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Knowledge ecogystems include the influential relatiopshins amape knawledge |

:

organizational performance outcomes. I perform three studies to investigate
these elements of knowledge ecosystems and further contribute to the extant
literature.

First, I seek to research how knowledge technologies and organizational
structure influence the accuracy of organizational knowledge in turbulent
environments — to include research as to whether a top-down or a bottom-up
approach to managing knowledge in organizations confronting environmental
turbulence is superior. This premise of a bottom-up approach is embodied in
knowledge ecosystems, which this dissertation explores from multiple
perspectives across the three studies. As part of my inquiry, I suggest that
knowledge technologies present knowledge transfer opportunities that augment
organizational structure. This specific study employs an agent-based simulation

ae part of 1its investiecation.



influence the contexts associated with social dilemmas. This specific study
develops and refines a survey instrument as part of its investigation.

Third, I seek to research how the role criticality of personnel influences
knowledge sharing vs. knowledge protection. As part of this inquiry, I also seek to
research whether the role criticality of personnel ultimately influences
organizational responsiveness and efficiency. Of note, I suggest that
organizational responsi{reness represents a performance outcome distinet from

argauization efficiency — thns senaratineg twa performance nutcomes tvoically <
'—

treated (to date) as a single performance construct in the extant literature. This
study also develops and refines a survey instrument as part of its investigation.
These three interwoven studies inform each other, integrating four elements
that conceptually comprise knowledge ecosystems. Cumulatively, this
dissertation examihes closely both thé fheoretiéal andr erhpirical dynamics

present in knowledge ecosystems.
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1. INTRODUCTION

~ Iseek to add to an existing, integrative framework regarding the management
of knowledge in organizations, and then link my framework contributions to
organizational performance outcomes. Cumulatively, this dissertation attempts
to answer an “open call” published in a 2003 Management Science article |
(Argote et al. 2003). This call urged employing a diverse set of fields studying the
management of knowledge in organizations to produce integrative research
across these fields. Argote et al. also urged future research studying the “fit” and
contexts of organizational learning and knowledge management. I seek todo
both of these activities. In my efforts to do so, I also seek to build upon the pre-

existing. seminal research of Jame March on how individuals learn and make

-‘\’ - -

1988; March 1991; March and Simon 1993; March 1994). I then seek to link these
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DEFINITION OF TERMS

In an effort to translate these important questions into integrative academic
research questions, defining the abstract terms I will employ as part of this
dissertation represents a crucial step.

First, I define knowledge as justified true belief about external reality (March
1991; Nonaka 1994; Argote et al. 2003). Of note, per the knowledge-based view of
the firm, knowledge represents the most strategically valuable resource of any
organization (Argote and Ingram 2000; Alavi and Leidner 2001)

Knowledge technologies include computer interfaces and networked systems
that enable organizational knowledge transfers among human actors (Winograd

and Flores 1987; Alavi and Leidner 2001; Gold et al. 2001; Wasko and Faraj

2qo5). Motingtionalantecedentsinglide arganizational incentives. narmative

Valu;as, and competence-based trust that encourage human actors to transfer
knowledge intra- and inter-organizationally (Cyert and March 1963; Argote et al.
2003; Bock et al. 2005). Knowledge transfer embodies intra- and inter-
organizational knowledge sharing, reuse, and protection activities (Alavi and
Leidner 2001; Markus et al. 2002; Wasko and Faraj 2006).

The representation of an drganizational goal and the coordination of routines
facilitating the dissemination and interpretation of relevant knowledge, such that
the organization’s approximation of reality sufﬁciently matches external reality,
represent a critical component of any organization’s knowledge management
strategy (Nonaka 1994; Argote and Ingram 2000; Argote et al. 2003).

Existing literature suggests that many organizations have been ineffective in

managing knowledge (Choo and Bontis 2002) with the implications of such poor

p. 4 of 255



management most severe on organizations where knowledge forms the core of
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(Alvesson 2004; Smits and de Moor 2004), these enterprises inclﬁde consulting
firms and policy institutions, where usage, creation, and sale or dissemination of -
knowledge is linked intrinsically to organizational objectives.

Furthermore, managing knowledge acquires a new dimension of complexity
when the knowledge-intensive organization also happens to be functioning in an
information-sensitive context, where improper informatioﬁ dissemination may
threaten the organization’s future performance. Specifically, improper
information dissemination may cause the organization to: (1) lose a strategic
advantage through theft of intellectual property, (2) lose respect, branding, or
upstanding with their community or market, or (3) face potentially negative legal
responses as a result. Organizations that operate within an informaﬁon—senéitive
context often operate as chief authorities for a specific domain of valued
knowledge (Ancona and Caldwell 1992; Heckscher and Alder 2006).

With this principle goal of extending research into knowledge transfer and the

properties of the relationships between units engaged in knowledge transfer —

this dissertation illuminates previously ambiguous aspects of knowledge
ecosystems. Knowledge ecosystems include the influential relationships among
knowlédge technologies, motivational antecedents, knowledge transfer, and

performance outcomes.



FRAMING MY RESEARCH INQUIRY

Of particular note in their concluding article to a Management Science
Special Issue on knowledge management and organization, Argote et al. (2003)
recognize that research on these two topics share a long, inter-related history.
The authors trace a history that goes as far back as Adam Smith’s ideas on how
specialization promoted experience-based learning to more recent work by
Richard Cyert and James March’s efforts to produce a behavioral theory of the
firm (Cyert and March 1963). Argote et al. (2003) also note that research on both
organizational learning and knowledge management spans multiple disciplines,

to include information systems (IS), organizational behavior, psychology,

Uﬂ i apagnmoant - aennnmine _and, raeislocr _IAThila s1iah Aivareiachar

strengthened the relevance of such research to multiple domains, the authors
query the extent to which a truly cumulative body of knowledge is emerging. The
authors strongly suggest future research attempt to unite perspectives across
diverse disciplines in an attempt to produce integrative research (Argote et al.
2003).

In an attempt to answer this “open call” for integrative research, this
dissertation intends to produce integrative research by building from the original,
multi-disciplinary framework proposed by Argoté et al. (2003). Their existing,
integrative framework by considers the management of knowledge in
organizations and unifies the fields of organizational learning (March 1991;

Simon 1991) and knowledge management (Argote and Ingram 2000; Alavi and



include two critical dimensions: knowledee management outcomes (toinelude

properties of the knowledge management context studied (to include properties
of units, properties of the relationships between units, and properties of
knowledge). Figure 1.1 illustrates this framework introduced by Argote et al. -
(2003), in addition to highlighting the areas in which I seek to further refine and
elucidate elements relevant to the management of knowledge in organizations
and associated performance outcomes.

As suggested by Argote et al., knowledge represents the most strategically
valuable resource of any organization, ultimately influencing organizational

performance (Argote and Ingram 2000; Argote et al. 2003). With this

1
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across disciplinary perspectives can prove to be inefficient as researchers fail to
take advantage of ideas produced in other areas and simply ‘rediscover’ what is
known already.” Echoing this strong sentiment, I specifically seek to incorporate
and build upon the seminal research of March on how individuals learn and make
decisions in organizational contexts (Cyert and March 1963; Levitt and March
1988; March 1991; March and Simon 1993; March 1994) and link his studies to
my investigations into the management of knowledge in organizations.

From a moré academic perspective, in my review of the extant literature
(completed in Chapter 2 of this dissertation), I find three areas where additional
research could greatly benefit the extant literature surrounding knowledge
management and organizational learning. These three areas include additional
research on:

1. Linking organizational design with norms of use associated with
knowledge technologies

2. Linking the influence of context on the motivations of use associated
with knowledge techhologies

3. Unpacking “organizational performance” associated with knowledge

management efforts as representing more than one construct

Inspiration for my dissertation research came from observations that several




there were times when I also observed other organizations, or individual
organizational units, better responding to changing environments. This
prompted a practical question of a why different organizations or organizational
units responded better or worse, and a deeper research question of what
organizational élements influenced organizational responsiveness to changing
environments?

Extending this inquiry future, I noted there were instances where knowledge

present in an organization at lower-levels of the hierarchy tried to “percolate” up

the organizational hierarchy, but for whatever reason was not successfully

hierarchy. In contrast, there were other instances where knowledge present in an
organization at lower-levels of the hierarchy tried to “percolate” up the
organizational hierarchy and was transferred successfully because the higher

levels actively listen to the lower-levels of the hierarchy. Translating these



However, if an intervention of a communication exercise or communication
technologies was performed, knowledge transfer increased — which I might posit
as being solely because of the communication technologies, except that asking
individuals why they' now engaged in knowledge transfer revealed responses that
it was worth it, there were incentives, or they did in fact trust their co-workers.
This puzzled me, could it be that individual assessments of the same
incentives or other motivational antecedents of an organization, typically treated
as a static or a given in most research studies, were in fact mutable. Could
individual assessments of these motivational antecedents could vary and change
because of other factors, to include the level of supporting knowledge
technologies? Translating these observations into a testable theory, I posited —
and sought to perform a research investigation with Chapter 4 of this dissertation
— that knowledge technologies would augment individual assessments of
organizational incentives, normative values, and competence-based trust. In

turn, organizational incentives, normative values, and competence-based trust

ol el [ —— - -t T "
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than knowledge workers with low role criticality. I discuss details of this theory
and my formulation of it in Chapter 5. |

Consequentially, this dissertation seeks to provide additional research to help
illuminate {hese three areas in the literature. Specifically, I position my research-
to research technological, human, and organizational elements at the intersection
of knowledge transfer (as a knowledge management outcome) and properties of
the relationships between units (as a property of the knowledge management
context studied), with the ultimate objective of 1inking my study of these
technological, human, and organizational elements to performance outcomes. My
inquiry also involves some overlap into research on knowledge retention. All of

my research focuses on individual-level actions culminating in organizational-

With three inter-related studies, detailed in Chapters 3, 4, and 5, this
dissertation demonstrates that to best leverage knowledge strategically in
turbulent environments, organizational leaders should seek not to directly
“manage” their knowledge per se. Instead, I suggest that organizational leaders
should cultivate a knowledge ecosystem, which fosters valuable knowledge
transfer within the organization through a “bottom-up” (i.e., grassroots)
knowledge management strategy that combines knowledge technologies,
motivational antecedents, and knowledge transfer.
| In terms of theory, this dissertation builds upon the knowledge-based view of |

the firm. extending earlier researc ‘ and Ineram (2000). Nonaka |
: i

(1994), and Grant (1996) in this area. Researchers supporting this view extend

the resource-based view of the firm to suggest that, since knowledge-based

p- 12 of 255



resources are usually difficult to imitate and socially complex, heterogeneous
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sustained competitive advantage and superior corporate performance. Extending
research by Nonaka (1994) and others, organizational knowledge is embedded
and carried through organizafional culture and identity, policies, routines,
documents, systems, and employees.

However, unlike the resource-based view of the firm that treats knowledge as
a generic resource, the knowledge-based view of the firm identifies knowledge as
having special characters and thus organizations can possess different types of
knowledge-based capabilities. Moreover, per the knowledge-based view of the
firm, information systems can synthesize, enhance, and expedite large-scale
intra- and inter-firm knowledge management (Alavi and Leidner 2001).

A critical theory link for the knowledge-based view of the firm includes
Nonaka’s (1994) dynamic theory of organizational knowledge creation.
Organizational knowledge can be created through a continuous interaction
between tacit and explicit knowledge via four patterns of interactions,

socialization, combination, internalization, and externalization. Explicit

nowledge transmittable in formal. svstematic language

whereas tacit knowledge is personalized knowledge that is hard to formalize and
communicate and deeply rooted in action, commitment, and involvement in
context (Polanyi 1962). My dissertation builds upon these theories, as well as
extant research into social dilemmas discussed in Appendix B.

As a whole, this dissertation seeks to demonstrate that:



1. Knowledge technologies indirectly motivate organizational actors to
transfer knowledge by augmenting motivational antecedents.
2. Motivational antecedents influence actors to engage (or not) in knowledge
" transfer.
3. Knowledge transfer processes consequentially influence the two separate

performance outcomes of organizational responsiveness and organizational

efficiency.

I achieve these contributions by employing three interrelated studies, each
from a perspective that helps extend research into the performance outcomes at

the intersection of studies involving both knowledge transfer and the properties

SR I P P
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into the performance outcomes associated with knowledge ecosystems. I employ
two methods as part of this dissertation research, to include an agent-based
simulation (detailed in Chapter 3 and Appendix A) and field study employing two
survey instruments (detailed in Chapters 4 and 5, as well as Appendix B). As a
central crux of this dissertation research, I seek to demonstrate with this
dissertation that the “bottom-up” nature of knowledge ecosystems influence the
ability of a knowledge-intensive, information-sensitive organization to adapt

adequately to a turbulent environment.



congruence of different elements of organizational learning and knowledge

management represents mv answer to this “open_call” for integrative research in

[T

these two fields. I now detail the three studies that I perform as part of this

dissertation.

STRUCTURE OF THIS DISSERTATION




knowledge in hierarchies of varying size and depth. I then evaluate additional
effects of a knowledge management (KM) system that collects and shares
knowledge from expert individuals in an organization.

Cumulatively, this first study augments March’s original model, which
considers all individuals as peers, to consider hierarchical organizational
structures and explore whether a bottom-up strategy combined with nominal
norms of use associated with knowledge technologies demonstrates greater
resiliency to environmental turbulence than other organizational alternatives.

My second study into knowledge ecosystems examines knowledge
technologies and motivational antecedents by developing, reﬁning, and deploying
a survey instrument at a field site. I seek to test empirically a proposed model
that extends existing research to explain and predict how knowledge technologies

and motivational antecedents influence knowledge transfer, thereby indirectly
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technologies and motivational antecedents by developing and testing a model
detailing how aggregated knowledge technologies, embodied in intra-
organizational information systems, provide opportunities that augment
individual-level human motivations to engage in knowledge transfer, ultimately
influencing organizational responsiveness.

Cumulatively, this second study explores the manner in which knowledge-
intensive, information-sensitive organizations can align knowledge technologies

to augment positive motivational antecedents to encourage relevant knowledge
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bottom-up vs. a more traditional approach of knowledge “ménagement” from the
top-down. |

My third study into knowledge ecosystems examines the context of roles and
inﬂuencé of knowledge transfer. As before, I develop, refine, and deploy a survey

instrument at a field site. I seek to test whether and how the role criticalitv of

personnel influences the knowledge transfer processes of knowledge sharing and

knowledge protection, ultimately influencing organizational performance

| outcomes. I focus on the influence of role criticality and knowledge transfer by

empirically exploring how the role criticality of personnel influences two
constructs, to include perceived levels of knowledge sharing (inclusive of
exploration and exploitation processes) and knowledge protection. I then explore
how these two constructs influence the perceived levels of organizational
performance, to include the coﬁstructs of organizational responsiveness and
organizational efficiency. Of note, as a contribution to the literature, I suggest
and later demonstrate that organizational responsiveness and organizational
efficiency represent two different and distinct constructs of importance.
Cumulatively, this third study explores the differences in the context of roles
on the value that humans discern with regard to engaging in or refraining from
knowledge transfer. These differences in context have consequences not only for

varying individual decision, individual level performance outcomes, and

arganizational nerformance qutcomes — but alsn for hetter understandine of haw
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All three of my studies echo the idea that bottom-up, knowledge cultivation
represents a knowlédge management strategy that helps an organization adapt
faster to environmental turbulence than top-down knowledge management.
Figure 1.2 at the start of this section details the research concepts discussed in
this dissertation as loosely grouped equivalence classes.

Serving as the foundation for this interwoven idea, I note that my first study

grounds my inquiry by extending March’s seminal model of organizational

learning of exploration and exploitations, specifically by examining the contrasts
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in turbulent environments. My second and third studies build upon this research
by studying the knowledge-related dynamics of a large organization constantly

confronting turbulent environments with regard to national emergencies,
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performance outcomes, and ultimately varying organizational performance

outcomes at an aggregated level (Clippinger 1999; Argote et al 2003; Wasko and

LY o

S

of context and a technology intervention in Appendix C.

Given that different organizational contexts will influence whether humans
decide to engage (or not) in knowledge transfer, my second and third studies
extend the findings of my first paper by investigating the influence of different
alignments of supporting knowledge technologies and motivational antecedents
on knowledge transfer — and on organizational performance ultimately. I suggest
that knowledge technologies augment motivational antecedents, to include
organizational incentives, normative values, and competence-based trust, thereby

indirectly motivating organizational actors to decide to share and reuse
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572; Argote et al. 2003), this literature review informs my dissertation research
by assessing the existing state of the literature. Moreover, as with the original
integrative framework, my literature review helps identify points of integration
across different traditions as well as “gaps in our understanding of knowledge

management” (p. 573, Argote et al. 2003). Such an exercise helps illuminate a
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management of knowledge in organizations.

KNOWLEDGE AND INFORMATION SYSTEMS

Alavi and Leidner’s (2001) MISQ article represents the seminal review .piece
on knowledge management and information systems; often cited in subsequent
works. Their article frames the knowledge-based view of the firm, extending
earlier research by Argote and Ingl:ém (270~o»0), Nonaka (1994), and Grant (1996)
in this area. |

Alavi and Leidner propose that knowledge represents information possessed
in the minds of individuals, specifically “personalized information (which may or
may not be new, unique, useful, or accurate) related to facts, procedures,
concepts, interpretations, ideas, observations, and judgments” (p. 109).

Their review article suggests other alternative representations of knowledge

as well, to include knowledge as representing a state of mind, object, process,

access to information, or a capability. In each case, information systems play

roles in supporting the “management” of knowledge. Additionally, Alavi and

Leidner develop a framework for analysis of the supporting role of an




information system with KM, to include four sets of socially enacted,
interdependent knowledge processes:

1. Knowledge creation

2. Knowledge sharing (to include storage and retrieval)

3. Knowledge transfer

4. Knowledge application

I now highlight six research articles within the IS literature, subsequent to
Alavi and Leidner,‘ that research KM at the organizational-level. After this initial
review, I will return to earlier research by some of the aforementioned non-IS
researchers, in addition to several others.

First, research by Becerra-Fernandez and Sabherwal (2001) consider the link
between knowledge processes and an outcome of KM, specifically KM satisfaction
among users. Their research suggests that task characteristics moderate the
relationship between these two variables, with task orientation comprising
internalization, externalization, combination, or socialization. Their research

finds either focused or broad knowledge content task-orientation positively

b

c
y

Second, research by Gold et al. (2001) also considers the link between
knowledge processes and a KM performance outcome, specifically a single
organizational construct called “organizational effectiveness” in their model. Gold
et al. suggest four knowledge processes of acquisition, conversion, applicafion,
and protection, in parallel to three KM infrastructure capabilities of an

organization’s technology, structure, and culture. Their research finds both KM
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performance of the firm. IT relatedness also indirectly influences corporate

performance through the mediation of KM capability.

KNOWLEDGE AND MANAGEMENT RESEARCH
Argote and Ingram (2000) argue that knowledge transfer serves as a

competitive advantage for firms. Borrowing from cognitive psychology, the
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one unit affects another. Compared to individuals across firms, individuals within
a single firm usually share a greater num-Ber of sinﬁlarities. Consequentially, the
authors argue, interactions involving people allow greater knowledge transfer
within firms than between firms. Argote and Ingram conclude that knowledge
embedded in the interactions of people and tasks affords a competitive advantage
in firms.

Though published in Organizational Behavior and Human Decision
Processes, the logic presented in Argote and Ingram’s article parallels additional
KM arguments made in either the Harvard Business Review or Management
Science. I now consider KM from six articles aligned with a management
perspective.

First, Drucker (1992) coins the term “knowledge society” and argues that in
the future, knowledge will represent the primary resource for individuals and for
the economy overall. Land, labor, and capital become secondary since, with
specialized knowledge, organizations can easily obtain these resources. Yet

Drucker also argues that knowledge by itself produces nothing; only when
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knowledge society also represents a soeiety of organizations, since he believes the
purpose of every organization comprises the integration of specialized knowledge
into common tasks.

Second, Hansen et al. (1999) considers the balance between automaﬁng KM
vs. relying on people to share knowledge through more traditional (i.e. non-IS)
means. Codification, through information systems, opens up the possibility of
large-scale reuse for businesses, whereas a personalization approach invests
more moderately in information systems, with the primary goal of facilitating
conversations and the exchange of tacit knowledge. ;I‘he authors argue the right
strategy depends on the volume of explicit vs. tacit knowledge available within a
firm and the value of such knowledge.

Third, Davenport and Glaser (2002) recognize that knowledge-sharing

programs often fail by introducing unforeseen obstacles making it harder for
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specialized knowledge into the da-}:to-day routines of highly skilled workers,
thereby making the knowledge reuse extremely accessible and unavoidable.

Davenport and Glaser also acknowledee the difficultv of such embedded-

knowledge initiatives.

Fourth, Levin and Cross (2004) consider the mediating role of trust in
knowledge transfer. Their research reveals two important findings. One,
competence- and benevolence-based trust among individuals in an organization
influences the link between the tie strength of two individuals and receipt of
useful knowledge. Two, the researchers find a benefit of weak ties (i.e. between

dissimilar individuals who do not routinely interact) antecedent to knowledge
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transfer, contrary to Argote and Ingram (2000) earlier research yet supporting
other research suggesting weak ties provide access to non-redundant
information. |

Fifth, Cummings (2004) considers the influence 6f structural diversity on
work group performance in a global organization context. Like Levin and Cross
(2004), Cummings also finds that when members of structﬁrally diverse work
groups share knowledge external to the group, their performance improves. The

author theorizes this improvement stems from active transfer of knowledge

through unique sources.

Sixth, Singh (2005) extends management research to consider collaborative
networks as determinants of knowledge diffusion patterns. Unlike Cummings
(2004), Singh hypothesizes that individuals within an organization (from either
thé same region or same firm) possess closer collaborative links; thereby
influencing a greater probability of knowledge flows. The researcher finds intra-
regional and intra-firm knowledge flows represent stronger ties influencing
knowledge diffusion among individuals when compared to those across regional
or firm boundaries. Curiously, the effect of regional or firm boundaries on
knowledge flow decreases when Singh accounts for interpersonal ties in.
Belonging to the same region or firm has little additional effect on the probability

- of knowledge flow among investors who already share close network ties.

KNOWLEDGE AND ORGANIZATIONAL THEORY
The knowledge and management research discussed earlier complements

similar inquiries from the perspective of knowledge and organizational theory. Of
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note, Nonaka (1994) represents the seminal article from such a perspective,
commonly cited by almost all KM studies. Nonaka defines knowledge as “justified
true belief” that increases an entity’s capacity for effective action.

Nonaka recognizes tacit and explicit as two dimensions of knowledge in
organizations. Tacit knowledge comprises cognitive elements, such as mental
models of paradigms, and technical elements, such as concrete “know-how” or
contextual skills. Explicit knowledge comprises articulated and codified
knowledge in symbolic form. While some researchers view the two knowledge
dimensions as distinct, Alavi and Leidner (2001) suggest the two represent “not
dichotomous states of knowledge, but mutually dependent and reinforcing
qualities of knowledge” (p. 112). Tacit knowledge provides the background
necessarily for development and interpretation of explicit knowledge.

Nonaka suggests four modes of knowledge creation, with knowledge “from”
on the y-axis and knowledge “to” on the x-axis. These four modes include

internalization. externalization. combination, or socialization. which later inform

research by Becerra-Fernandez and Sabherwal (2001). Nonaka suggests that a
“knowledge spiral” occurs as knowledge moves from individual, to group, to
organizational, to inter-organizational levels via continuous conversations among
individuals in an organization.

Lest I be accused of attempting to consider too many different perspectives
regarding organizational learning and knowledge management, I echo the
statements made by Argote et al. (2003), that “different disciplinary perspectives,
different methods, and different empirical contexts [help] establish the extent to

which findings generalize... [and] identify the boundary conditions under which
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Organizational experts represent individuals who approximate reality better than
'the organizational code.

March expands his formative model to consider a more open system,
comprising personnel turnover and environmental turbulence. For each iteration,
every individual has the potential to leave an organization and be replaced by a
naive individual, with a probability p3 reflecting this personnel turnover. New
individuals enter with randomly distributéd beliefs. Additionally, every
dimension of externél reality has the potential to flip, with a probability p4
reflecting external environmental turbulence. March’s model intentionally
precludes both individuals and an organization frqm directly observing external

reality. Instead, improvement in individual and organizational knowledge levels
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individuals or from individuals conforming to the knowledge of the
organizational code. The organizational code can only distinguish expert
individuals by their optimal individual knowledge levels, and cannot pinpoint
which specific beliefs are true or false for a given dimension of reality.

Secorid, Carley (1992) also employs an organizational model to consider
organizational learning and personnel turnover. Carley finds that
institutionalized memory, embodied in the memories of distributed individuals
and the relationships between individuals, determines the consequences of
personnel turnover. Also representing research prior to the coinage of the term
“knowledge management”, her research regarding personnel turnover informs
research regarding knowledge retention and loss wifhin organizations of mobile

personnel.
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Markus et al.’s (2002) views regarding information systems supporting emerging
knowledge processes.

Fifth, an article by Galbraith (1982) also represents research relevant to KM,
yet prior to the coinage of the term. Galbraith suggests organizations should
combine their structure, information and decision processes, rewards, and peoplé
in a unique way to help create an innovating organization. Of greater note,
Galbraith argues that organizational design tries to match the complexity of an
organization’s structure with the complexity of its environment and knowledge
technologies. Galbraith’s research mirrors Alavi and Leidner’s (2001) knowledge-
based view of the firm as supported by information systems; as well as Argote and

Ingram’s (2000) argument that knowledge embedded in the interactions of
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Sixth, Weick and Roberts (1993) present a narrative illustrating the
importance of conceptualizing a collective mind in organizations to explain
organizational performance in situations requiring nearly continuous operational
reliability. Similar to subsequent proposals by Orlikowski (2002) and Markus et
al. (2002), the authors conceptualize a collective mind as a pattern of
interrelations and actions in a social system. Weick and Robert argue that as
heedful interrelating and inter-individual comprehension increase,
organizational errors decrease, similar to empirical findings by Gold et al. (2001)

concerning improved organizational efficiency resulting from KM.



KNOWLEDGE AND STRATEGY PERSPECTIVES
For the final stream of extant literature involving KM at the organizational
level, I consider a strategy perspective. In 1996, a Winter Special Issue of the

Strategic Management Journal published several papers discussing a

knawledpeshagetheary of the fipm, fqigrinde 2 semipal arficle by fGrant (1006).

Grant (1996) takes strong steps toward such a theory, suggesting that:

1. Firms apply knowledge to the production of good and services

2. Knowledge represents the most sfrategically valuable resource of a firm
3. Individuals create and hold knowledgé, not organizations

4. Firms exist because of the high costs involved with markets attempting to

coordinate the knowledge of individual specialists

Of note, Grant’s points on why firms exist mirror earlier points contained with
the resource-based view of the firm and agency theory (for details on these two
theories, see the discussion in my second research focus). In particular, Grant
proposes that even with cooperation, organizations face difficulties attempt to
coordinate specialized knowledge, similar to acknowledgements later made by
Davenport and Glaser (2002). Rules, sequencing, or routines can help coordinate
specialize knowledge by minimizing requested costs of such activities.
Coordination also depends on common knowledge shared among individuals in
an organization, to include language, shared meaning, and recognition of

different knowledge domains.
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Liebeskind (1996) suggests that firms have unique institutional capabilities to
protect knowledge from imitation more effectively than market contracting.
Second, Spender (1996) revisits sociotechnical systems theory to adopt heuristics
“from the social constructionist literature to suggest that knowledge can be
conscious, automatic, objectified, or collective. Of note, Spender suggests that a
dynamic knowledge-based theory of the firm should recognize that organizations
represent “activity” systems, similar to Weick and Robert’s conceptualization of a
collective mind as a pattern of interrelations and actions in a social system. Third,
Tsoukas (1996) employs a constructionist approach to suggest that a firm’s.

knowledge represents the indeterminate outcome of individuals attempting to

manage the inevitable tensions between normative expectations, dispositions,

advance what kind of knowledge will be relevant, when, and where.
A subsequent article by Dyer and Nobeoka (2000) considers the creation and
management of a high-performance knowledge-sharing network that:

1. Motivates members to participate



several research findings discussed earlier in this review across multiple

perspectives.

CONCEPTUALIZING KNOWLEDGE ECOSYSTEMS

Two books provide insightful perspectives into KM and strategy. First, Polanyi

distinguishing the dimension of tacit knowledge prior to Nonaka’s (1994) seminal

article. Polanyi views tacit .knowledge representing knowledge contained in the
mind of an individual. In his book, Polanyi also lays the foundation for Markus’
(2001) consideration of different knowledge reuse scenarios.

Second, Clippinger (1999) includes several chapters applying complex
adaptive systems to businesé. This book makes an overarching contribution by
considering that the classical view of “management” as a directed, focused, or

activity with specific ends may not be possible as organizations confront
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exchange time-sensitive knowledge to increase organizational adaptedness and

survivabilitv. whereas ton-down aonroaches mav confront indeterminacv.

March’s (1991) research also considers the accuracy of both organizational and
individual knoWledge when confronted with a turbulent external reality.
Cumulatively, these suggestions from the literature ~ specifically that a bottom-
up approach might be ideal for managing knowledge in organization confronting
turbulent environments — inform my research into knowledge ecosystems and
the influence of technological, hﬁman, and organizational elements on
performance outcomes.

I define knowledge ecosystems as incorporating a bo&om-up approach

towards appropriate “fit” among knowledge technologies, motivational
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aforementioned, knowledge technologies include computer interfaces and
networked systems that enable organizational knowledge transfers among human
actors (Winograd and Flores 1987; Markus 2001; Wasko and Faraj 2005).
Motivational antecedents include organizational incentives, normative values,
and competence-based trust that motivate human actors to transfer knowledge
intra- and inter-organizationally (Cyert and March 1963; Galbraith 1982; Argote’
et al. 2003). Knowledge transfer embodies intra- and inter-organizational

knowledge sharing, reuse, and protection activities (Alavi and Leidner 2001; |
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bottom-up (i.e.. grassroots) anproaches are more resilient to volatilitv (Anderson

1999; Clippinger 1999). This literature also suggests that bottom-up approaches
will cultivate emergent knowledge transfer processes that should prove more
optimal than directed, top-down alternatives attempting to do the same
(Heckscher and Donnellson 1994). As a researcher into organizational learning
and knowledge management, I seek test such a premise with regard to knowledge
ecosystems.

Knowledge technologies both facilitate knowledge transfer and provide
opportunities not afforded by physical proximity to collaborate. I give a specific
example of the influence of context and a technology intervention in Appendix C,
in which I discuss research into social dilemmas. Extrapolating from social
dilemmas research as well as research into human decision making (March
1994), I posit that knowledge technologies reshape the context in which human
individuals decide whether engaging in knowledge transfer is appropriate (or
inappropriate). Research by Helly and Thibaut (1978), Payne et al. (1993),
Messick (1999), and Wasko and Faraj (2005) also support a similar premise.

Ingdditioh.jhe rules of the organlzationjnd the identitv of the individuals_

making the decision can influence whether engaging in knowledge transfer is
appropriate (Simon 1991; March 1994). I posit that knowledge technologies can
augment motivational antecedents, thereby influencing human motivations,
which in turn influence knowledge transfer, which ultimately shape outcomes,
including organizational performance.

That knowledge context matters with regard to managing knowledge in

organizations is clear, with Argote et al. (2003) particularly stressing that
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“Ability, motivation, and opportunity are three causal mechanisms used to
explain why certain contextual features affect knowledge management
outcomes... properties of the knowledge management context could impact an
individual’s ability to create, retain, or transfer knowledge. Or the context could
provide people with the motives and incentives to participate in the knowledge
management processes. Or the context could provide an individual with the

annorhinitu to create. retain. or transfer knowledee” (n. 575: Argote et al. 2002).
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For this dissertation, I hone my focus to consider the interplay between
opportunities and human motivations with regard to knowledge transfer
specifically.

In particular, organizational structure and knowledge technologies influence
the opportunity