used will be quantitative collection of data, statistical analysis,

and hypothesis testing followed by qualitative interpretation of the results.

Research Design and Methods

Based upon the literature review conducted it was established that little research has
been conducted on the inter-relationships between knowledge management and risk
management. After the literature review revealed that there was quite a large gap in
knowledge in the specific area of knowledge transfer and risk management and the
research question was posed: “Does knowledge transfer have a positive impact on risk
management capabilities?” From this question the main hypothesis was established:

e HI: An increase in knowledge transfer will have a positive impact on risk

management capabilities.
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o Hla: Inter knowledge transfer has a more positive impact on risk management
capabilities than intra knowledge transfer.

e H2: The length of a project will have a positive effect on the relationships of
knowledge transfer and risk management capabilities.

¢ H3: The number of team members on a project will have a positive effect on the
relationships of knowledge transfer and risk management capabilities.

e H4: A company’s size, based on the number of employees will not have a
significant effect on the relationships of knowledge transfer and risk management
capabilities.

e HS5: Project cost will not have a significant effect on the relationships of
knowledge transfer and risk management capabilities.

e H6: Experience will have a significant effect on the relationships of knowledge

transfer and risk management capabilities.

The independent variables for the hypothesis are inter-knowledge transfer and intra-
knowledge transfer. Knowledge transfer will considered knowledge that is spread from
one individual or group to another individual or group. Where knowledge is
“information that has been given meaning, and information is data that has been given
structure” (Glazer 1998, p. 176, Glazer 1991, p. 2). Inter-knowledge transfer is
knowledge transfer that occurs between projects and intra-knowledge transfer is
knowledge that is transferred within a project. Lessons learned will be defined as
knowledge gained through experience, which if shared, would promote the recurrence of
desirable outcomes or preclude the recurrence of undesirable outcomes (Department of

Energy Standard 7501-99, 1999). Best practices will be defined based on the United
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Nations Population Fund’s (UNFPA) definition of effective practices. A best practice is a
technique or methodology that has proven successful in particular circumstances (United
Nations Population Fund 2004). The definition of near miss will be an event that has a
non-hazardous outcome but in which a hazardous outcome could have occurred (Dillon
& Tinsley, 2005).

Conrow (2005) defines risk management comprises the acts of risk planning, risk
identification, risk analysis, risk handling, risk monitoring, and risk documentation).
Risk planning is the process of developing and documenting strategy and methods for
performing the other steps in risk management. Risk identification is the process of
examining areas and processes to identify and document the associated risk. Risk
analysis is “the process of examining each identified risk issue or process to refine the
description of the risk, isolating the cause and determining the effects” (Conrow, 2005, p.
8). Risk handling is setting risks at acceptable levels based on identifying, evaluating,
selecting, and implementing the desired option (Conrow, 2005). Risk monitoring is the
process that systematic tracking and evaluation of the performance of risk handling
actions. Risk documentation is the recording, maintaining, and reporting of the other
risk management steps (Conrow, 2005). Table 3 contains the independent and dependent

variables as well as operational definitions of those variables.



Table 3

Definitions of Dependent and Independent Variables

Table 3 Definitions of Dependent and Independent Variables

Variable

1 Operational Definition

Independent Variables

Inter-knowledge transfer

The sharing of knowledge from one individual or group
to another individual or group between projects

Intra-knowledge transfer

The sharing of knowledge from one individual or group
to another individual or group within a project

Lesson learned

Knowledge gained through experience, which if shared,
would promote the recurrence of desirable outcomes or
preclude the recurrence of undesirable outcomes

Best practice

A technique or methodology that, has proven
successful in particular circumstances

Near miss

An event that has a non-hazardous outcome but in
which a hazardous outcome could have occurred.

Dependent Variables

Risk Management Capabilities

The capability to perform risk planning, risk
identification, risk analysis, risk handling, risk
monitoring and risk documentation.

Risk planning

The process of developing and documenting strategy
and methods for performing the other steps in risk
management.

Risk identification

The process of examining areas and processes to
identify and document the associated risk.

Risk analysis

The process of examining each identified risk issue or
process to refine the description of the risk, isolating
the cause and determining the effects.

Risk handling

Setting risks at acceptable levels based on identifying,
evaluating, selecting, and implementing the desired
option

Risk monitoring

Systematic tracking and evaluation of the performance
of risk handling actions

Risk documentation

The recording, maintaining, and reporting of the other
risk management steps
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Survey

The quantitative technique requires data collection. The field study is one quantitative
method used. Under the umbrella of field study is the survey. The survey is a means for
describing, comparing, or explaining a group’s knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors
(Fink, 2003). Along the same lines Creswell (2005) states that surveys “provides a
quantitative or numeric description of trends, attitudes, or opinions of a population by
studying a sample of that population” (p. 153). Surveys provide for high external validity
(Bowen, 1995).

Important steps of the survey are setting objectives, designing the survey, preparing a
reliable and valid instrument, administering, analyzing, and reporting results (Fink,
2003). The objectives for this survey are developed from the hypotheses. Survey design
considers the type of survey, types of questions asked, survey sampling, sampling
methods, sample size, and response rate. Types of surveys are self-administered
questionnaires, interviews, structured record reviews, and structured observations. Self-
administered questionnaires are surveys in which the individual respondents complete
themselves. Of the different types of self-administered questionnaires the web-based
survey was chosen. Advantages of a web-based survey included cost, short collection
time, and ease of data transfer (de Leeuw, 2008).

Open or closed questions can be asked. In open questions respondents provide
answers in their own words. In closed questions respondents choose from a
predetermined set of answers. According to Fink (2003), open questions allow
respondents to describe the world as they see it and in closed questions respondents

answer questions as the surveyor sees it. Open questions must be interpreted and
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cataloged, and unless the surveyor is trained in qualitative techniques complexity can
arise in comparing and interpreting the resuits. Closed questions are more difficult to
construct but lend themselves better to statistical analysis and interpretation (Fink, 2003).

Answers to closed questions can be nominal, ordinal, or numerical. Nominal answers
require respondents to place themselves in a category (i.e. male or female), ordinal
answers require respondents to rate the answer (i.e. very positive to very negative), and
numerical answers require respondent to give a number (i.e. age). The survey will use
ordinal answers to collect data on independent and dependent variables, a mixture of
nominal, ordinal, and numerical answers will be used to collect data on moderating
variables.

Two sampling methods are probability sampling and nonprobability sampling. In
probability sampling all members of the target population have a know probability of
being included in the survey. Probability sampling uses random sampling techniques.
While in a nonprobability sampling subjects are chosen by judgment and not all members
of the target population have a chance of being chosen. The main advantage to
nonprobability sampling is convenience and cost, while the main disadvantage is the
possibility of selection bias (Fink, 2003). Fink (2003) indcates that often nonprobability
sampling is appropriate for surveys. For this survey a convenience sample will be
chosen.

There is a wide range of recommendations for sample size based on total numbers and
participants per variable. Hair, Anderson, Tatham, and Black (1995) recommend 15 to
20 observations per independent variable for generalizability, a minimum ratioof S5to 1,

and having at least 50 total observations when performing factor analysis. Gorsuch
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(1983) repeats the recommendation for a minimum ratio of 5 to 1, while Everitt (1975)
recommends the ratio should be at least 10 to 1. A target of 20 observations per
independent variable was established with a minimum of 50 observations needed for
factor analysis. With six independent variables this gives a target value of 120 surveys.
Response and non-response rate must be considered. Both non-response to an entire
survey and non-response to individual questions can introduce bias (Fink, 2003). Fink
(2003) lists identifying larger number of respondents, using surveys that interest the
respondents, sending reminders, and following up with non respondents as a few
measures to increase response rates. The population will be individuals in a project based
environment that are were involved with risk management for a past project.
Solicitations will be made through contacts at Old Dominion University and on-line
social networks (i.e. LinkedIn®) for individuals working in project based companies.

Figure 3 is a flow chart of the proposed survey development process.

Identify independent, Generate survey Rcvi'ew survey questions
dependent, and control questions with subject matter
variable experts
X s 1dentify pilot survey
Modify survey instrument
f participants Administer pilot survey
Analyze pilot results and Identify
modify survey icGipants Administer survey

Figure 3. Survey Development



The initial survey developed is shown in Appendix A. Table 4 lists the questions as

they relate to the independent, dependent, and moderating variables.

Table 4

Question Categorization

Table 4 Question Categorization
Variable | Questions
Independent Variables

Best Practices Intra (1,2)
Inter (3,4)

Lesson learned Intra (5,6)
Inter (7,8)

Near misses Inter (9, 10)
Intra (11, 12)

Dependent Variables

Risk planning 13, 14, 25

Risk identification 15, 16, 26

Risk analysis 17, 18, 27

Risk handling 19, 20, 28

Risk documentation 21,22,29

Risk monitoring 23,24, 30

Moderating Variables

Number of team members 31

Length of project 32

Company Size 33

Education Level 34

Project Cost 35

PM Experience with Company 36

Total PM Experience 37

Total KM Experience 38

Total RM Experience 39

Research Validity and Data Analysis

The survey instrument will undergo validity and reliability scrutiny. Validity
measures how effective the instrument measures what is intended and reliability is a

measure of how reproducible the instrument’s data are (Litwin, 1995). Of particular

48
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concern are: reliability - consistency between the measures of a construct, content
validity - how well the instrument covers the domain of the concept, face validity- how
well the instrument “looks like” it measures what it is intended to measure,
unidimensionality - how well the indicators represent a single concept, internal validity -
the extent to which the correlation being tested is between the variables and not an
outside factor, external validity - the extent to which the findings may be generalized, and
nomological validity - the extent to which the constructs relate to each other in a manner
consistent with theory (Ahire & Devaraj, 2001).

Reliability will be measured using Cronbach’s Alpha. Acceptance criteria will be an
alpha of greater that 0.6 as being good (Ahire & Devaraj, 2001) with a minimum alpha of
0.5 (Nunnally, 1967). Content validity is captured by the use of prior literature and the
use of subject matter experts. Pilot studies were utilized to ensure face validity. For
unidimensionality, Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was performed using principal
components. A 0.4 minimum value for small sample sizes were used (Girden, 2001).
For internal validity, descriptive statistics as well as data collection from different
organizations were used. For external validity inferential statistics were used. Finally,
for nomological validity the relationships were evaluated using correlation, regression
and other multivariate analysis procedures. Normality was checked. If data are normal
then Pearson correlation coefficients was determined. If the data are determined to be
non-normally distributed then the correlation coefficients were determined using
Spearman’s rank correlation coeffiecent. A skewness analysis was performed to

determine the correct correlation analysis method. The reliability and validity checks
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ensured applicability, consistency, and neutrality. Figure 4 shows the data analysis flow

chart.

Check data (uses means . . T Factor Analysis
for missing data) Desariptive Statistics (Cronbach’s Apha)
Collect Factors Check for Normality Transform Variables

Correlation Analysis Tom Fypotheres (R_P-
(Pearson for narmal, Value) Interpret Results
Spearman for non-

normal)

Figure 4. Data Analysis Flow Chart
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

This research investigated the links between knowledge management and risk
management. The basis of this research was a detailed literature review showing both
that links between KM and RM existed and that there was a wide gap in the body of
knowledge in this area (Hatiwanger, Landaeta, Pinto, & Tolk, 2010). The literature
review went further to identify a specific gap in the body of knowledge on the
relationship of knowledge transfer and risk management capabilities. From the literature
review a conceptual model was formed and hypotheses built. A survey was developed,
vetted through peer review and distributed. Solicitations for participation were made via
the internet and data were collected. Quantitative data analysis was performed followed
by qualitative interpretation. Results supported the main hypothesis that an increase of
knowledge transfer has a positive impact on Risk Management capabilities. The results

of this analysis follow.

Survey

The initial survey was developed using adapting questions from previous research of
Kotnour (2000) and Landaeta (2008). Kotnour’s (2000) research focused on learning and
project performance while Landaeta’s (2008) focused on knowledge transfer and project
performance. These questions were evaluated and determined to be well suited and were

modified based on the literature review to fit this research. The initial survey instrument
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is shown in Appendix A. Request for approval was submitted to and granted by the Old
Dominion University Institutional Review Board (IRB), Appendix B.

The survey was then piloted to a group of project managers, risk management
workers, and knowledge management workers. Participation in the survey was voluntary
and the participants were informed they could decline to participate in the survey at any
point in the process without risk of any adverse implications or effects. The participants
of the pilot remained anonymous in the final documentation of results. The pilot survey
is shown in Appendix C.

The results of the pilot were quantitatively and qualitatively analyzed. Quantitative
analysis was partially successful. Some questions were rated as “clear/understandable”
but were rated either as knowledge management related or risk management related
depending on the participants area of expertise. Examples of this were questions related
to lessons learned. Depending on whether the participant was a risk management worker
or a knowledge management worker, the participant rated the question as being risk
management related or knowledge management related. Qualitative analysis was
conducted by reviewing the comments section for each question and the comment section
for the survey as a whole. The survey instrument was modified using information gained
from the quantitative and qualitative analysis. The modified survey was discussed with
the pilot participants and was then distributed to the dissertation committee for approval.
The final survey is shown in Appendix D.

Several on-line services were investigated as potential vehicles for distribution of

the survey. Examples of services investigated were “Instant Survey”, “Survey Gizmo”,

“Survey Monkey”, and “Zoomerang”. After evaluating each for cost, ease of survey
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development, survey types, distribution methods, visual appeal, and how the results were
packaged “Survey Monkey” (www.surveymonkey.com) was chosen. The final survey,
Appendix D, is as it appears developed through “Survey Monkey”. All survey responses
were anonymous and none of the information could be tracked back to any individual or
company, directly or indirectly. Several methods were used to solicit participation. A
link to the survey was posted on forums and groups dedicated to project management. A
link to the survey was sent to professors in the project management field to forward to
individuals they believed fit the profile of the participants needed for the survey. A link
to the survey was e-mailed by the survey author to individuals that worked as project
managers, knowledge management workers, or risk management workers in a project
based environment. It was desired to have a blend of business sizes and types.
Participants were selected from small businesses, 99 or fewer employees, medium
businesses, 100 to 499 employees, and large businesses, 500 or more employees. A
variety of business areas that involved project management were also obtained. These
areas included Department of Defense (DOD) and DOD contractors, Department of
Energy (DOE) and DOE contractors, university research and development, housing
construction, civil construction, financial project, medical project, and automobile
construction. These determinations were made by reading individual profiles on social
networks like LinkedIn®.

The number of total respondents reached could not be calculated as “Survey Monkey”
did not monitor the number of times the survey was visited and readership of the forums
the survey was posted to could not readily be obtained. Through the use of separate

survey collectors it was determined that the highest number of responses was obtained
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from individual e-mails sent out by the author of the survey. There were a total of 90
responses and the categorization of the responses is shown in Table 5. These primary
contact solicitations resulted in 75 responses. Secondary contact solicitations resulted in
10 responses and web postings resulted in 5 responses. The total number of responses,
90, fell within the criteria of 50-120 completed surveys established based on the number
of variables (Everitt,1975; Gorsuch,1983; Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black,1995)

The response rate could be calculated from the first two categories. It was known (and
is shown in Table 5) how many individuals were contacted and how many responses
were made. For the third category, Web Posted, it was not possible to determine how
many individuals read or opened the link to the survey. Membership to the sites the links
were posted was obtained and the number of responses was known. This information is
accounted for in Table 5; however, it is believed that the response rate is artificially
skewed as the direct number of individuals that the survey reached cannot be accounted
for. The data in Table S that account for Web Posted survey information are denoted by a
“*”_ Additionally, by using a built-in function selection in “Survey Monkey” the
respondents were not allowed to partially fill out a survey. All questions had to be
answered in order to submit the survey. This function was due to the fact that there were
between three and four questions per independent and dependent variable. To help
ensure internal validity was maintained it was determined that all questions on each

variable be answered in order to complete the survey.
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Table 5

Response Categories

Number of
Collector Group Recipients Number of Responses Response Rate
Contacted
Author Sent E-mails
(Pri Contact) 360 75 20.8%
Professor Sent E-mails
(Secondary Contact) >3 10 18.9%
Web Posted 800* 5* 0.6%*
Total 1213*/413 90*/85 0.7%*/20.6%
Analysis

Data analysis was conducted based on the discussion laid out in the Research
Methodology section of this paper and summarized in Figure 4 shown in that section.
Summary results were obtained from Survey Monkey and are shown in Appendix E.
Survey Monkey also provided data in Excel and SPSS format. Both data sets were
downloaded and reviewed. SPSS version 20 was the primary tool used for data analysis.
Analysis results are shown in Appendices F and G.

The first check was to determine if the data set met the minimum requirement of 50
data points per question. 90 data points per question were obtained. So while the goal of
120 data points per question was not obtained, the number of data points per question was
well above the 50 observation threshold. Next descriptive statistics were used to help
determine data validity and the variables were checked for normality and skewness,
Appendix F. Exploratory Factor Analysis was performed to determine if variables were

part of a construct. Knowledge transfer and risk management capability variables were
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explored in relation to Table 5. Variables with factors greater than 0.4 were determined
to be associated with the construct. Additionally, the overall Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO)
measure was investigated for sampling adequacy and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was
used to determine strength of correlation. A large correlation between variables was
defined as a KMO greater than 0.6 and a significant Bartlett Test (Garson, 2009). These
tests were used to confirm unidimensionalty.

The construct for knowledge transfer had 12 variables that loaded onto one factor.
However, based on the research of Landaeta (2008) it was known that inter knowledge
transfer and intra knowledge transfer can be separated out into separate factors. For
Hypothesis 1, An increase in knowledge transfer will have a positive impact on risk
management capabilities, the results of all knowledge transfer variables loaded onto one
factor is shown in Table 6. KMO and Bartlett’s Test is shown in Table 7. All loading

was greater than 0.4, KMO was 0.860, and Bartlett’s Test was significant.



Table 6

Knowledge Transfer Factor Summary

Component Matrix"
Component
1

Approximately how many times did you STUDY BEST PRACTICES collected from 871
YOUR project:

Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS BEST PRACTICES collected from 794

your project with members of YOUR project team:
Approximately how many times did you STUDY BEST PRACTICES from OTHER 293
projects:
Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS BEST PRACTICES with members 856
from OTHER project teams:

| Approximately how many times did you STUDY LESSONS LEARNED collected from| 834
YOUR project:

Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS LESSONS LEARNED collected 855

from your project with members of YOUR project team:
Approximately how many times did you STUDY LESSONS LEARNED from OTHER 907
projects:
Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS LESSONS LEARNED with 73
members from OTHER project teams:

Approximately how many times did you STUDY NEAR MISSES collected from 816
YOUR project:

Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS NEAR MISSES collected from 167

your project with members of YOUR project team:
Approximately how many times did you STUDY NEAR MISSES collected from 814
OTHER projects:
Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS NEAR MISSES collected with 839

members from OTHER project teams:

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

a. | components extracted.
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Table 7
KMO and Bartlett's Test for Knowledge Transfer

KMO and Bartlett's Test
iser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .860
Approx. Chi-Square 1381.693%
ﬁBartlett's Test of Sphericity f 66
Sig.

For Hypothesis 1a, Inter knowledge transfer has a more positive impact on risk
management capabilities than intra knowledge transfer on Risk Management capabilities,
the results of intra knowledge transfer variables loaded onto one factor is shown in Table
8. KMO and Bartlett’s Test is shown in Table 9. All loading was greater than 0.4, KMO
was 0.797, and Bartlett’s Test was significant. Also for Hypothesis 1a the results of inter
knowledge transfer variables loaded onto one factor is shown in Table 10. KMO and

Bartlett’s Test is shown in Table 11. All loading was greater than 0.4, KMO was 0.823,

and Bartlett’s Test was significant.



Table 8

Intra Knowledge Transfer Factor Summary

Component Matrix"
Component
1

Approximately how many times did you STUDY BEST PRACTICES collected from 844
YOUR project:

Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS BEST PRACTICES collected from 858

your project with members of YOUR project team:

JApproximately how many times did you STUDY LESSONS LEARNED coliected fromj 888
YOUR project:

Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS LESSONS LEARNED collected 904

from your project with members of YOUR project team:

Approximately how many times did you STUDY NEAR MISSES collected from 313
YOUR project:

Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS NEAR MISSES collected from 178

your project with members of YOUR project team:

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Table 9
KMO and Bartlett's Test for Intra Knowledge Transfer

KMO and Bartlett's Test
IKaiser—Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .797I
IApprox. Chi-Square 525.31
[Bartlett's Test of Sphericity |df 15
Sig. .000
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Table 10

Inter-Knowledge Transfer Factor Summary

Component Matrix"
Component
1
Approximately how many times did you STUDY BEST PRACTICES from OTHER 886
projects:
Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS BEST PRACTICES with members 887
from OTHER project teams:
Approximately how many times did you STUDY LESSONS LEARNED from OTHER %08
projects:
Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS LESSONS LEARNED with o11
members from OTHER project teams:
Approximately how many times did you STUDY NEAR MISSES collected from 840
OTHER projects:
Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS NEAR MISSES collected with 79
members from OTHER project teams:

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

a. 1 components extracted.

Table 11
KMO and Bartlett's Test for Inter Knowledge Transfer

KMO and Bartlett's Test
lKaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .823'
Approx. Chi-Square 570.577
[Bartlett's Test of Sphericity [f 15]
Sig. .000

The construct of Risk Management capabilities consisted of 18 variables.
Exploratory Factor Analysis was run on these variables. Two components were revealed.
The first component represented 12 questions and the second component represented six

questions. The first component loaded well for questions that began “We were able
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to....” and the second component loaded well for questions that began “As the project
progress....” The first component represents a static look at perceived capabilities, a
summary view of risk management capabilities. The second component represents a
dynamic look at perceived capabilities, a view of how risk management capabilities
changed over time. This differentiation is new finding and was not identified in the
literature review. Table 12 shows factor loading for these variables and Table 13 shows
the KMO and Bartlett’s Test. For each component, all loading was greater than 0.4,

KMO was 0.895, and Bartlett’s Test was significant.



Table 12

Risk Management Capabilities Factor Summary - 2 Components

Rotated Component Matrix"
Component
1 2
We were able to implement project risk plans accurately/effectively .770 .134
We were able to implement project risk plans no struggles/efficiently 814 .185
We were able to identify project risks accurately/effectively .803 251
We were able to identify project risks no struggles/efficiently 742 248
We were able to analyze project risks accurately/effectively 858 .196
We were able to analyze project risks no struggles/efficiently .833 155
We were able to handle project risks accurately/effectively 795 320
We were able to handle project risks no struggles/efficiently 777 .266
We were able to document project risks accurately/effectively 794 332
We were able to document project risks no struggles/efficiently .790 355
We were able to monitor project risks accurately/effectively 877 219
We were able to monitor project risks no struggles/efficiently .832 256

Table 12 Risk Management Capabilities Factor Summary- 2

Components (Continued)

Component 1

Component 2

As the project progressed, our risk planning capabilities improved. .140 .837
As the project progressed, our ability to identify risks improved. 204 .876
As the project progressed, our ability to analyze risks improved. 251 .839

As the project progressed, our risk handling improved. 275 .844
As the project progressed, our risk documentation methods improved. 352 694
As the project progressed, our ability to monitor risks improved. 225 .809

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

a. Rotation converged in 3 iterations.
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Table 13
KMO and Bartlett's Test for Risk Management Capabilities - 2 Components

KMO and Bartlett's Test
IKaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .895
|Approx. Chi-Square 1644.324]
[Bartlett's Test of Sphericity df 153l
Sig. .000

Risk Management capabilities were also forced onto one factor. Factor loading,
KMO, and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity were studied to determine if the 18 variables
could be represented by one factor. Table 14 shows factor loading for these variables and
Table 15 shows the KMO and Bartlett’s Test. All loading was greater than 0.4, KMO

was 0.895, and Bartlett’s Test was significant.



Table 14

Risk Management Capabilities Factor Summary - 1 Component

Component Matrix"
Component
1
We were able to implement project risk plans accurately/effectively .724
We were able to implement project risk plans no struggles/efficiently 788
We were able to identify project risks accurately/effectively .814
Table 14 Risk Management Capabilities Factor Summary 1 Component (Continued) Component 1
We were able to identify project risks no struggles/efficiently 761
We were able to analyze project risks accurately/effectively .831
We were able to analyze project risks no struggles/efficiently .789
We were able to handle project risks accurately/effectively .844
We were able to handle project risks no struggles/efficiently .800
We were able to document project risks accurately/effectively .849
We were able to document project risks no struggles/efficiently .858
We were able to monitor project risks accurately/effectively .860
We were able to monitor project risks no struggles/efficiently .841
As the project progressed, our risk planning capabilities improved. .562
As the project progressed, our ability to identify risks improved. .637
As the project progressed, our ability to analyze risks improved. 657
As the project progressed, our risk handling improved. .680
As the project progressed, our risk documentation methods improved. .666
As the project progressed, our ability to monitor risks improved. .619

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

a. 1 components extracted.
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Table 15
KMO and Bartlett's Test for Risk Management Capabilities - 1 Component

KMO and Bartlett's Test
Ii(aiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .895I
Approx. Chi-Square 1644.324I
{Bartlett's Test of Sphericity {df 153'
Sig. .000

Communalities in the constructs were evaluated to determine if the factors were well
determined and converge to a proper solution. A mean level of 0.7 was established as a
good measure of the factor (MacCallum, et al, 1999). MacCallum, et al. (1999) gives
guidance for accepting communalities with a mean value within the range of 0.5 stating
that the factors must be well determined. Reliability testing served also to gage the
acceptability of those factors with communality means between 0.5 and 0.7. Cronbach’s
Alpha was used for determination of reliability. Ahire and Devaraj (2001) suggest a
minimum value of 0.6 for Cronbach’s Alpha when investigating emerging constructs.
The mean of the communalities for each factor was above 0.7 except for Risk
Management Capabilities which had a mean of 0.578. The alpha measure for all factors
was above 0.90. The factors were determined to have high reliability and Table 16 shows
the communality mean, maximum communality, and minimum communality for each

factor. Table 17 shows Cronbach’s Alpha summary for the constructs.



Table 16

Communality Summary

Mean . .
. Maximum Minimum
Factor Communality Communalit Communalit
Value y y
Knowledge Transfer 0.713 0.823 0.589
Intra-Knowledge Transfer 0.720 0.817 0.605
Inter-Knowledge Transfer 0.784 0.829 0.706
Risk Management
Capabilities -1 Factor 0.578 0.740 0.316
Risk Management
Capabilities -2 Factors 0.722 0.818 0.605
Table 17
Cronbach’s Alpha Summary
Factor Cronbach's Alpha | Number of Items
Knowledge Transfer 0.961 12
Intra-Knowledge Transfer 0.921 6
Inter-Knowledge Transfer 0.944 6
Risk Management
Capabilities-1 Factor 0.955 18
Risk Management
Capabilities (Static) 0.963 12
Risk Management
Capabilities (Dynamic) 0.921 6




67

As discussed unidimensionality was validated by using a combination of exploratory
factor analysis and confirmatory factor analysis as described by Ahire and Davaraj
(2001). Additionally, the overall Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling
adequacy was used to confirm unidimensionality using a minimum KMO value of 0.6 as
suggested by Garson (2009). Reliability was verified by analysis of Cronbach’s Alpha.
A minimum value of 0.6 for alpha was used as recommended by Ahire and Davaraj
(2001). For content and face validity a through literature review was conducted.
Questions were adapted from published research. Subject matter experts were consulted
in the development of the survey and the survey was piloted. The pilot population
consisted of individuals with project management, risk management, and knowledge
management backgrounds. The pilot comments were analyzed and incorporated. The
final survey was reviewed by committee prior to distribution. For nomological validity
standard correlation, regression, and multivariate procedures were followed. A minimum
“cut-off”” value of 50 observations was established from published researched as
previously discussed. For internal validity a single survey was used throughout the
duration and diversity within the population was obtained. The participants came from
different organizations of varying sizes, different size companies, held various job titles,
and worked on projects of varying magnitudes. For external validity was verified in a
means similar to internal validity. According to Bowen (1995) a survey instrument can
provide for high external validity provided the sample size is large and includes a
heterogeneous population (different organizations, projects, etc).

Because it was established that the variables were not normally distributed a

Spearman correlation for a two-tailed response was run to determine if a relationship
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between the variables existed. Appendix I shows the correlations between variables.

Table 18 tabulates the number of significant correlations between knowledge transfer

variables and risk management capability variables.

Table 18

Correlation Summary

KT Variable

Number of Sig.
Correlations at
0.05

Number of
Sig.
Correlations at
0.01

Approximately how many times did you STUDY BEST
PRACTICES collected from YOUR project:

1

Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS BEST
PRACTICES collected from your project with members of YOUR
project team:

Approximately how many times did you STUDY BEST
PRACTICES from OTHER projects:

Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS BEST
PRACTICES with members from OTHER project teams:

Approximately how many times did you STUDY LESSONS
LEARNED collected from YOUR project:

Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS LESSONS
LEARNED collected from your project with members of YOUR
project team:

Approximately how many times did you STUDY LESSONS
LEARNED from OTHER projects:

Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS LESSONS
LEARNED with members from OTHER project teams:

Approximately how many times did you STUDY NEAR MISSES
collected from YOUR project:

Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS NEAR
MISSES collected from your project with members of YOUR
project team:

Approximately how many times did you STUDY NEAR MISSES
collected from OTHER projects:

Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS NEAR
MISSES collected with members from OTHER project teams:
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When investigated from the categories of best practices, lessons learned, and near
misses the correlation tables in Appendix I show that best practices has the most
significant correlations with risk management capabilities by a large margin. There were
31 significant correlations between best practices and risk management capabilities. By
contrast there were eight significant correlations between lessons learned and risk
management capabilities and 5 significant correlations between near misses and risk
management capabilities. When investigated from an intra knowledge transfer and inter
knowledge transfer viewpoint the correlation tables in Appendix I show that inter
knowledge transfer has more significant correlations with risk management capabilities
than intra knowledge transfer. Inter knowledge transfer had 26 significant correlations
where intra knowledge transfer had 18 significant correlations with risk management
capabilities.

Significant correlations were in a range of 0.20 to 0.409. The correlation between
studying best practices from other projects and the perceived ability to identify project
risks accurately and effectively was 0.409. Studying best practices across projects was
also the knowledge management question that had the most significant correlations with
risk management capabilities. This knowledge transfer aspect had 14 significant
correlations with risk management capabilities. Two knowledge transfer questions had
no significant correlations with risk management questions. These two questions were:
“Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS LESSONS LEARNED with
members from OTHER project teams”, and *“Approximately how many times did you

DISCUSS NEAR MISSES collected from your project with members of YOUR project
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team.” The implications of these findings will be elaborated on in the Discussion and
Conclusion section of this paper.

When looking at the correlations from a risk management standpoint, the two
questions that correlated with the most knowledge transfer questions where “As the
project progressed, our risk documentation methods improved™ and “As the project
progressed, our ability to monitor risks improved.” Each of these questions had nine
significant correlations with knowledge transfer questions. The correlation range for “As
the project progressed, our risk documentation methods improved” ranged from 0.207 to
0.392. The correlation range for “As the project progressed, our ability to monitor risks
improved” ranged from 0.216 to 0.364. Several questions did not have any significant
correlations with lessons learned, best practices, or near misses. These questions were:
“We were able to analyze project risks no struggles/efficiently”, “We were able to handle
project risks no struggles/efficiently”, and “As the project progressed, our risk handling
improved”. A summary table of risk management questions correlated to knowledge

transfer questions is show at the end of Appendix L

Hypothesis Testing

Linear regression with SPSS was used to test the hypotheses. Appendix H shows the
hypothesis testing data. The predictive power of the model is represented by R Square.
R Square is the ratio of the change of in the dependent variable that is explained by a
change in the independent variable. A hypothesis was accepted if the significance level
was 0.05 or below.

e H1: An increase in knowledge transfer will have a positive impact on Risk

Management capabilities.
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The independent variable was knowledge transfer. This was a single factor that
represented Questions 1 through 12. The dependent variable was risk management
capabilities and was represented by questions 13-32. The regression analysis of this
hypothesis was significant (p=0.021) with low predictive capability (r*2=0.059). Table
19 shows the model summary for Hypothesis 1. An attempt to delve deeper by
regressing knowledge transfer (Questions 1 through 12) against risk management
capabilities-static (Questions 13 through 24) and against risk management capabilities-
dynamic (Questions 25-32) resulted in regression models that were not statistically
significant. The test for KT and risk management capabilities-dynamic had a
significance of p=0.197. It was noted that test for KT and risk management capabilities-
static had a significance of p=0.057 which was barely above the 0.05 threshold and it was
noted that the predictive power was slightly less (rA2= 0.040) than the model for KT and

risk management capabilities. Hypothesis 1 was supported by the data.

Table 19

Hypothesis 1 Model Summary

Model Sumenary
Change Statistics
Adjusted R Stq. Error of R Square
| Modsl R R Square Square the Estimale Change F Change i) a2 8ig. F Change
] 243 059 048 87546294 059 5534 1 88 on

2. Predictors: {Constant), KM

e Hla: Inter knowledge transfer has a more positive impact on risk management

capabilities than intra knowledge transfer.
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The independent variables were intra-knowledge transfer and inter-knowledge
transfer. The factor for intra-knowledge transfer represented Questions 1 and 2, 5 and 6,
and 9 and 10. The factor for intra-knowledge transfer represented Questions 3 and 4, 7
and 8, and 11 and 12. The dependent variable was risk management capabilities and was
represented by Wuestions 13-32. The analysis for intra-knowledge transfer was not
significant (p=0.070). The data did not support this hypothesis.

o H2: The length of a project will have a positive effect on the relationships of

knowledge transfer and risk management capabilities.

The independent variable was knowledge transfer. A single factor for knowledge
transfer representing Questions 1 through 12 was used. The dependent variable was risk
management capabilities and was represented by Questions 13-32. The moderating
variable was project length and represented Question 32. Additionally, an interaction
variable of the multiplication of the knowledge management factor and the project length
variable was used. The analysis for project length was not significant (p=0.128). The
data did not support this hypothesis. Table 20 shows the model summary for Hypothesis

2.

Table 20
Hypothesis 2 Model Summary

Model Summy
Change Statistics
Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square
| Model R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change dft an Sig. F Change
1 252* 064 031 98445078 064 1945 3 86 128

a. Predictors: (Constan®), LengthMod, KM, The approximate number of months in which my last project was executed Months



73

¢ H3: The number of team members on a project will have a positive effect on

the relationships of knowledge transfer and risk management capabilities.

The independent variable was knowledge transfer. A single factor for knowledge
transfer representing Questions 1 through 12 was used. The dependent variable was risk
management capabilities and was represented by Questions 13-32. The moderating
variable was team members and represented Question 31. Additionally, an interaction
variable of the multiplication of the knowledge transfer factor and the team member
variable was used. The analysis for project length was not significant (p=0.128). The
data did not support this hypothesis. Table 21 shows the model summary for Hypothesis

3.

Table 21

Hypothesis 3 Model Summary

Model Summary
Change Statistics
Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square
| Mogel R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change dft dafn Sig. F Change
1 252° .064 031 98437936 064 1.949 3 88 128

a. Predictors. {Constant), Team size as Mod, KM, The approximate number of tsam memebers my project had Number

¢ H4: A company’s size, based on the number of employees will not have a
significant effect on the relationships of knowledge transfer and risk

management capabilities.

The independent variable was knowledge transfer. A single factor for knowledge
transfer representing Questions 1 through 12 was used. The dependent variable was risk

management capabilities and was represented by Questions 13-32. The moderating
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variable was company size and represented Question 33. Additionally, an interaction
variable of the multiplication of the knowledge transfer factor and the company size
variable was used. The analysis for project length was not significant (p=0.089). The
data did not support the hypothesis that company size does not have a significant effect
on the relationship of knowledge transfer and risk management capabilities. Table 22

shows the model summary for Hypothesis 4.

Table 22
Hypothesis 4 Model Summary

Model Summary
Change Statistics
Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square
| Model R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change dft dR Sig. F Change
1 .269" 073 .040 97967253 D73 2.244 3 86 .089

a. Predictors: {Constant), Company size as mod, My company size is approximately,, KM

e HS: Project cost will not have a significant effect on the relationships of

knowledge transfer and risk management capabilities.

The independent variable was knowledge transfer. A single factor for knowledge
transfer representing Questions 1 through 12 was used. The dependent variable was risk
management capabilities and was represented by Questions 13-32. The moderating
variable was project cost and represented Question 35. Additionally, an interaction
variable of the multiplication of the knowledge management factor and project cost
variable was used. The analysis for project length was not significant (p=0.108). The

data did not support the hypothesis that project cost does not have a significant effect on
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the relationship of knowledge transfer and risk management capabilities. Table 23 shows

the model summary for Hypothesis 5.

Table 23
Hypothesis 5 Model Summary

Model Summary
Change Statistics
Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square
| R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change df Sig. F Change
1 261° 068 035 .98214558 .068 2.088 3 86 108

a. Prediclors: (Constan®), Project cost as mod, | estimate the total cost of my project fo be:, KM

¢ H6: Experience will have a significant effect on the relationships of knowledge

transfer and risk management capabilities.

The independent variable was knowledge transfer. A single factor for knowledge
transfer representing Questions 1 through 12 was used. The dependent variable was risk
management capabilities and was represented by Questions 13-32. The analysis was run
several times using different moderating variables for experience. Overall project
management experience was used and represented Question 36. Overall knowledge
management experience was used and represented Question 38. Overall risk
management experience was used and represented Question 39. Additionally, project
management experience within the company was used and represented Question 37. The
intent of the company specific question was to try to determine if company specific
project management experience produced significantly different results that overall
project management experience. The moderating variable each time was the specific

experience variable being studied. Additionally, an interaction variable of the
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multiplication of the knowledge transfer factor and the specific experience variable was
used. The analysis for overall project management experience was not significant
(p=0.134). The data did not support the hypothesis that experience would have a positive
moderating effect on the relationship of knowledge transfer and risk management
capabilities when considering overall project management experience. Table 24 shows

the model summary for Hypothesis 6 for overall project management experience.

Table 24
Hypothesis 6 Overall Project Management Experience Model Summary

Modei Summary
Change Statistics
Adjusted R Sid. Error of R Square
Model R R Square Squarg the Estimate Change F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change
1 .250* 063 030 88497152 .063 1.912 3 86 434

a. Predictors. (Constanf), TotalProjectExp, My total years of experience with project management is:, KM

The analysis for company specific project management experience was not significant
(p=0.142). The data did not support the hypothesis that experience would have a positive
moderating effect on the relationship of knowledge transfer and risk management
capabilities when considering company specific project management experience. Table
25 shows the model summary for Hypothesis 6 for company project management

experience.
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Table 25

Hypothesis 6 Company Project Management Experience Summary

Mode! Summary
Change Statistics
Adjusted R Std. Efror of R Square
| Model R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change an an Sig. F Change
1 247 061 028 98576841 061 1.863 3 86 142

a. Predictors: (Constanf), Company Project Management Exparience as mod, My years of experience with project management with
my companyis:, KM

The analysis for knowledge management experience was significant (p=0.039). It
was noted that the interaction variable did not produce significant results (p=0.450) and
that the coefficient was negative. The implications will be discussed in the Discussion
and Conclusions section of this paper. The overall model was significant (p=0.039) and
since the model was significant the coefficients were looked at next to determine if the
hypothesis was supported. The P value for the KT variable was “marginally” significant
(p=0.077) in this model. However, neither the KM experience variable nor the
interaction variable were significant (p= 0.113 for KM experience and p=0.450 for the
interaction factor). Since the interaction variable was not significant the data did not
support the hypothesis. Table 26 shows the model summary for Hypothesis 6 for
knowledge management experience. Table 27 shows the coefficients for the model for

knowledge management as a moderator.
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Table 26
Hypothesis 6 Knowledge Management Experience Model Summary

Model Sunmary
Change Statistics
Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square
| R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change an df2 Sig. F Change
1 .304% 082 D61 .96918808 .092 2.916 3 86 .039

a. Predictors: (Constanf), My total years of axperience with knowledge managemeant is:, Total KM experience as mod, KM

Table 27

Hypothesis 6 Knowledge Management Experience Moderator Coefficients

Coefficients®
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 {Constani) -.208 A7 -1.215 228
KM .335 187 .335 1.791 077
Total KM experience as -011 015 -141 -.759 450
mod
My total years of .027 017 167 1.601 113
experience with
knowledge management
is:

a. Dependent Variable: RM

The analysis for risk management experience was significant (p=0.019). The results
for Hypothesis 6 were similar to the results for Hypothesis 5. The overall model was
significant and the p value for the KT variable was “marginally” significant. In this case
however the variable for RM experience was significant and the interaction variable was
not (p=0.037 for RM experience and p=0.338 for the interaction factor). Since the
interaction variable was not significant the data did not support the hypothesis. In

summary, none of the data for each type of experience supported Hypothesis 6. Table 28
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shows the model summary for Hypothesis 6 for risk management experience. Table 29

shows the coefficients for the model for risk management as a moderator.

Table 28

Hypothesis 6 Risk Management Experience Model Summary

Mode! Summary
Change Statistics
Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square
R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change an dr2 8ig. F Change
1 330% 108 078 96022549 108 3509 3 86 019
a. Predictors: (Constanf), My total years of experiance with risk management is:, KM, Total RM experience as mod
Table 29
Hypothesis 6 Risk Management Experience Moderator Coefficients
Coefficients®
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients
odel B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 {Constant) =271 168 -1.599 113
KM .328 193 328 1.698 .083
Total RM experience as -.010 0N -169 -.868 .388
mod
My totai years of 029 014 226 2.118 .037
experience with risk
managementis:

a. Dependent Variable: RM
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION

This section discusses the summary of the findings, limitations and recommendations
for future research. This section will also explain the relevance of this research to

academia and the implications to engineering managers.

Summary

A literature review on the relationships between knowledge management and risk
management in project based environments was conducted. From the review it was
established that there was a large gap in the body of knowledge. Conceptual models were
built, research explored and a research question posed. That question was “Does
knowledge transfer have a positive impact on risk management capabilities?”” From that
several hypotheses were formed. The first, Hypothesis 1, dealt directly with the research
question. The hypothesis that an increase in knowledge transfer will have a positive
impact on Risk Management capabilities was supported. The research question was
answered affirmatively.

The next hypotheses delved deeper into the topic and looked at types of knowledge
transfer and also looked at potential moderating effects. The second part to the first
hypothesis, Hypothesis 1a, Inter knowledge transfer has a more positive impact on risk
management capabilities than intra knowledge transfer, was not supported by the data. It
could not be confirmed however based on related research it is being suggest as an area

of future research.
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The next hypotheses looked at moderating factors with relation to the influence of
knowledge management on risk management capabilities. Hypothesis 2, the length of a
project will have a positive effect on the relationships of knowledge transfer and risk
management capabilities, was not supported by the data. This research could not confirm
that longer projects produced any significant difference in the relationship between
knowledge management and risk management capabilities. The third hypothesis,
Hypothesis 3, the number of team members on a project will have a positive effect on the
relationships of knowledge transfer and risk management capabilities, also was not
supported by the data. This research could not confirm that having more resources in the
form of personnel produced any significant difference in the relationship between
knowledge transfer and risk management capabilities. Hypothesis 4, a company’s size,
based on the number of employees will not have a significant effect on the relationships
of knowledge transfer and risk management capabilities, was not supported by the data.
This research could not confirm that company size produced any significant difference in
the relationship between knowledge transfer and risk management capabilities. For the
fifth hypothesis, Hypothesis 5, project cost will not have a significant effect on the
relationships of knowledge transfer and risk management capabilities, was not supported
by the data. This research could not confirm that project cost produced any significant
difference in the relationship between knowledge transfer and risk management
capabilities.

The sixth hypothesis, Hypothesis 6, experience will have a significant effect on the
relationships of knowledge transfer and risk management capabilities, gave mixed results.

When using overall project management experience and company specific project
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management experience the results were not significant and the data did not support the
hypothesis. However, when using overall knowledge management experience and when
using overall risk management experience the models were significant. It was noted that
in both cases that the interaction variable was not significant and the hypothesis could not
be supported. These finding will be suggested for future research.

The numbers, values and relations of the significant correlations found in this research
are important. This research established that of the areas of knowledge management
considered in this research, best practices, lessons learned, and near misses, that best
practices had the highest and most correlations with risk management capabilities. This
has implications for academics and engineering managers as well as suggests areas of
future research. It was also noted that inter knowledge transfer was significantly
correlated with 70% more risk management capability measures than intra knowledge
transfer. This would suggest that inter knowledge transfer plays a more powerful role
than intra knowledge transfer when looking at risk management capabilities in a project

based environment.

Limitations and Recommendations

There are several important limitations that will be discussed in this section. The
sample size, while technically acceptable, was low. 90 respondents answered the survey.
A larger sample size in the range of hundreds would make the results more generalizable.
The sample size included small, medium, and large sized companies. The sample size
also drew from various industries but these data were not collected. It is possible that
there is bias in the study to one particular industry (i.e. defense contractors or research

and development). Future research should account for industry. The survey was self-
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administered and while self-administered surveys are accepted as a standard
measurement tool, self-assessment raise concerns of source biases.

The causal effect of knowledge management on risk management was established by
this research but this research provides ample room to expand on this topic and further
the body of knowledge. It was noted that it could not be determined whether inter
knowledge transfer had a greater impact on risk management capabilities when compared
to intra knowledge transfer. Based on research in the area of knowledge transfer,
learning, and project management by Kotnour (2000) and Landaeta (2008) it has been
established that there are clear links between knowledge transfer, learning, and project
performance. Studying inter- and intra-knowledge transfer as it relates to risk
management in project based environments would help further expand our understanding
in this area. While exploring Hypothesis 6, experience will have a significant effect on
the relationships of knowledge transfer and risk management capabilities, it was noted
that both risk management experience and knowledge management experience produced
significant models but upon further investigation is was seen that the interaction variable
for each case was not significant. The role that experience and education play in the
relationship between knowledge management and risk management is suggested as an
area of expansion.

Other important areas for future research are the correlations established between
aspects of knowledge management and risk management capabilities. It was established
that the number of significant correlations between best practices and risk management
capabilities far exceeded the number of significant correlations between near misses and

risk management capabilities and the number of significant correlations between lessons
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learned and risk management capabilities. It was also noted that the highest correlation
(0.409) was between studying best practices across projects and the ability to identify
project risks accurately/effectively. Research in the specific area of how best practices in
risk management are documented, socialized, and disseminated both within projects and
across projects would bolster the research presented here. Additionally when inspected
from a risk management capabilities standpoint the ability to document risks and monitor
risk over time showed the most significant correlations with the knowledge management
factors of best practices, lessons learned, and near misses. Investigating how knowledge
management specifically impacts risk monitoring and risk documentation would expand

on this research.

Implications

The implications to academia are to expand the current body of knowledge in the area
of knowledge management and risk management in project based environments. The
literature review has expanded the body of knowledge by highlighting relevant research
literature, and exploring common themes, and identifying new conceptual models. The
literature review also exposed the considerable gap in the current body of knowledge.
The research presented in this paper furthers our understanding on the causal relationship
between knowledge management and risk management capabilities. It also exposes
significant correlations between certain aspects of knowledge management and risk
management capabilities. This research provides several avenues to expand and bolster
this area of study.

The implication to the engineering and project managers is to provide a better

functional understanding of the relationship between knowledge management and risk
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management in project based environments. It has been established that there is
significant relationship between the two by confirming Hypothesis 1, an increase in
knowledge transfer will have a positive impact on Risk Management capabilities. It
could not be established whether inter- or intra-knowledge transfer had a greater impact
therefore this research does not provide additional guidance in that area. This research
also identified areas of knowledge management, the studying and discussing best
practices within and across projects, that had higher significant correlations. Specifically
the highest correlation was between studying best practices across projects and the ability
to identify project risks accurately/effectively. This information better equips the
manager when deciding on what areas to focus on when funding is limited, provides a
basis for building deck plate work models, and perhaps most of all allows the manager to
have a better actionable insight on the relationships and interactions between knowledge

management and risk management.
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APPENDIX A

Initial Survey

The information being requested will help academics and companies better understand
relationships between knowledge management and risk management in project-based
environments. Analysis of the results will be based on a combination of survey
participants and can not be traced back to any one individual, event, or company.
Individual responses will remain anonymous and will not be reported to any person or
entity. Individual responses will not be traced back to any one individual, event, or
company. Participation in this survey is voluntary, with no penalties or reprisals for not
participating or completing the survey.

Please read through the definitions prior to starting the survey and refer back to the
definition as needed.

Definitions

Study: Refers to reading, watching videos, or other activities which do not directly
involve conversations with others.

Discuss: Refers to meetings, teleconferences, video conferences, or other activities in
which conversations and interaction with peers occurred.

Lessons Learned: Knowledge gained through experience, which if shared, would
promote the recurrence of desirable outcomes or preclude the recurrence of
undesirable outcomes.

Best Practices: is a technique or methodology that, has proven successful in
particular circumstances.

Near- Miss: an event that has a non-hazardous outcome but in which a hazardous
outcome could have occurred.

Knowledge Management (KM): The set of steps, methods, and tools for the most
effective and efficient use knowledge aimed to improve performance and
capabilities.

Risk Management (RM): includes planning, assessing, handling, documenting and
monitoring risks.

Risk Handling: Setting risks at acceptable levels based on identifying, evaluating,
selecting, and implementing the desired option.

SURVEY

All questions pertain to a recent completed project, one that was not abnormally
terminated , in which you formally worked as project manager or member of the
project team.



Inter-Project Knowledge Transfer
. Approximately how many times did you study lessons learned from other projects:

Drop down menu with: 0,1,2,3....48,49,50+

. Approximately how many times did you study best practices from other projects:

Drop down menu with: 0,1,2,3....48,49,50+

. Approximately how many times did you study near misses from other projects:

Drop down menu with: 0,1,2,3....48,49,50+

. Approximately how many times you discuss lessons learned with members from other
project teams:

Drop down menu with: 0,1,2,3....48,49,50+

. Approximately how many times you discuss best practices with members from other
project teams:

Drop down menu with: 0,1,2,3....48,49,50+

. Approximately how many times you discuss near misses with members from other
project teams:

Drop down menu with: 0,1,2,3....48,49, 50+




10.

11

12.
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Intra-Project Knowledge Transfer

Approximately how many times did you study lessons learned collected from your
project:

Drop down menu with: 0,1,2,3....48,49,50+

Approximately how many times did you study best practices collected from your project:

Drop down menu with: 0,1,2,3....48,49,50+

Approximately how many times did you study near misses collected from your project:

Drop down menu with: 0,1,2,3....48,49,50+

Approximately how many times you discuss lessons learned collected from your project
with members of your project team:

Drop down menu with: 0,1,2,3....48,49,50+

. Approximately how many times you discuss best practices collected from your project

with members of your project team:

Drop down menu with: 0,1,2,3....48,49,50+

Approximately how many times you discuss near misses collected from your project with
members of your project team:

Drop down menu with: 0,1,2,3....48,49,504




13.

14.

15.

Risk Management Capability

We were able | 1-with no 4-with some 7-

to implement | accuracy/not accuracy accurately/

project risk effectively effectively

plans
1-with many 4-with few 7-with no
struggles/not struggles struggles/
efficiently efficiently

We were able | 1-with no 4-with some 7-

to identify accuracy/not accuracy accurately/

project risks effectively effectively
1-with many 4-with few 7-with no
struggles/not struggles struggles/
efficiently efficiently

We were able | 1-with no 4-with some 7-

to analyze accuracy/not accuracy accurately/

project risks effectively effectively
1-with many 4-with few 7-with no
struggles/not struggles struggles/
efficiently efficiently
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16.

17.

18.
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We were able | 1-with no 4-with some 7-

to handle accuracy/not accuracy accurately/

project risks effectively effectively
1-with many 4-with few 7-with no
struggles/not struggles struggles/
efficiently efficiently

We were able | 1-with no 4-with some 7-

to document | accuracy/not accuracy accurately/

project risks effectively effectively
1-with many 4-with few 7-with no
struggles/not struggles struggles/
efficiently efficiently

We were able | 1-with no 4-with some 7-

to monitor accuracy/not accuracy accurately/

project risks effectively effectively
1-with many 4-with few 7-with no
Strugg]es/not Stl'UgglCS struggles/
efficiently efficiently




19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

Effectiveness of Risk Management
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strongly

disagree | disagree | neutral | agree | strongly agree
As the project
progressed, our risk
planning capabilities
improved.

strongly

disagree | disagree | neutral | agree | strongly agree
As the project
progressed, our ability to
identify risks improved.

strongly

disagree | disagree | neutral [ agree | strongly agree
As the project
progressed, our ability to
analyze risks improved.

strongly

disagree | disagree | neutral | agree | strongly agree
As the project
progressed, our risk
handling improved.

strongly

disagree | disagree | neutral |agree | strongly agree

As the project
progressed, our risk
documentation methods
improved.
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24.

strongly
disagree | disagree | neutral | agree | strongly agree

As the project
progressed, our ability to
monitor risks improved.

Demographics
25.
No.
The approximate number of
team members that my
project had is
26.
Months

The approximate number of
months in which my last
project was executed was

27.
Small (99 or Medium (100 to | Large (over 500
fewer 499 employees) | employees)
employees).
My company size is
approximately
28.
Associates | Bachelor’s | Master’s | Doctoral
High School | Degree Degree Degree | Degree
My highest level
of education is
most closely

29. My years of experience with project management with my company is

Drop down menu with: 0,1,2,3....48,49,50+
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30. My total years of experience with project management is

Drop down menu with: 0,1,2,3....48,49,50+

31. My total years of experience with knowledge management is

Drop down menu with: 0,1,2,3....48,49,50+

32. My total years of experience with risk management is

Drop down menu with: 0,1,2,3....48,49,50+
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APPENDIX B

Old Dominion University Institutional Review Board Approval

No.: 11-048

OLD DOMINION UNIVERSITY
HUMAN SUBJECTS INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD
RESEARCH PROPOSAL REVIEW NOTIFICATION FORM

TO: Rafael Landaets DATE: April 21,2011
Responsible Project Inmvestigator IRB Decision Date

RE: Establishing Relationships betwsen Risk Management and Knowledge
Management
Nare of Project

Please be informed that your research protocol has received approval by the Institutional
Review Board. Your research protocol is:

.. Approved
—_ Tabled/Disapproved
_X_Approved, ( EXEMPT) contingent on making the changes below*
I// 0 / April 21,2011
irpefson’s date

Contact the IRB for clarification of the terms of your research, or if you wish to make
ANY change to your research protocol.

The approval as exempt, does not require an annual Progress Report or , once the study is
complete, a Close-out report. You must report adverse events experienced by subjects to
the IRB chair in a timely manner (see university policy).

* Approval of your research is CONTINGENT upon the satisfactory completion of
the following changes and attestation to those changes by the chairperson of the
Institutional Review Board. Research may not begin until after this attestation.

* No Changes required

Attestation

As directed by the Institutional Review Board, the Responsible Project Investigator made
the above changes. Research may begin.

24 ) April 27,2011
Chairpersopt's ¢ date
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APPENDIX C

Pilot Survey

This pilot survey will be used to validate the proposed survey questions. The full survey
is attached. It is not necessary to answer the actual survey questions. Please read through
the question and answer the review section for that particular question. The review
section contains 5 columns. For the first 4 columns, please place an “X” in the box(s)
that are most appropriate. Each question has a place for comments on that question in the
last column labeled “Recommendations/Assessment”. Additionally, at the end of the
survey there is a general comments section. This section can be used to address the
survey in general or specific survey questions. If commenting on a specific survey
question please refer to the survey question number. The survey will be revised based
on the inputs from the pilot survey responses and posted on an on-line survey service.
The survey will be sent out to multiple individuals in multiple organizations that work in
a project-based environment. Thank you for your time and expertise.

SURVEY

The information being requested will help academics and companies better understand
relationships between knowledge management and risk management in project-based
environments. Analysis of the results will be based on a combination of survey
participants and can not be traced back to any one individual, event, or company.
Individual responses will remain anonymous and will not be reported to any person or
entity. Individual responses will not be traced back to any one individual, event, or
company. Participation in this survey is voluntary, with no penalties or reprisals for not
participating or completing the survey.

Please read through the definitions prior to starting the survey and refer back to the
definition as needed.

Definitions

Study: Refers to reading, watching videos, or other activities which do not directly
involve conversations with others.

Discuss: Refers to meetings, teleconferences, video conferences, or other activities in
which conversations and interaction with peers occurred.

Lessons Learned: Knowledge gained through experience, which if shared, would
promote the recurrence of desirable outcomes or preclude the recurrence of
undesirable outcomes.

Best Practices: is a technique or methodology that, has proven successful in
particular circamstances.

Near- Miss: an event that has a non-hazardous outcome but in which a hazardous
outcome could have occurred.
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Knowledge Management (KM): The set of steps, methods, and tools for the most
effective and efficient use knowledge aimed to improve performance and capabilities

Risk Management (RM): includes planning, assessing, handling, documenting and
monitoring risks.

Risk Handling: Setting risks at acceptable levels based on identifying, evaluating,
selecting, and implementing the desired option.

All questions pertain to a recent completed project, one that was not abnormally
terminated, in which you formally worked as project manager or member of the
project team.

Inter-Project Knowledge Transfer
1. Approximately how many times did you study lessons learned from other projects:

Drop down menu with: 0,1,2,3....48,49,50+

Review of Question 1:

Question is | Question Question

NOT relates to . Recommendations/
relates to risk

clear/under | knowledge Assessment
management

standable management

Question is
clear/under
standable

2. Approximately how many times did you study best practices from other projects:

Drop down menu with: 0,1,2,3....48,49,50+




Review of Question 2:
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.. uestion is | Question .
Question is Q Question .
NOT relates to . Recommendations/
clear/under relates to risk
clear/under | knowledge Assessment
standable management
standable management

3. Approximately how many times did you study near misses from other projects:

Drop down menu with: 0,1,2,3....48,49,50+

Review of Question 3:

Question is Question is | Question Question
NOT relates to . Recommendations/
clear/under relates to risk
standable clear/under | knowledge management Assessment
standable management

project teams:

4. Approximately how many times you discuss lessons learned with members from other

Drop down menu with: 0,1,2,3....48,49,50+

Review of Question 4:

Question is
clear/under
standable

Question is
NOT
clear/under
standable

Question
relates to
knowledge
management

Question
relates to risk
management

Recommendations/
Assessment




project teams:

5. Approximately how many times you discuss best practices with members from other
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Drop down menu with: 0,1,2,3....48,49, 50+

Review of Question 5:

Question is Question is | Question Question
NOT relates to . Recommendations/
clear/under relates to risk
standable clear/under | knowledge management Assessment
standable management

project teams:

6. Approximately how many times you discuss near misses with members from other

Drop down menu with: 0,1,2,3....48,49,50+

Review of Question 6:

Question is Question is | Question Question

NOT relates to . Recommendations/
clear/under relates to risk

clear/under | knowledge Assessment
standable management

standable management

project:

Intra-Project Knowledge Transfer

7. Approximately how many times did you study lessons learned collected from your

Drop down menu with: 0,1,2,3....48,49,50+
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Review of Question 7:
. . | Question is | Question .
Question is NOT relates to Question . Recommendations/
clear/under relates to risk
clear/under | knowledge Assessment
standable management
standable management

8. Approximately how many times did you study best practices collected from your project:

Drop down menu with: 0,1,2,3....48,49,50+

Review of Question 8

. . | Question is | Question .
stion tion )
Question is NOT relates to Ques . Recommendations/
clear/under relates to risk
standable clear/under | knowledge management Assessment
standable management

9. Approximately how many times did you study near misses collected from your project:

Drop down menu with: 0,1,2,3....48,49,50+

Review of Question 9:

Question is
clear/under
standable

Question is
NOT
clear/under
standable

Question
relates to
knowledge
management

Question
relates to risk
management

Recommendations/
Assessment
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10. Approximately how many times you discuss lessons learned collected from your project
with members of your project team:

Drop down menu with: 0,1,2,3....48,49,50+

Review of Question 10:

Question is

Question

Question is NOT relates to Question . Recommendations/
clear/under relates to risk

clear/under | knowledge Assessment
standable management

standable management

11. Approximately how many times you discuss best practices collected from your project
with members of your project team:

Drop down menu with: 0,1,2,3....48,49,50+

Review of Question 11:

Question is Question is | Question Question

NOT relates to . Recommendations/
clear/under relates to risk

clear/under | knowledge Assessment
standable management

standable management

12. Approximately how many times you discuss near misses collected from your project with

members of your project team:

Drop down menu with: 0,1,2,3....48,49,50+
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Review of Question 12:
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. . | Question is | Question .
c%ﬁjf:::e;s NOT relates to glll;it;ig risk Recommendations/
standable clear/under | knowledge manasement Assessment
standable management g
Risk Management Capability
We were 1-with no 4-with some 7-accurately/
able to accuracy/ accuracy effectively
implement | .
g{:ﬁ?t risk effectively
1-with many 4-with few 7-with no
struggles/ struggles struggles/
not efficiently
efficiently
Review of Question 13:
. . | Question is | Question .
c%ﬁjltllx?crllelrs NOT relates to ?elll;it:;g risk Recommendations/
standable clear/under | knowledge management Assessment
standable management g
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We were 1-with no 4-with some 7-accurately/
able to accuracy/ accuracy effectively
1dex}t1fy . not
project risks effectively
I-with many 4-with few 7-with no
struggles/ struggles struggles/
not efficiently
efficiently
Review of Question 14:
. . | Question is | Question .
Question is NOT relates to Question . Recommendations/
clear/under relates to risk
standable clear/under | knowledge management Assessment
standable management
We were 1-with no 2 |3 |4withsome |5 |6 | 7-accurately/
able to accuracy/no accuracy effectively
analyze t effectively
project risks
I-withmany |2 |3 |4-withfew (5 [6 |7-withno
struggles/ struggles struggles/
not efficiently
efficiently
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Review of Question 15:

113

Question i Question is | Question Question
eSUON IS | NOT relates to o ) Recommendations/
clear/under relates to risk
clear/under | knowledge Assessment
standable management
standable management
We were I-with no 4-with 5 6 7T-accurately/
able to accuracy/ some effectively
handle not accuracy
project .
risks effectively
1-with many 4-withfew |5 |6 7-with no
struggles/ struggles struggles/
not efficiently
efficiently
Review of Question 16:
Question is | Question
Question is | NOT relates to Question
clear/under | clear/under | knowledge relates to risk | Recommendations/
standable standable | management | management | Assessment
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18.
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We were 1-with no 4-with 5 7-accurately/
able to accuracy/ some effectively
docpment not accuracy
project .
risks effectively
1-with many 4-with few |5 7-with no
struggles/ struggles struggles/
not efficiently
efficiently
Review of Question 17:
. . | Questionis | Question .
Question is NOT relates to Question . Recommendations/
clear/under relates to risk
clear/under | knowledge Assessment
standable management
standable management
We were I-with no 4-with 5 7-accurately/
able to accuracy/ some effectively
mox.litor not accuracy
project .
risks effectively
1-with many 4-withfew |5 7-with no
struggles/ struggles struggles/
not efficiently
efficiently
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20.

Review of Question 18:
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Question is | Question
Question is | NOT relates to Question
clear/under | clear/under | knowledge relates to risk | Recommendations/
standable standable management | management | Assessment
Effectiveness of Risk Management
strongly strongly
disagree | disagree | neutral | agree agree
As the project
progressed, our risk
planning capabilities
improved.
Review of Question 19:
. . 1 Questionis | Question .
Question is NOT relates to Question . Recommendations/
clear/under relates to risk
clear/under | knowledge Assessment
standable management
standable management
strongly strongly
disagree | disagree | neutral agree agree

As the project

improved.

progressed, our ability
to identify risks
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22.

Review of Question 20:
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Question is

Question

Question is NOT relates to Question . Recommendations/
clear/under relates to risk
clear/under | knowledge Assessment
standable management
standable management
strongly strongly
disagree disagree | neutral | agree | agree
As the project progressed,
our ability to analyze risks
improved.
Review of Question 21:
. . | Questionis | Question .
Question is NOT relates to Question . Recommendations/
clear/under relates to risk
clear/under | knowledge Assessment
standable management
standable management
strongly strongly
disagree disagree | neutral | agree | agree

improved.

As the project progressed,
our risk handling
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24,

Review of Question 22:

117

. .| Question is | Question .
Question is NOT relates to Question . Recommendations/
clear/under relates to risk
clear/under | knowledge Assessment
standable management
standable management
strongly strongly
disagree disagree [ neutral | agree | agree
As the project progressed,
our risk documentation
methods improved.
Review of Question 23:
. . | Questionis | Question .
tio u .
Question is NOT relates to Question . Recommendations/
clear/under relates to risk
clear/under | knowledge Assessment
standable management
standable management
strongly strongly
disagree disagree | neutral |agree | agree

improved.

As the project progressed,
our ability to monitor risks




25.

26.

Review of Question 24:

118

Question is Question is | Question Question
© NOT relates to . Recommendations/Ass
clear/under relates to risk
clear/under | knowledge essment
standable management
standable management
Demographics
No.
The approximate number of team
members that my project had is
Review of Question 25:
. .| Question is . Question does
Question is |y Question adds | . 44 Recommendations/
clear/under value to data
clear/under . value todata | Assessment
standable collection .
standable collection
Months

The approximate number of
months in which my last project
was executed was




27.

28.

Review of Question 26:

119

. . | Question is . Question does
Question is NOT Question adds NOT add Recommendations/
clear/under value to data
clear/under ) value to data Assessment
standable collection .
standable collection
Small (99 or Medium (100 to | Large (over 500
fewer 499 employees) | employees)
employees).
My company size is
approximately
Review of Question 27:
. .| Question is . Question does
Question is NOT Question adds NOT add Recommendations/
clear/under value to data
clear/under . value to data Assessment
standable collection .
standable collection
Associates | Bachelor’s | Master’s Doctoral
High School | Degree Degree Degree Degree
My highest
level of
education is
most closely




Review of Question 28:

120

Question is

Question does

Question is | NOT Question adds | NOT add
clear/under | clear/under | value to data value to data Recommendations/
standable standable collection collection Assessment

29. My years of experience with project management with my company is

Drop down menu with: 0,1,2,3....48,49,50+

Review of Question 29:

Question is

Question is

Question adds

Question does

NOT NOT add Recommendations/
clear/under value to data
clear/under ) value to data Assessment
standable collection )
standable collection
30. My total years of experience with project management is
Drop down menu with: 0,1,2,3....48,49,50+
Review of Question 30:
. .| Question is . Question does
Question is | Gy Question adds | G144 Recommendations/
clear/under value to data
clear/under . value to data Assessment
standable collection \
standable collection




31. My total years of experience with knowledge management is
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Drop down menu with: 0,1,2,3....48,49,50+

Review of Question 31:

Question is

Question is

Question adds

Question does

NOT NOT add Recommendations/
clear/under value to data
clear/under . value to data Assessment
standable collection .
standable collection
32. My total years of experience with risk management is
Drop down menu with: 0,1,2,3....48,49,50+
Review of Question 32:
. .| Question is ] Question does
Question is | Gy Question adds | Gy 44 Recommendations/
clear/under value to data
clear/under ) value to data Assessment
standable collection .
standable collection

GENERAL COMMENTS ON THE SURVEY:



APPENDIX D

Final Survey

THE NFORMATION BEING RECLEESTED WikL. HELP COMPANIES AND ACADEMICS BETTER UNDERSTAND RBATIONS-IPS BETWEEN
KNOWLEDGE MAMAGEMENT AND MBS MANAGENMENT IN PROJECT-BASED ENVIRONMENTS. ANAL YIS OF THE RESULTS WLL B
BASED ON A COMBINATION OF SURVEY PARTICIPANTS AND CANNOT BE TRACED BACK TO ANY OME INDMDUAL, EVENT, OR
COMPANY. INDMIDUAL REIPONSES WILL REMAN ANONYMOUS AND WILL NOT BE REPORTED TO ANY PERION OR ENTITY. NDIVIDUAL
RESPOMIES WILL NOT 8 TRACED BACK TO ANY ONE INOMDUAL, EVENT, OR COMPANY. PARTICIPATION N THIS SURVEY IS
VOLUINTARY, WITH ND PENALTIES OR REFRISALS FOR NOT PARTICIPATING OR COMPLETING THE SURVEY.

PLEASE READ THROUGH THE OEFINITIONS PRIOR TO STARTING THE SURVEY AND RETTR BACK TO THE DEFIMTION AS NEEDED.

DEFINITIONS

BEST PRACTICEX: % 2 taciviues or wasihndedogy it o proves succemshs W paroalls’ ChOmtances.

OISCUSS: retess 10 mueiings, Seleconfurarces, vicieo COnEMNUES, O olher 2cvilies It WANch convamsalions: 2 Biecaciion wilh peess is She: grmary
method of obtaining v shaing nowleige.

KNOWAEDGE MANAGEMENT OO She 5ot of cheps, methos, 2 tooks fr e most efeciive: 2nd aticient uce Mowiedge Zvmed 10 vgnove
perImance and capatiiies.

LESSONS LEARNELY. xmiarine Ginss BIh sspenence, atich ¥ shased, Stass pramole INe Fecumence of desiatie SUICOMES OF prechude e
recASTaNncE: Of uriesiatie SukOmE.

NEAR- MBS an event Tt 1S 2 non-azasdous oulcome bt In WAl 2 RaZarious culcome could iave oocuved.

PROJECT: 2 fesporary seiling in which product i craciing or service 16 peovidel.

FUSK ANALYSIS: is he process of examiving an ideniled rik, isolating ihe cawse an0 delermining the effacts.

83K DOCUMENTATION: % the reconing ang satntaining of ik assessmenis, mondiofng maulls, handing anaysis, and rick plans.

MISK DENTIRCATION: S process of examtuing project areas 3nd techvical pIOossses 1 Ksnilly and docssment 356000t NSRS,

RESK HANDUING: sefiing ks af acceplatie levets Dasee on deniitying, evakiing, sesecting, and smpiamentiing e desired option.

RIS MANAGEMENT (MY, \Inchiies plarwing, JEEeseing. Jarwiing, socusmeniing v moniionng nels.

RISK MONITORING: e process that systesmtically 1acks 2nd evaluaies the perkymance of ek kawiing actions 2gainst astablished metics.
RISK PLANNING: the process: of dewsioping ams docsmening compreiencive anet inferacive sialegies for e ciber steps of sk managesent.
STUDY: ndess 1 madiing, wakching Wasos, & olher ctiviles wiich dvect commaricalion wilh peess 1 not the piwasy method of obtaning
nowtedge.

SURVEY
Al quEsiions: pestain 10 2 receedly compietied project, one Kot wak ot 20nannally fewinaled . In whsch you femally worked 26 project FGrTIger oF

member of e project team.

A uesiions, cover e Suralion you wese On the project.

1. Approximately how many times did you STUDY BEST PRACTICES collected from YOUR
‘ ; %

2. Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS BEST PRACTICES collected from
your project with members of YOUR project team:

3. Approximately how many times did you STUDY BEST PRACTICES from OTHER
projects:

4. Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS BEST PRACTICES with members
from OTHER project teams:

M H
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§. Apsroximately how many times did you STUDY LESSONS LEARNED collected from
YOUR project:

6. Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS LESSONS LEARNED collected from
your project with members of YOUR project team:

7. Approximately how many times did you STUDY LESSONS LEARNED from OTHER
projects:

8. Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS LESSONS LEARNED with members
from OTHER project teams:

9. Approximately how many times did you STUDY NEAR MISSES ooliected from YOUR

10. Approximstely how many times did you DISCUSS NEAR MISSES collected from your
project with members of YOUR project team:

3

11. Approximately how many times did you STUDY NEAR MISSES collected from OTHER
projects:

12. Approximetely how many times did you DISCUSS NEAR MISSES coliected with
members from OTHER project teams:

13. We were shie to mplement project risk plans:
1w no 4 some -
aooxacyot 2 3 s 6
ouaieiyiefciively « [ad [ od [ ad [ Lo [
14. We were able to implement project risk pians
i many St tew T
sgpesmat 2 3 s 3

10 spgesieiciendly o c e e r c e

123
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15. We were able to identily project risks:
tatlh no
acosacpnot 2 3
eechvety
cisyetucinry c L of o
16, We were able to idestify project risks:
il ey
hugpesinot 2 3
eficientty
"0 shuggitciuly « c s
17. We were able to analyze project risks:
1wt no
oyt 2 3
Buchvery
Scuatsycvey c P '
18. We were sbie to analyze project risks:
+atih any
shuggesiet 2 3
etciently
r r

"0 shggiesieficterdly «

19. We were able to handle project risks:
1 no

o shaggiensaficieniy

acouracynot 2 3
eechvery
ancasaiutyeiecivaty o © [
20. We were abie to handie project risks:
tlh many
mggeesingt 2 3
emclenity
10 swgglesieiiciently L of el ¢
21. We were able to document project risks:
+olih o
asacynot 2 3
eflecbvety
owaluyhicivay c r c
22. We were able to document project risks:
i vy
swpgesiot 2 3
ety
' ol -




23. We were abie to monitor preject risks:

1l no
4uilh some 7-
acosacyint 2 3 s s
aocasacy Fcuiehyelictively

gty [ od [od [ o ol [ o [od [ od
24. We were able to monitor project risks:

bsshin P 7emm

shugpesant 2 3 5 s

efctenty e shugges/eficlrdly
o shuggieciiciedy [ of [od « r L of [ g ~
25. As the project progressed, our risk planning capabilitics improved.
C  shongly ssagee © dsagee C neuta T agee € sirongy agree
26. As the project progressed, our abilily to ideatify risks improved.
¢ sirongy ssagres € axages € rela T agee € sirongy agee
27. As the project progressed, our shility to analyze risks improved.
©  srongy dsagpes ' Ssagee € meuial © agwe € shongy agree
28. As the project progressed, our risk handling improved.
T shonggy Seayee C dxagpee € e T agee € crongy agee
29. As the project progressed, our risk documentation methods improved.
€  shongy dcages € dsapee © meutca ¢ agee ©  shogy agres
30. As the project progressed, our ability to monitor risks improved.
' shongy Msagres ' dsagee € rewca T agee ©  shongy agree

31. The approximate sumber of team members that my project had is

32. The spproximate number of months in which my last project was executed
33. My company size is approximately:
€ man (90 or feer enproyess) € wancm (100 10 499 evployess) £ Lange (over SO0 employees)

34. My highest level of education is most closely:
€ g Scnoot © ssoctesDuyee O BatslorsDegee T Mastars Oegree **  Doctotal Degpee

35. | estimate the total cost of my project to bed

C emtanssoom C S0o01® € swnom o € 31.0mm1 € Crnaler wan
$100,000 $1.000,000 $25,000,000 325,000,000
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36. My years of experience with project management with my company is:

37. My total years of experience with project management is:

8

38. My totsl years of experience wilh knowiedge mansgement is!

39. My total years of experience with risk management is:

126
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APPENDIX E

Survey Summary

Dissertation Survey 2 ™ SurveyMonkey

1. Approxitasiety how many timas did you STUDY BEST PRACTICES collected from YOUR
project: '

Percent  Count

'] 22% "
1 156% 14
2 12.2% 1
3 8% 8
4 44% 4
] 1M.4% 10
8. 1% 3
7. 1% 1
s V oo% a
) 9 oo% 0
L 78% 7
1"t g 22% 2
7 g 1.1% 1
13 0.0% a
“ i 2% 2
v @ a 3 ’
" % (]
17 0.0% [
13 0% a
”» 0% 0
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5.0%

1%

02.0%

0.0%

1%

00%

0.0%

ao%

0.0%

0%

4

0.0%

0.0%
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zMMW“ﬁmmHWMMW
mmmammm

Hasgense Respense
Pescant  Counmt

80% 8

10.0% ]

o o
Jag— ' 1A% 10
p 44% 4
. 3% 3
o a4 4
7 8 11% 1
e 0 [
° 2 2
" 189% ”17
" o K
2 g 22 2
o 0.0% 0
" i 11% 1
. 44% 4
0 0o% o
- 00% ]
- 0o% ]
" 00% 0
- 56% 5
- 00% ]
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1%

1.1%

0%

1.1%

1%

00%
0.0%
0.0%
orx

41

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

5 of 50
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° 00% o
- j | ' — ‘
SR — :
answered question ”»
skipped question °

J.AMmmiluddmmmmmm R profects:

fesponse Respese

Povcont Count

o - il 13

! 0% 3

G 1% ©
: 1i% 0

! | 44% 4

: ) 8O% 8

: 4% 4

‘1 11% 1

s e

s g S -

e 122% 1"
u — -
z 3% 3
2 0ox% o
2 0% o
e % 3
® § - -

6 of 50
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00%

1.1%

00%

1.4%

aox%

1.1%

a.0%

0%

0.0%

1%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

7 of 50
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0%

0o%
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- 0% g

- 0o0% o
= B B 44% .

saswered quesiien »

skipped quesition .

5. Approximately how many imes did you STUDY LESSONS LEARMED collscied from YOUR

Percest  Count
. 100% °
pe— 15.% 1
5 44% 4
; 122% 1"
. a7 °
5 7.8% 7
. 2% 2
7 1.1% 1
M 1.1% 1
. 0.0% 0
— 8o% 8
1 0.0% 0
a s 4
3 I 1.1% 1
” 11% 1
- 50% 5
P ao% ;
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0.0%

1.1%

0%

1.9%

1.1%

0.0%

ao%

ao%

LI%

a.o%

0.0%

0%

0.0%

0.0%

ao%

0.0%

0.0%

0o%

0.0%

0.0%

41
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0.0%

0%

78%

13 0f 50



140

§. Approximaisly how many Gmes did you DISCUSS LESSONS LEARNED collecied from your
project with members of YOUR project team:

Respesste  Respense
Pavceni  Coumt

ar% L

]

1 122% 12
2 0% 8
3 1% 10
4 4% 4
& & 18% 7
L] 8% 8
7T R 2% 2
s f L% 1
] 0.0% (]
0 10.0% ]
1" g 11% 1
‘ﬁ ] 3% 3
) 0o 0
“ § 1.1% 1
15 22% 2
] oox 0
7 ao% o
- 0.0% ]
» 0o% 0
E 5.0% 5
xn | y 0.0% e

14 of 50
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1.1%

1.1%

1.1%

0.0%

1.1%

oors

0.0%

a0%

0%
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- — o
M“‘- »
shipped quesilion e

r.mmmmmmmmmmmm

Response  Aespense
Posvont Count

. 123% 12
1 10.0% 9
2 11.1% 10
3 22% T
4 8.0% 8
s 1.1% 10
s 27% 2
7 22% 2
s | 00% [
° i o 1.1% 1
] 80% 8
1 00% o
12 @ 313% 3
3 0.0% ]
“ 0% a
15 7% [}
1 0.0% o
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0.0%

0.0%

1.1%

[ i 7

11%

ao%

L1%

ao%

0.0%

0.0%

00%

ao%

0.0%

a0%

0.0%

0.0%

1.1%

0.0%

0o%

0%

0.0%

0.0%
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aox

1.1%

1.1%

0.0%

oox

1.1%

o0%

ars

ao%

1.1%

L 3]
L

0.0%

0.0%
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- oo% e
= & “ a3
asswwed quesiion »
shipped quesiion .

. nm =
SR— 78% 18
3 8.0% )
s 50% 5
s g 2% 2
. 78% 7
. 8 11% 1
7 2% 2
. 00% ]
. B 14% 1
" 3% 3
11 0.o% o
2§ 11% 1
- 00% ]
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1.1%

00

1.1%

0.0%
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1.1%
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a.0%

1.1%
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06.0%

0.0%

0.0%

aox
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1&wmmmﬁmmmmmmm
project with members of YOUR project team:

]

1 156% 7
2 80% 8
3 78% 7
4 11% 1
s Ny 2 0
o M 3
4 44% 4
s 1.1% 1
o 0.0% 0
W g 11% 1
" 0.0% ]
2 § L1% 1
13 § 1L1% 1
“ 0.0% o
s B/ 22% 2
] 0o% o
” 0.0% 0
1" 0.0% ]
" oo o
x g 33% ]
n | 0.0% 0
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0.0%

1.1%

0.0%

1L1%

a.o%

00%

0%

0%

a.0%

1%

0.0%

0ox

0ox
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e 0o%
- - -
answered quesiisn »
shipped question .

11. Approximately how many times did you STUDY NEAR MISSES coliected from OTHER

m

Respense  flespanse
Pascest = Count

L - "
! 178% "
i m— 8% 7
: 8.0% s
t - an .
5 | 33’. :
° ! 11% 1
T i 1% 1
t i 11% 1
: 0% 0
w g o ;
1" . -
12 g . ;
b g% 0
" eox o
L] . ;
* 0.0% 0

20 of 50
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X

1%

0.0%

11%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

‘:

“

aox
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0%

1.1%
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12. Approximetely how mamy times did you DISCUSS NEAR MISSES collected with members

fspense Respense
Pevannk = Cownt

. vy »
1 178% 18
2 w 7% 8
3 22% 2
4 22% 2
s 7% (]
s § 22% 2
7 oo% 0
] 0o% 0
s B 27% 2
w @ 44% 4
" 0% 0
2§ 11% 1
1 0.0% a
“ 0% 0
5§ 1.1% 1
% g 11% 1
” 0% o
n 0.0% 0
L ] oox 0
2 § 11% 1
n 0% ]
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aox

0%

1.1%

0.0%

1.1%

1.1%

[ X1z 3

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

L%

ao%

0%

1.1%

0%

0.0%
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0.0% 0

13. We wera able to implement project risk plas:
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APPENDIX F

Analysis Data - Normality Plots

Normal Q-Q Plot of Qpﬁroxlmately how many times did you STUDY BEST

PRACTICES collscted from YOUR project:
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Figure Al. Question 1 - Normal Q-Q- Plot of approximately how many times did you

STUDY BEST PRACTICES collected from YOUR project.
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Normal Q-Q Plot of ?&r,oxlmatoly how many times did you DISCUSS BEST
PRACTICES collecte m your project with members of YOUR project team:
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Figure A2. Question 2 — Normal Q-Q plot of approximately how many times did you
DISCUSS BEST PRACTICES collected from your project with members of YOUR

project team.
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Normal Q-Q Plot of proximatsely how mug times dld you STUDY BEST
CTICES from OTHER projects
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Figure A3. Question 3 — Normal Q-Q plot of approximately how many times did you

STUDY BEST PRACTICES from OTHER projects.
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Normal Q-Q Plot of roximately how many times did you DISCUSS BEST
f

PRACTICES with members from OTHER project teams:
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Figure A4. Question 4 — Normal Q-Q plot of approximately how many times did you

DISCUSS BEST PRACTICES with member from OTHER project teams.
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Normal Q-Q Plot of Approximately how many times did you STUDY LESSONS
L ED collected from YOUR project:
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Figure AS. Question 5 — Normal Q-Q plot of approximately how many times did you

STUDY LESSONS LEARNED collected from your project.
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Normal Q-Q Plot of Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS LESSONS
LEARNED collected from your project members of YOUR project team:
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Figure A6. Question 6 — Normal Q-Q plot of approximately how many times did you
DISCUSS LESSONS LEARNED collected from your project with members of YOUR

project team.
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Normal Q-Q Plot of Aptroxlmttely how many times did you STUDY LESSONS
EARNED from OTHER projects:
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Figure A7. Question 7 - Normal Q-Q plot of approximately how many times did you

STUDY LESSONS LEARNED from OTHER projects.



Normal Q-Q Plot of AEBroxlmmly how many times did you DISCUSS LESSONS
LEARNED with members from OTHER project teams:

‘-
|
g
2 7
.
°
e
o
]
w
o4
o
-2
1§ ¥ L] ¥
4} 2 40 60
Observed Value

Figure A8. Question 8 — Normal Q-Q plot of approximately how many times did you

DISCUSS LESSONS LEARNED with member from OTHER project teams.
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Normal Q-Q Plot of gg

X roximately how many times did you STUDY NEAR

ES collected from YOUR project:
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Figure A9. Question 9 — Normal Q-Q plot of approximately how many times did you

STUDY NEAR MISSED collected from YOUR project.
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Normal Q-Q Plot of Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS NEAR
MISSES collected from your project with members of YOUR project team:
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Figure A10. Question 10 — Normal Q-Q plot of approximately how many times did you
DISCUSS NEAR MISSES collected from your project with members of YOUR project

team.
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Normal Q-Q Plot of ?groxlmmly how many times did you STUDY NEAR
MISSES collected from OTHER projects:
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Figure Al1l. Question 11 — Normal Q-Q plot of approximately how many times did you

STUDY NEAR MISSES collected from OTHER projects.
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Normal Q-Q Plot of Apc:‘roxlmttely how many times did you DISCUSS NEAR
MISSES coliected with members from OTHER project teams:
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Figure A12. Question 12 — Normal Q-Q plot of approximately how many times did you

DISCUSS NEAR MISSES collected with member from OTHER project teams.
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Normal Q-Q Plot of accurstely/effactively
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Figure Al13. Question 13 — Normal Q-Q plot of we were able to implement project risk
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]

plans accurately/effectively.
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Normal Q-Q Plot of no struggles/efficiently
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Figure A14. Question 14 — Normal Q-Q plot of we were able to implement project risk

plans with no struggles/efficiently.
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Normal Q-Q Plot of accuratelyfeffectively
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Figure A15. Question 15 — Normal Q-Q plot of we were able to identify project risks

accurately/effectively.
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Normal Q-Q Plot of no strugglesiefficiently
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Figure A16. Question 16 — Normal Q-Q plot of we were able to identify project risks
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with no struggles/efficiently.



193

Normal Q-Q Plot of accurately/effectively
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Figure A17. Question 17 — Normal Q-Q plot of we were able to analyze project risks
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accurately/effectively.
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Normal Q-Q Plot of no struggiesiefficiently
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Figure A18. Question 18 — Normal Q-Q plot of we were able to analyze project risks

with no struggles/efficiently.
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Figure AI19. Question 19 - Normal Q-Q plot of we were able to handle project risks

accurately/effectively.
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Normal Q-Q Plot of no strugglesiefficiently
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Figure A20. Question 20 — Normal Q-Q plot of we were able to handle project risks with

no struggles/efficiently.
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Normal Q-Q Plot of accurately/effectively
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Figure A21. Question 21 — Normal Q-Q plot of we were able to document project risks

accurately/effectively.
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Normal Q-Q Plot of no struggliesfefficiently
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Figure A22. Question 22 — Normal Q-Q plot of we were able to document project risks

with no struggles/efficiently.
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Normal Q-Q Plot of accurately/effectively
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Figure A23. Question 23 — Normal Q-Q plot of we were able to monitor project risks

accurately/effectively.
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Figure A24. Question 24 — Normal Q-Q plot of we were able to monitor project risks

with no struggles/efficiently.
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Normal Q-Q Plot of As the project progressed, our risk planning capabilities
improved.
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Figure A25. Question 25 — Normal Q-Q plot of as the project progressed, our risk
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planning capabilities improved.
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Normal Q-Q Plot of As the project progressad, our ability to identify risks
improved.
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Figure A26. Question 26 — Normal Q-Q plot of as the project progressed, our ability to
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identify risks improved.
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Normal Q-Q Plot of As the project progressed, our abllity to analyze risks
improved.
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Figure A27. Question 27 — Normal Q-Q plot of as the project progressed, our ability to

analyze risks improved.
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Normal Q-Q Plot of As the project progressed, our risk handling improved.
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Figure A28. Question 28 — Normal Q-Q plot of as the project progressed, our risk

handling improved.
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Normal Q-Q Plot of As the project progressed, our risk documentation methods

improved.
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Figure A29. Question 29 — Normal Q-Q plot of as the project progressed, our risk

documentation methods improved.
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Normal Q-Q Plot of As the project progressed, our ability to monitor risks

improved.
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Figure A30. Question 30 — Normal Q-Q plot of as the project progressed, our ability to

monitor risks improved.
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Normal Q-Q Plot of Number
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Figure A31. Question 31 — Normal Q-Q plot of the approximate number of team

members my project had is.
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Normal Q-Q Plot of Months
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Figure A32. Question 32 — Normal Q-Q plot of the approximate number of months in

which my last project was executed.
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Normmal Q-Q Plot of My company size is approximately:
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Figure A33. Question 33 — Normal Q-Q plot of my company size is approximately.



Figure A34. Question 34 — Normal Q-Q plot of my highest level of education is most

closely.
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Figure A35. Question 35 — Normal Q-Q plot of I estimate the total cost of my project to

be.



Normal Q-Q Piot of My years of axperience with project management with my
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Figure A36. Question 36 — Normal Q-Q plot of my years of experience with project
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management with my company is.
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Normal Q-Q Plot of My total years of experience with project management is:
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Figure A37. Question 37 — Normal Q-Q plot of my total years of experience with project

management is.
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Normal Q-Q Plot of My total years of experience with knowledge management is:
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Figure A38. Question 38 — Normal Q-Q plot of my total years of experience with

knowledge management is.
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Normal Q-Q Plot of My total years of experience with risk management is:
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Figure A39. Question 39 — Normal Q-Q plot of my total years of experience with risk

management is.
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APPENDIX G

Analysis Data - Hypothesis Testing

Knowledge Transfer and Risk Management Capabilities

Variables Entered/Removed”
lModel Variables Variables Method
Entered Removed

1 il(Mb JEnter

a. Dependent Variable: RM

b. All requested variables entered.

ANOVA*
lModel Sum of df Mean Square F Sig.
Squares
Regression 5.266 1 5.266 5.534& 021"
1 Residual 83.73 88 952
Total 89.003 8
a. Dependent Variable: RM
b. Predictors: (Constant), KM
Coefficients®
Fwﬂodel Unstandardized Coefficients | Standardized t Sig.
Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) 1.460E-016 .103 .000 1.
1 KM .24, .103] 243 235 .021

a. Dependent Variable: RM
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Table Al (continued).
Model Summary
Rlodel R R Square | Adjusted R Std. Error of the Estimate
Square
1 .2431 059 .048] 9754629
a. Predictors: (Constant), KM
Correlations
RM KM
RM 1.000 24
earson Correlation
KM .243 1.
RM .01
#ig. (1-tailed)
KM .010
RM 90 9
IN KM 90 9




Table A2
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Inter Knowledge Transfer Compare to Intra Knowledge Transfer and Risk Management

Capabilities
Variables Entered/Removed®
odel Variables Entered } Variables Removed Method
i,lntra Knowledge
1 Transfer, Inter JEnter
i!(nowleggre Transfes®
a. Dependent Variable: RM
b. All requested variables entered.
ANOVA*
odel Sum of Squares df Mean Square Sig.
Regression 5.280 2 2.644 2.7 070"
1 Residual 83.720 8% .96ﬂ
Total 89.000 89
a. Dependent Variable: RM
b. Predictors: (Constant), Intra Knowledge Transfer, Inter Knowledge Transfer
Coefficients”
Plode] Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized t Sig.
Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) 1.495E-016§ 10 .000 1.
1 Inter Knowledge Transfer 18 231 1 Sé .813 41
Intra Knowledge Transfer .063 .231 .061 264 79

a. Dependent Variable: RM
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Table A2 (continued).
Model Summary
Ii\dodel R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate
1 .244] .059 .03 .98096598
a. Predictors: (Constant), Intra Knowledge Transfer, Inter Knowledge Transfer
Correlations
RM Inter Knowledge | Intra Knowledge
Transfer Transfer
RM 1.000 .242 2
fPearson Correlation Inter Knowledge Transfer .242 1.000 .8;1
Intra Knowledge Transfer .228 .893 1.000
RM . 011 .01#
Sig. (1-tailed) Inter Knowledge Transfer 011 .000
Intra Knowledge Transfer 01§ 000
RM 90 90 90
Inter Knowledge Transfer 90 90 90
Intra Knowledge Transfer 9 90
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Table A3

Knowledge Transfer and Risk Management Capabilities Factor 1 Static

Variables Entered/Removed"
Variables Entered [Variables Removedi Method

JKM" JE.nter

a. Dependent Variable: factor 1 for risk

hodel
1

b. All requested variables entered.

ANOVA*
Eiodel Sum of df Mean F Sig.
Squares Square
:egre ssio 3.597 1 3.597] 3.707 .057"
! Residual 85.403 8 970
Total 89.000 83
a. Dependent Variable: factor 1 for risk
b. Predictors: (Constant), KM
Coefficients"
|Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized t Sig.
Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) 1.284E-016 1 000 1.001
1 KM .201 .1 .201 1.925 .05
a. Dependent Variable: factor 1 for risk
Model Summary
hMel R R Square | Adjusted R | Std. Error of
Square the Estimate
1 .2011 .040 030 .98513167'

a. Predictors: (Constant), KM



Table A3 (continued).

Correlations

Ifactor 1 for risk

|

factor 1 for risk

Pearson Correlation

KM

factor 1 for risk
Sig. (1-tailed)

KM

factor 1 for risk

i K

1.000
1201

’-
1029

L

1201

1.000
1029

90
90
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Table A4

Knowledge Transfer and Risk Management Capabilities Factor 2-Dynamic

Variables Entered/Removed®
IModel Variables Entered |Variables Removedl Method

1 i jﬁnter

a. Dependent Variable: factor 2 for risk
b. All requested variables entered.

ANOVA*"
odel Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Regression 1.677 1 1.677 1.690 1974
1 Residual 87.323 88 992
Total 89.000 89
a. Dependent Variable: factor 2 for risk
b. Predictors: (Constant), KM
Coefficients"
Il:lodel Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized t Sig.
Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) -1.287E-016 .105 .000 1.
: KM 137 .106 .137 1.300 (1)2(-]
Model Summary
lModel R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate
1 1377 .019 .008 99614637

a. Predictors: (Constant), KM
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Table A4 (continued).
Correlations
factor 2 for risk KM
L factor 2 for risk 1.000 13
earson Correlation

KM 137 1.

factor 2 for risk | .09
ISig. (1-tailed)

KM .099

factor 2 for risk 90
IN KM 90




APPENDIX H

Analysis Data - Factor Analysis

Table AS

Knowledge Transfer

Knowledge Transfer Communalities

224

collected with members from OTHER project teams:

Knowledge Transfer Communalities Initial Extraction
Approximately how many times did you STUDY BEST PRACTICES 1,000 750
collected from YOUR project:
Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS BEST PRACTICES 1.000 630
collected from your project with members of YOUR project team:
Approximately how many times did you STUDY BEST PRACTICES 1.000 797
from OTHER projects:
Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS BEST PRACTICES 1.000 132
with members from OTHER project teams:
Approximately how many times did you STUDY LESSONS LEARNED 1,000 695
collected from YOUR project:
Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS LESSONS
LEARNED collected from your project with members of YOUR project 1.000 732
team:
Approximately how many times did you STUDY LESSONS LEARNED 1.000 893
from OTHER projects:
Knowledge Transfer Communalities (Continued) Initial Extraction
Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS LESSONS 1000 262
LEARNED with members from OTHER project teams:
Approximately how many times did you STUDY NEAR MISSES 1.000 667
collected from YOUR project:
Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS NEAR MISSES 1,000 589
collected from your project with members of YOUR project team:
Approximately how many times did you STUDY NEAR MISSES 1,000 662
collected from OTHER projects:
Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS NEAR MISSES
1.000 705

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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Table AS (continued).
Knowledge Transfer Total Variance Explained
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings
Component
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %

1 8.551 71.259 71.259 8.551 71.259 71.259
2 1.162 9.686 80.945
3 .652 5.433 86.378
4 .500 4.169 90.548
5 .350 2918 93.466
6 .200 1.663 95.129
7 .170 1.420 96.550
8 .157 1.310 97.859
9 .098 .820 98.679
10 .077 .641 99.321
11 .048 .397 99.717
12 .034 .283 100.000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.



Table AS (continued).

Knowledge Transfer Component Matrix
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from OTHER project teams:

Component
Knowledge Transfer Component Matrix
1

Approximately how many times did you STUDY BEST PRACTICES collected from 871
YOUR project: )

Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS BEST PRACTICES collected from your 294
project with members of YOUR project team: )

Approximately how many times did you STUDY BEST PRACTICES from OTHER 893
projects: '

Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS BEST PRACTICES with members from 856
OTHER project teams: .

Approximately how many times did you STUDY LESSONS LEARNED collected from 834
YOUR project: )

Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS LESSONS LEARNED collected from g55
your project with members of YOUR project team: '

Approximately how many times did you STUDY LESSONS LEARNED from OTHER 907
projects: '

Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS LESSONS LEARNED with members a73
from OTHER project teams: ’

Approximately how many times did you STUDY NEAR MISSES collected from YOUR 816
project: ’

Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS NEAR MISSES collected from your 67
project with members of YOUR project team: )

Approximately how many times did you STUDY NEAR MISSES collected from OTHER 814
projects: ’

Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS NEAR MISSES collected with members 839

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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Table AS (continued).

Knowledge Transfer KMO and Bartlett's Test

aiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. 8
Approx. Chi-Square 1381.69

artlett's Test of Sphericity df

Sig.ﬁ

Knowledge Transfer Case Processing Summary

N %

Valid 90 100.

rCases Excluded® o
Total 90 100.

a. Listwise deletion based on alf variables in the

procedure.

Knowledge Transfer Reliability
Statistics

Cronbach's Alpha | N of Items

.961 12




Table A6

Intra Knowledge Transfer

Intra Knowledge Transfer Communalities

YOUR project team:

Intra Knowledge Transfer Communalities Initial Extraction
Approximately how many times did you STUDY BEST 1,000 12
PRACTICES collected from YOUR project:
Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS BEST
PRACTICES collected from your project with members of 1.000 737
YOUR project team:
Intra Knowledge Transfer Communalities (Continued) Initial Extraction
Approximately how many times did you STUDY
LESSONS LEARNED collected from YOUR project: 1000 788
Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS
LESSONS LEARNED collected from your project with 1.000 817
members of YOUR project team:
Approximately how many times did you STUDY NEAR 1.000 661
MISSES collected from YOUR project:
Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS NEAR
MISSES collected from your project with members of 1.000 .605

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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Table A6 (continued).
Intra Knowledgﬂ' ransfer Total Variance Explained
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings |
Component
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total ] % of Variance ] Cumulative %
1 4.321 72.015 72.015 4.321 72.015 72.015
2 .868 14.467 86.482
3 .365 6.083 92.565
4 274 4.565 97.130
5 124 2.061 99.191
6 .049 .809 100.000
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Intra Knowledge Transfer Component Matrix
Component
Intra Knowledge Transfer Component Matrix ;
Approximately how many times did you STUDY BEST 844
PRACTICES collected from YOUR project:
Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS BEST
PRACTICES collected from your project with members of .858
YOUR project team:
Approximately how many times did you STUDY LESSONS 888
LEARNED collected from YOUR project:
Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS
LESSONS LEARNED collected from your project with 904
members of YOUR project team:
Approximately how many times did you STUDY NEAR 813
MISSES collected from YOUR project:
Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS NEAR
MISSES collected from your project with members of 778

YOUR project team:

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

a. 1 components extracted.



Table A6 (continued).

Intra Knowledge Transfer KMO and Bartlett's Test

797

aiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.
IApprox. Chi-Square 525,318l
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Jdf 15
.000

ig:
Intra Knowledge Transfer Case Processing Summary
N P
Valid 90 100.0
ICases Excluded® 0 .0
Total 90) 100.0

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the

procedure.

Intra Knowledge Transfer Reliability
Statistics

Cronbach's Alpha | N of Items

921 d
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Table A7

Inter Knowledge Transfer

Inter Knowledge Transfer Communalities

231

llmer Knowledge Transfer Communalities Initial Extraction
Approximately how many times did you STUDY BEST
l:’iCI'lCES i’rom OTH;R projects:y 1.000 .78§'
Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS BEST 1.000 784
JPRACTICES with members from OTHER project teams:
pproximately how many times did you STUDY LESSONS
ARNED from OTHER projects: 1009 825
[lnter Knowledge Transfer Communalities (Continued) Initial Extraction
Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS LESSONS 1.00d 229
ARNED with members from OTHER project teams:
Approximately how many times did you STUDY NEAR MISSES 1,604 5
icollected from OTHER projects:
Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS NEAR MISSES o 77
icollected with members from OTHER project teams: 3I

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Inter Knowledge Transfer Total Variance Explained

IComponent Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings
Total % of Variance | Cumulative% | Total | % of Varance | Cumulative %

1 4.705 78.410 78.4100  4.705 78.410 78.410
2 .641 10.682J 89.092

3 271 4.512] 93.604

il .203} 3.380 96.984'

5 .102 1.708} 98.693|

6 .078 1.30ﬂ 100.000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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Table A7 (continued).

Inter Knowledge Transfer Component Matrix

Inter Knowledge Transfer Component

Component Matrix 1

Approximately how many times
did you STUDY BEST
PRACTICES from OTHER

projects:

.886

Approximately how many times
did you DISCUSS BEST
PRACTICES with members
from OTHER project teams:

.887

Approximately how many times
did you STUDY LESSONS
LEARNED from OTHER

projects:

.908

Approximately how many times
did you DISCUSS LESSONS
LEARNED with members from
OTHER project teams:

911

Approximately how many times
did you STUDY NEAR MISSES .840
collected from OTHER projects:

Approximately how many times
did you DISCUSS NEAR
IMISSES collected with membersf
from OTHER project teams:

879

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

a. 1 components extracted.
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Table A7 (continued).

Inter Knowledge Transfer KMO and Bartlett's Test

aiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .82
Approx. Chi-Square 570.57
artlett's Test of Sphericity df 1

Sig.

Inter Knowledge Transfer Case Processing Summ:

N %
Valid 90 100.0

ICases Excluded® 0 0

Total 90 100.0

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the

procedure.

Inter Knowledge Transfer Reliability

Statistics

Cronbach's Alpha | N of Items
.944 q




Table A8

Risk Management Capabilities 1 Component

Risk Mangg;ment Capabilities 1 Communalities

234

Risk Management Capabilities 1 Component Communalities Initial Extraction
We were able to implement project risk plans accurately/effectively 1.000 524
We were able to implement project risk plans no struggles/efficiently 1.000 622
We were able to identify project risks accurately/effectively 1.000 .663
We were able to identify project risks no struggles/efficiently 1.000 .579
We were able to analyze project risks accurately/effectively 1.000 .691
We were able to analyze project risks no struggles/efficiently 1.000 .623
Risk Management Capabilities 1 Component Communalities (Continued Initial Extraction
We were able to handle project risks no struggles/efficiently 1.000 .640
We were able to document project risks accurately/effectively 1.000 720
We were able to document project risks no struggles/efficiently 1.000 737
We were able to monitor project risks accurately/effectively 1.000 .740
We were able to monitor project risks no strugeles/efficiently 1.000 .707
As the project progressed, our risk planning capabilities improved. 1.000 316
As the project progressed, our ability to identify risks improved. 1.000 406
As the project progressed, our ability to analyze risks improved. 1.000 431
As the project progressed, our risk handling improved. 1.000 .463
As the project progressed, our risk documentation methods improved. 1.000 .443
As the project progressed, our ability to monitor risks improved. 1.000 .383

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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Table A8 (continued).
Risk Management Capabilities 1 Total Variance Explained
Fomponent Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance | Cumulative %

1 10.4024 57.788 57.78 10.402%4 57.788% 57.78
" 2.587 14.373[ 72.161

3 .863l 4.794 76.956

4 727 4.03 80.99

5 613 3.408 84.400

6 .440 2.444 86.8441

7 .379 2.ld 88.947I

8 3 1.931 90.878’

o 304 1.686 92.564

10 275 1.527 94.091

11 .248 1.3794 95.467}

12 .186 l.034| 96.501

13 164 .912 97.41

14 .139 772 98.18%

15 .11 623 98.808!

16 .086 474 99.284

17 .075 419 99.70:

18 .05 .297 100.000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.



Table A8 (continued).

Risk Management Capabilities 1 Component Matrix
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Eisk Management Capabilities 1 Component Matrix Component
1
'We were able to implement project risk plans accurately/effectively 724
[We were able to implement project risk plans no struggles/efficiently .78&L
e were able to identify project risks accurately/effectively .81

'We were able to identify project risks no strugeles/efficiently .761
JRisk Management Capabilities 1 Component Matrix (Continued) Component

1
'We were able to handle project risks accurately/effectively
[We were able to handle project risks no struggles/efficiently .800
(We were able to document project risks accurately/effectively .849
We were able to document project risks no struggles/efficiently .858
'We were able to monitor project risks accurately/effectively .860
We were able to monitor project risks no struggles/efficiently .841
As the project progressed, our risk planning capabilities improved. .562
As the project progressed, our ability to identify risks improved. .637
As the project progressed, our ability to analyze risks improved. .657
As the project progressed, our risk handling improved. .680
As the project progressed, our risk documentation methods improved. .666
As the project progressed, our ability to monitor risks improved. .6ld

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

a. 1 components extracted.
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Table A8 (continued).
Risk Management Capabilities 1 Component KMO and Bartlett's Test
aiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .895
IApprox. Chi-Square 1644.324
HBanlett's Test of Sphericity df 15
Sig. .000)

Risk Management Capabilities 1 Component Case

ProcessLnE Summary
N %
Valid 90 100.0
kcases Excluded® 0 .
Total 90 100.3

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the

procedure.

Risk Management Capabilities 1
Component Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's Alpha | N of Items
.959 188
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Table A9

Risk Management Capabilities -2 Components

Risk Management Capabilities 2 Components Communalities
kisk Management Capabilities 2 Components Communalities Initial Extraction
[We were able to implement project risk plans
Liccurately/effectiveu 1009 o1
'We were able to implement project risk plans no
1.004 .697
fuuggles/efficiently
[We were able to identify project risks accurately/effectively 1.000 .70
[We were able to identify project risks no strugleslefﬁciemly 1.000 612
We were able to analyze project risks accurately/effectively 1.000 774
[We were able to analyze project risks no struggles/efficiently 1.000 719
We were able to handle project risks no struggles/efficiently 1. 675
'We were able to document project risks accurately/effectively 1.000) .740
[We were able to document project risks no struggles/efﬁciently 1.000 .15
We were able to monitor project risks accurately/effectively 1.000 .81
[We were able to monitor project risks no struggles/efficiently 1.000 757
s the project progressed, our risk planni% capabilities improved. 1.000 .721
As the project progressed, our ability to identify risks improved. 1. .8
As the project progressed, our ability to analyze risks improved. 1.000 .766
As the project progressed, our risk handling improved. 1.000) 787
As the project progressed, our risk documentation methods
timprovid.J i 1099 0%
As the project progressed, our ability to monitor risks improved. 1, .70

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.



Table A9 (continued).

Risk Management Capabilities 2 Components Total Variance Explained
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IComponent Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Rotation Sums of Squared
Loadings Loadin
Total % of | Cumulative | Total % of | Cumulative | Total % of § Cumulative
Variance % Variance % Variance %
1 10.40 57.78 57.788 10400 57.78§ 57789 8209 45.60 45.60
/. 2.58 14.37 72.161] 2.587 14.373‘ 72.161f 47804 26.556 72.161
3 863} 4.79 76.956
4 .727l 4.03 80.992
5 .613’ 3.408 84.400
6 440 2.444 86.844
7 379 2.103 88.947I
B .348 1.931 90.87 8I
o .304] 1.686 92.564|
10 .275{ 1.527 94.091
11 .248| 1.375 95.467}
12 .186 1.034 96.501
13 .1 912 97.4134
14 .13 7 98.185I
15 .11 .62 98.808!
16 .086 476 99.284'
17 .07 419 99.703'
18 .053[ 297 100.000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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Table A9 (continued).
Risk Management Capabilities 2 Components Rotated Component Matrix
‘Risk Management Capabilities 2 Components Component Matrix Component
2

We were able to implement project risk plans accurately/effectively 770 134
IRisk Management Capabilities 2 Components Component Matrix Component

X Continued) 2

We were able to implement project risk plans no struggles/efficiently 814 .185
[We were able to identify project risks accurately/effectively .803r 251
We were able to identify project risks no struggles/efficiently .742 248
'We were able to analyze project risks accurately/effectively 858 .19
[We were able to analyze project risks no struggles/efficiently .83{ .155
[We were able to handle project risks accurately/effectively .79§I .320
(We were able to handle project risks no struggles/efficiently .777| .266

e were able to document project risks accurately/effectively 7 .33

We were able to document project risks no struggles/efficiently .7 .355
'We were able to monitor project risks accurately/effectively .87 219
We were able to monitor project risks no struggles/efficiently .832 .256
As the project progressed, our risk planning capabilities improved. .140 .837
As the project progressed, our ability to identify risks improved. 2044 .876
As the project progressed, our ability to analyze risks improved. 251 .83
As the project progressed, our risk handling improved. 2754 .844]
As the project progressed, our risk documentation methods improved. 352 6;1
As the project progressed, our ability to monitor risks improved. 225 .809

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

a. Rotation converged in 3 iterations.

Risk Management Capabilities 2 Components KMO and Bartlett's Test

ll(a.iscr-Meyer—Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.

.895
Approx. Chi-Square 1644.3
[Bartlett's Test of Sphericity df 15

Sig.




Table A10

Cronbach’s Alpha for Risk Management Capabilities (Static)

Case Processing Summary
N %
Valid 90 100.
ases Excluded* 0
r Total 90 100.
a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the
procedure.
Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's Alpha | N of Items
.963 124

Table A11

Cronbach’s Alpha for Risk Management Capabilities (Dynamic)

Case Processing Summary
N %
Valid 90 100.
ICases Excluded® 0
Total 90, 100.

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the

procedure.

Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's Alpha | N of Items
921 v |
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Table A12

APPENDIX 1

Individual Correlations - Best Practices

Analysis Data - Correlation Analysis

242

Approximately
how many Approximatel
Approximately | timesdid you | Approximately ho‘\)vpman tist
how many DISCUSS how many ; y
. . . . did you DISCUSS
times did you BEST times did you BEST
Spearman's rho STUDY BEST | PRACTICES | STUDY BEST PRACTICES with
PRACTICES | collected from | PRACTICES members from
collected from your project from OTHER .
. . : OTHER project
YOUR project: | with members projects: teams:
of YOUR )
project team:
We were able | Correlation * *
toimplement | Coefficient 217 .199 222 073
project risk Sig. (2-
g.(2
p]ans tailed) 040 .060 035 493
accurately/
effectively N 90 90 90 90
We were able | Correlation . . s
to implement | Coefficient 235 267 275 176
project risk Sig. (2-
plans no ta’f]e(d) 026 011 009 098
struggles/
efficiently N 90 90 90 90
We were able | Correlation 173 270° 409" 273"
to identify Coefficient
project risks Sig. (2- 104 0
accurately/ tailed) . 010 .000 009
effectively N 90 90 90 90
We were able Correla?ion 007 157 225" .084
to identify | Coefficient
project risks no Sig- (2' 94 139 0 431
struggles/ tailed) 949 ) 033 ]
efficiently N 90 90 % 90
We were able | Correlation 166 180 241" 214°
to analyze Co(?fﬁment
projectrisks |  Sig. (2- 119 090 022 043
accurately/ tailed) ) ] ) )
effectively N 90 90 90 90

*_Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). **. Correlation is significant at

the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Table A12 (continued).
Approximately
. how many .
A;;lprommately times did you | Approximately hAp prox1m?tely
oW many DISCUSS how many ow many times
times did you BEST times did vo did you DISCUSS
, STUDY BEST es (1 you BEST
Spearman's tho PRACTICES | STUDY BEST CES wi
PRACTICES collected from | PRACTICES PRACTI with
collected from our project from OTHER members from
YOUR \zith nfen:bers projects: o R project
roject: ) teams:
P of YOUR
project team:
Correlation
W bl
tt(’; :::ya;e e Coefficient 075 117 137 125
Pf"sj;fl;:;::/ no St;%ie((l:z). 482 271 199 239
efficiently N 90 90 90 90
Correlation *
w bl
teov;;:fd?e ¢ | Coe fficient 092 154 242 .165
projectrisks |  Sig. (2- 387 147 022 119
accurately/ tailed) ) ] ) '
effectively N 90 90 990 90
Correlation
w bl
teovtvnjmmdzl‘e e Coefficient .059 .150 .185 .140
projectrisksno |  Sig. (2-
struggles/ tailed) .580 157 .080 .188
efficiently N 90 90 90 90
Correlation - ™ *
W bl
toed\(‘,,;rﬁn 2:3 " te Coefficient 120 225 304 221
project risks Sig. (2-
accurately/ tailed) 261 033 004 .037
effectively N 90 90 90 90
Correlation .
W bl
toed‘;:;fn Z 5 te Coefficient .081 .196 306 172
projectrisks no |  Sig. (2-
struggles/ tailed) 449 .064 003 104
efficiently N 90 90 90 90
We were able g""elafw“ 070 150 239" 21’
to monitor oefficient
project risks | Sig. (2- 511 158 023 046
accurately/ tailed) ) ) ) )
effectively N 90 90 90 90

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

**, Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Table A12 (continued).
Approximately
. how many .
Approximatel . . . Approximatel
lg:)w many Y1 times did you | Approximately hol:vpmany tist
. . DISCUSS how many .
times did you BEST times did you did you DISCUSS
. STUDY BEST BEST
Spearman’s rho PRACTICES | PRACTICES | STUDY BBST | PRACTICES with
collected from . OTHE members from
YOUR your project | from OTHER | ypypp oroiect
oiect: with members projects: teams:
project: of YOUR ams:
project team:
We were able | Correlation * .
oot Coefficient 095 .140 244 222
P‘°sj§°u‘g:;::/ no Stgfl'e%' 372 188 020 036
efficiently N 90 90 90 90
As the project g""f‘;.‘a?m“ 169 189 246’ 222"
progressed, our | Coetiicient
risk planning Sig. (2-
capabilities tailed) 112 .075 019 036
improved. N 90 90 90 90
As the project | Cortelation 105 283" 197 063
progressed, our | Socrlicient
ability to Sig. (2-
identify risks tailed) 325 007 062 558
improved. N 90 90 90 90
As the project | Cortelation 158 161 256" 155
progressed, our | Coethicient
ability to Sig. (2-
analyze risks tailed) 137 129 015 .145
improved. N 90 90 90 90
Correlation
As the project | Coefficient .036 127 204 150
progressed, our Sig. (2-
risk handling tanl ed) 736 234 054 158
improved.
N 90 90 90 90
As the project | Correlation o - *e .
progressed, our | Coefficient 355 379 .392 260
risk Sig. (2-
documentation | ey 001 000 000 013
methods
improved. N 92 90 90 90
. Correlation . . . .
As the project , 230 264 238 230
progressed, our Coefficient
ability to Sig. (2-
monitor risks tailed) 029 012 024 029
improved. N 9% 9% 90 90
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Table A13

Individual Correlations - Lessons Learned

Approximately
Approximately how many . .
. . Approximatel Approximatel
how many times did you lLpow man d hogvpman timgs
timesdidyou | DISCUSS _ow many ; y
times did you | did you DISCUSS
STUDY LESSONS STUDY LESSONS
Spearman's tho LESSONS LEARNED LESSONS LEARNED with
LEARNED | collected from |y pARNED | members from
collected from your project .
YOUR with members ﬁo"rloc.);g_ER OTHtE;lmpsr'opct
project: of YOUR projects: ’
project team:
We were able | Correlation
to implement | Coefficient 131 093 056 -.020
project risk Si N
g2
accurately/
effectively N 90 90 90 90
We were able | Correlation .
to implement | Cocfficiont 233 130 .140 061
project risk Sig. (2-
plans no tailed) 027 221 .189 570
struggles/
efficiently N %0 90 % 90
We were able | Correlation 140 142 219° 132
to identify Coefficient
project risks | Sig. (2 188 183 038 214
accurately/ tailed) ) ) ) )
effectively N 90 90 % 90
We were able | Correlation 044 005 083 051
to identify Coefficient
projectrisksno [ Sig. (2- 679 964 439 631
struggles/ tailed) ] ) ) ]
efficiently N 90 90 90 90
We were able | Correlation 150 121 098 036
to analyze Coefficient
project risks | - Sig. (2- 158 255 357 735
accurately tailed) ] ] ) ]
feffectively N 90 90 90 90
We were able | Correlation 146 096 079 -015
to analyze Coefficient
projectrisks no | - Sig. (2 170 370 461 891
struggles/ tailed) ) ) ] ]
efficiently N 90 90 90 90

*_Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-
tailed).
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Table A13 (continued).
Approximately
Approximately how many . .
how many times did you Approximately Approxlma}ely
times did you DISCUSS how many how many times
Y times did you | did you DISCUSS
STUDY LESSONS STUDY LESSONS
Spearman's rho LESSONS LEARNED .
RNE LESSONS LEARNED with
LEA D collected from LEARNED members from
collected from your project THE THE .
YOUR with members f“’“r’oqecw R O teelx{ m‘; r.OJect
project: of YOUR projects: )
project team:
We were able gmela?“’“ 021 078 097 -.024
to handle oefficient
project risks Sig. (2-
accurately/ tailed) .846 463 363 .825
effectively N 90 90 90 90
We were able | Correlation 093 112 083 -007
to handle Coefficient
projectrisksno |  Sig. (2-
struggles/ tailed) 381 295 435 945
efficiently N 90 90 90 90
We were able | Correlation 053 097 141 109
to document Coefficient
prOjeCt risks Slg- (2' 622 18 307
accurately/ tailed) ] 364 184 ]
effectively N 90 90 90 90
We were able | Correlation 061 045 130 091
to document Coefficient
projectrisksno |  Sig. (2-
struggles/ tailed) 571 675 222 394
efficiently N 90 90 90 90
We were able | Correlation 151 191 109 084
to monitor Coefficient
projectrisks | Sig. - 155 71 30 433
accurately/ tailed) ) o 308 )
effectively N 90 90 90 90
We were able | Correlation 139 155 035 044
to monitor Coefficient
projectrisksno |  Sig. (2-
struggles/ tailed) .191 .145 742 .680
efficiently N 90 90 90 90

*_ Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Table A13 (continued).
Approximately
Approximately how many . .
“ms‘*;g‘l‘;g"“ féggg;ss times did you | did you DISCUSS
. STUDY LESSONS
Spearman's tho LESSONS LEARNED LESSONS LEARNED with
LEARNED collected from LEARNED members from
collected from | your project .
YOUR with members ﬁOH:OQeTR OTHS;{m]:oJ ect
project: of YOUR projects: :
project team:
As the project | Correlation 242" 185 167 148
progressed, our Coefficient
risk planning | Sig. (2- 22 080 116 165
capabilities tailed) 0 ' ) )
improved. N 90 90 90 90
As the project g"“f‘?a?“’“ 142 167 067 053
progressed, our | _toctticient
ability to Sig. (2-
- 182 116 531 .619
identify risks tailed)
improved. N 90 90 90 90
As the project | Cortelation 093 150 114 067
progressed, our | L0¢licient
ability to Sig. (2-
analyze risks tailed) 382 .158 .286 531
improved. N 90 90 90 90
Correlation
As the project | Coefficiont 051 058 043 -021
progressed, our Sig. (2-
risk handling tail- ed) 633 588 .685 .846
improved.
N 90 90 90 90
As the project | Correlation - *
progressed, our | Coefficient 252 216 153 .094
risk Sig. (2-
documentation ta%le(d) 017 041 150 376
methods
improved. N 9 9% 90 90
: Correlation . " .
As the project . 364 323 216 138
progressed, our Coefficient
ability to Sig. (2- 000 002 040 196
monitor risks tailed) i : : ’
improved. N 90 9% 9% 90

*_Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
**_ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Table A14

Individual Correlations - Near Misses

Approximately
Approximately how many Approximately .
how many times did you how many hAppro:ll‘mz:it;:y
timesdidyou | DISCUSS | timesdidyou | oW manyfimes
did you DISCUSS
STUDY NEAR STUDY | "NEAR MISSES
Spearman'’s tho NEAR MISSES NEAR llected with
MISSES | collected from |  MISSES o e i
collected from your project | collected from (I)“;}I?ER (')mt
YOUR with members OTHER teampsr.ojcc
project: of YOUR projects: )
project team:
We were able | Correlation
to implement | Coefficient 122 063 157 .089
project risk
plans : -
accurately/ Stfl'e% 254 555 139 406
effectively
N 90 90 90 90
We were able | Correlation
to implement | Coefficient .026 -043 .086 .106
project risk
plans no : -
struggles/ St;’fl'e(dz) 805 686 419 319
efficiently
N 90 90 90 90
We were able | Correlation 098 062 115 037
to identify Coefficient
project risks
accurately/ Sig. (2-
effectively tailed) 357 564 282 729
N 90 90 90 90
We were able | Corelation -037 -084 - 046 -.044
to identify Coefficient
project risks no
struggles/ Sig. (2-
efficiently tailed) 726 433 .666 .680
N 90 920 90 90

*_Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Table A14 (continued).
Approximately
Approximately how many Approximately .
how many times did you how many hApp roxnmttxit:’;lly
timesdidyou | DISCUSS | timesdidyou | .O% Many hmes
STUDY NEAR STUDY did you DISCUSS
Spearman's rho NEAR MISSES NEAR NEAR MISSES
pe collected with
MISSES collected from MISSES members fro
collected from | your project collected from OT}ﬂI;ERrs roi mt
YOUR with members OTHER on m‘; rojec
project: of YOUR projects: cams:
project team:
We were able | Correlation 105 051 120 146
to analyze Coefficient
project risks
accurately/ Sig. (2-
effectively tailed) 324 .634 .258 .170
N 90 90 90 90
We were able | Comelation 059 -032 039 097
to analyze oefficient
project risks no
struggles/ Sig. (2-
efficiently tailed) .584 .768 718 363
N 90 90 90 90
W bl Correlation
ewere ble | - effcient 082 007 096 052
project risks
accurately/ Sig. (2-
effectively tailed) 445 946 367 .625
N 90 90 90 90
We were able | COMelation 096 033 078 120
to handle oefficient
project risks no
struggles/ Sig. (2-
efficiently tailed) 368 757 466 259
N 90 90 90 90

*_ Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).



250

Table A14 (continued).
Approximately
Approximately how many Approximately .
how many times did you how many hon\)v P ;::;m“::sz s
timesdidyou | DISCUSS | timesdidyou | ,.¢% ™ DIySCUSS
STUDY NEAR STUDY NEAR MISSES
Spearman's rho NEAR MISSES NEAR collected with
MISSES collected from MISSES members from
collected from your project | collected from OTHER proiect
YOUR with members OTHER tean}';, }
project: of YOUR projects: )
project team:
We were able | Correlation 085 041 047 022
to documene | Coefficient
project risks
accurately/ Sig. (2-
effoctively aied) 424 704 663 834
N 90 90 90 90
We were able | Correlation 068 025 060 019
to document | Coefficient
project risks no
struggles/ Sig. (2-
efficiently tailed) 525 815 574 .859
N 90 90 90 90
We were able | Correlation 153 099 126 178
to monitor Coefficient
project risks
accurately/ Sig. (2-
effectively tailed) 150 354 238 .093
N 90 90 90 90
We were able | Corfelation 143 072 093 131
to monitor oetficient
project risks no
struggles/ Sig. (2-
efficiently tailed) .180 499 .382 219
N 90 90 90 90

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Table A14 (continued).
Approximately
Approximately how many Approximately | Approximately
how many times did you how many how many times
times did you DISCUSS times did you did you
STUDY NEAR STUDY DISCUSS NEAR
Spearman's tho NEAR MISSES NEAR MISSES
MISSES collected from MISSES collected with
collected from your project collected from members from
YOUR with members OTHER OTHER project
project: of YOUR projects: teams:
project team:
As the project | Correlation 146 027 033 -042
progressed, our | Coefficient
risk planning -
capabilities Slg' (2- .169 798 758 .694
improved. tailed)
N 90 90 90 90
As the project | Correlation 122 -.012 008 -.021
progressed, our Coefficient
ability to —_—
identify risks | 5% (& 253 907 941 846
improved. tailed)
N 90 90 90 90
As the project | Correlation 200 066 052 -.006
progressed, our Coefficient
ability to -
analyzerisks | Sig- (- 058 535 629 956
improved. tailed)
N 90 90 90 90
As the project | Correiation 166 104 082 057
s the project | Coefficient : : : ‘
progressed, our
risk handling Sig. (2-
improved. tailed) 118 327 442 .594
N 90 90 90 90
As the project | Correlation . . .
progressed, our Coefficient .262 114 .208 207
risk
documentation Sig. (2-
“methods S 013 285 049 050
improved. N % 90 % %
As the project | Comrelation | 5q,es 192 205 240°
progressed, our Coefficient
ability to .
monitor risks S'sl- g‘ 005 071 053 022
improved. tailed)
N 90 90 90 90
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Table A15

Knowledge Correlations with Transfer Risk Management Capabilities

Number of Sig. Number of Sig.
KT Variable Correlations at 0.05 Correlations at 0.01
Approximately how many times did you STUDY 3 1

BEST PRACTICES collected from YOUR project:
Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS
BEST PRACTICES collected from your project with 4 2
members of YOUR project team:

Approximately how many times did you STUDY 9 5
BEST PRACTICES from OTHER projects:
Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS

BEST PRACTICES with members from OTHER 6 1
project teams:
Approximately how many times did you STUDY 3 1

LESSONS LEARNED collected from YOUR project:
Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS
LESSONS LEARNED collected from your project 1 I

with members of YOUR project team:

Approximately how many times did you STUDY 2 W)
LESSONS LEARNED from OTHER projects:
Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS

LESSONS LEARNED with members from OTHER 0 0
~_project teams:
Approximately how many times did you STUDY 1 1

NEAR MISSES collected from YOUR project:
Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS
NEAR MISSES collected from your project with 0 0
members of YOUR project team:

Approximately how many times did you STUDY 1 0

NEAR MISSES collected from OTHER projects:
Approximately how many times did you DISCUSS
NEAR MISSES collected with members from OTHER 2 0
~ project teams:




Table A16

Risk Management Capabilities Correlations with Knowledge Transfer
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Number of Sig.
Correlations at

Number of Sig.
Correlations at

improved.

RM Variable 0.05 0.01
We were able to implement project risk plans
accurately/effectively 2 0
We were able to implement project risk plans no
struggles/efficiently 3 1
We were able to identify project risks accurately/effectively 5 )
We were able to identify project risks no struggles/efficiently | 0
We were able to analyze project risks accurately/effectively ) 0
We were able to analyze project risks no struggles/efficiently 0 0
We were able to handle project risks accurately/effectively | o
We were able to handle project risks no struggles/efficiently 0 o
We were able to document project risks accurately/effectively ) )
We were able to document project risks no struggles/efficiently 0 1
We were able to monitor project risks accurately/effectively ) 0
We were able to monitor project risks no struggles/efficiently 5 0
As the project progressed, our risk planning capabilities 3 0
improved.
As the project progressed, our ability to identify risks 0 1
improved.
As the project progressed, our ability to analyze risks 1 0
improved.
As the project progressed, our risk handling 0 0
improved.
As the project progressed, our risk documentation methods 6 3
improved.
As the project progressed, our ability to monitor risks 6 3
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