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Julkaisun nimike
Tietimyksen hallinta projektiorganisaatiossa — kulttuurinikokulma

Tiivistelméi
Tasséd tutkimuksessa tutkitaan projektiorganisaatioiden tietdimyksen hallintaa organisaa-
tiokulttuurin ndkokulmasta. Projekteissa on ldhes poikkeuksetta mukana ihmisié, joilla on
laaja kirjo erilaista ammattitaitoa ja erilaisia taustoja liittyen kansalliseen kulttuuriin,
organisaatiokulttuureihin ja ammatilliseen kulttuuriin. Ndmé ihmiset tydskentelevét yh-
dessd projektien puitteissa tietyn ajanjakson verran suorittaakseen tiettyjd ainutkertaisia,
ennustamattomia ja vaikeita tehtdvid. Ndiden ominaispiirteiden vuoksi projektipainottei-
sissa yrityksissd tarvitaan erityinen ldhestymistapa organisaation tietdimyksen hallintaan
ja oppimiseen. Tamai ldhestymistapa poikkeaa vallitsevista strategioista. Tédssa vaitoskir-
jassa tutkitaan miten edelld mainitut kulttuuriin liittyvit kysymykset (kansallinen kulttuu-
ri, organisaatiokulttuuri ja ammatillinen kulttuuri) vaikuttavat tietimyksen hallintaan
projektipainotteisissa yrityksissd. Tutkimuksessa tarkastellaan myds erilaisia tekijoita,
jotka vaikuttavat tietdimyksen hallinnan onnistumiseen tai epdonnistumiseen projektipai-
notteisissa yrityksissd. Kirjallisuuskatsauksen jdlkeen toteutettiin online-kysely projekti-
painotteisissa yrityksissd. Tavoitteena oli 10ytdd vastaukset seuraaviin kysymyksiin:
1. Miten organisaation kulttuuri liittyy tietimyksen hallintaan projektipainotteises-
sa organisaatiossa?
2. Minkélainen on organisaation kulttuurin ja tietdmyksen hallinnan suhde suoma-
laisissa projektipainotteisissa organisaatioissa?
3. Mitki tekijit ovat ratkaisevan tarkeitd tietimyksen hallinnassa suomalaisen pro-
jektiliiketoiminnan kontekstissa?
Tutkimuskysymyksiin vastataan viiden artikkelin avulla. Artikkelit 1 ja 2 vastaavat en-
simmadiseen tutkimuskysymykseen. Artikkelit 3 ja 5 vastaavat toiseen tutkimuskysymyk-
seen ja artikkeli 4 vastaa kolmanteen tutkimuskysymykseen. Tutkimus osoittaa, ettd or-
ganisaatiokulttuurin ominaispiirteet vaikuttavat merkittavésti tietdimyksen hallintaan pro-
jektipainotteisissa organisaatioissa. Organisaatiokulttuurilla on my6s merkittdvé vaikutus
tietdimyksen hallinnan toimintoihin projektiluontoisissa ymparistdissd. Tutkimuksessa
ilmeni my®s, ettd kannusteiden ja soveltuvan tietojdrjestelmén puute ovat merkittdvimpié
esteitd projektien tietdimyksen hallinan onnistumiselle. Projektipdéllikéiden tulisi huomi-
oida organisaatiokulttuurin ominaispiirteet edistdéikseen tietimyksen hallintaa projekteis-
saan. Heidén tulisi laatia houkuttelevia kannustinjérjestelmid, jotta projektin henkilostd
osallistuisi tietimyksen hallintaan ja ideoisi uusia toimintatapoja ja mahdollisuuksia.
Ennen tietimyksen hallinnan kehittdmista tulisi my0s varmistaa, ettd kiytdssd on tehokas
ja kéyttdjaystévillinen tietojdrjestelma.
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tietdimyksen hallinta; projektinhallinta; organisaatiokulttuuri
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Managing Knowledge in Project-based Organizations: A Cultural Perspective

Abstract
The study scrutinizes knowledge management (KM) in project-based organizations from
the perspective of organizational culture. Projects almost invariably involve a variety of
diversely skilled people from different national, organizational, professional and cultural
backgrounds. These people come together for a specific period of time to accomplish
certain unique, unpredictable, and complex objectives. These distinctive characteristics
mean that project-based firms require a particular approach to knowledge management
and learning activities that differs significantly from the prevailing strategies. This disser-
tation explores the way in which these distinctive cultural issues (national, organiza-
tional, and professional) influence KM in project-based firms. The study also examines
various factors that influence the success or failure of KM initiatives in project-based
companies. After a literature review, an online survey was conducted in project-based
organizations to find the answers to the following research questions:
1. How is organizational culture associated with knowledge management in project-
based organization?
2. How is the relationship between organizational culture and knowledge manage-
ment in Finish project-based organizations?
3. What factors are critical for knowledge management initiatives in Finnish pro-
ject-based organizations?
Five articles are proposed to answer these three research questions. Articles 1 and 2 are
intended to answer the first research question and articles 3 and 5 are related to the sec-
ond research question. The remaining article 4 answers the third research question. It
appears from the findings that organizational culture has prominent effects on KM in
project-based organizations and organizational culture also has a moderate to significant
relationship with knowledge management activities in project environments. The study
also finds that a lack of incentives and the absence of an appropriate information system
are the most significant barriers to successful KM initiatives in projects. Project manag-
ers should fully concentrate on organizational culture artefacts in order to press forward
KM practices in their projects. Project managers should formulate an attractive incentive
package to encourage project members to participate in KM initiatives and to suggest
ideas for new KM opportunities. They should also ensure that an effective user-friendly
information system is in place before introducing KM initiatives.

Keywords
Knowledge management; project management; organizational culture
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The survey research method was selected for this study because it involves ex-
amination of a phenomenon in a wide variety of natural settings that clearly de-
fines variables by explaining their expected relationships. It aims at discovering
and capturing realities about the organizational culture (as first variable) and
knowledge management (as second variable) within the context of project-
oriented businesses. In fact, survey research is a mean of gathering information
about the characteristics, actions, or opinions of a large group of people, referred
to as a population (Tanur, 1982). According to Pinsonneault & Kraemer (1993),
the survey research method is most appropriate when: (i) the central questions of
interest about the phenomena are "what is happening?", and "how and why is it
happening?" Survey research is especially well-suited for answering questions
about what, how much and how many, and also questions about how and why; (ii)
control of the variables is not possible or not desirable; (iii) the phenomena of
interest must be studied in their natural setting (iv) The phenomena of interest
occur at the current time or the recent past.

In a nutshell, surveys conducted for research purposes have three distinct charac-
teristics. First, the purpose of a survey is to produce quantitative descriptions of
some aspects of the study population. Survey analysis may be primarily con-
cerned either with relationships between variables, or with projecting findings
descriptively to a predefined population (Glock, 1967). Survey research is a quan-
titative method, requiring standardized information from and/or about the subjects
being studied. The subjects studied might be individuals, groups, organizations or
communities; they also might be projects, applications, or systems. Second, the
main way of collecting information is by asking people structured and predefined
questions. Their answers, which might refer to themselves or some other unit of
analysis, constitute the data to be analyzed. Third, information is generally col-
lected about only a portion of the study population a sample but it is collected in
such a way as to be able to generalize the findings to the population, like service
or manufacturing organizations, line or staff works groups, departments.

3.2 Questionnaire design and variables

Kerlinger (1986) defined questionnaire design as item arrangement and structure
for investigation of research questions. The questionnaire basically is a communi-
cation instrument to obtain opinions from respondents. How to correctly measure
the attitudes of the respondents is the essential issue for questionnaire develop-
ment. In the mean time, the questionnaire should fully represent the research for-
mation or model. The wording of the items included in the questionnaire and their
scales for answers are all important in terms of the measurement.
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The present study questionnaire is derived from previous relevant literature and
surveys in an approach that is logical for the respondents (John & Phil, 1997).
Most of the objects in the questionnaires are derivative or adapted from prior
studies such as (Alavi & Liedner, 1999; Argote & Ingram, 2000; Bartol & Sri-
vastava, 2002; Beijerse, 1999; Chase, 1997; Chevrier, 2003; Delong & Fahey,
2000; Disterer, 2002; Fahey & Prusak, 1998; Foster, 1962; Hofstede, 1994; Jen-
nex, 2006; Kang, 2007; Kotter & Heskett, 1992; Lee & Choi, 2003; Love et al.,
2005; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; Oliver & Kandadi, 2006; Reich, 2007; Schein,
1996, 2000; Suda, 2006). The decisive factor for creating questionnaire items is
that the items have to take into account the input constitution of the study (John &
Phil, 1997). Thus, this study takes questionnaire items primarily from the above
mentioned studies because all of them focus either on KM practices from a cul-
tural point of view or take into consideration the nature of project business and
KM activities. To ensure content validity some researchers reviewed the early
versions of the questionnaire and advised further refinement of it by adding and
subtracting some of its items.

The questionnaire employed for this study contains three sections. The first sec-
tion is about organization culture, which is defined as the first variable of the
study. The second section is about knowledge a management activities; that is
defined as the second variable. The third section concerns the model of six criti-
cal success factors for knowledge management activities in project environments.
Before all these three sections, at the beginning of the questionnaire, there are
some questions related to the respondents’demographic information and their
companies’ characteristics, along with a description explaining the study objec-
tives.

To recognize the potential correlation of organizational culture with knowledge
management activities in a project work context, 5 items related to the first vari-
able (organizational culture) have been adopted. Subsequently, the 5 items related
to the second variable (knowledge management) have been adopted (Figure 6).
All the items are rated on a five-point Likert-type scale, representing 1 = strongly
disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = not sure, 4 = agree, and 5 = strongly agree.

Factor analysis was also conducted to look at inter-correlations among the items
in order to determine that the given item is measuring the same underlying di-
mension that is wanted from it. (Field, 2005).
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Figure 6. Organizational culture and knowledge management

To determine the potential critical factors for KM initiatives in project environ-
ments the respondents were asked to what extent they think that factors like fa-
miliarity with KM, coordination among colleagues, incentives for knowledge ef-
forts, authority to perform knowledge, systems to handle knowledge, and cultural
support, are supporting or hindering KM initiatives in their organization or in a
particular project (Figure 7). These critical factors were also conceptualized on
the basis of a prior literature review (Davenport & Long, 1998; Ryan & Prybutok,
2001; Moffett et al, 2003; Connnelly & Kelloway, 2003; Chua & Lam, 2005; Yeh
et al, 2006). Then this conceptual model of the factors that influence the success
of KM initiatives in a project-based context was operationalized in the present
study.
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Figure 7.  Critical factors for KM in projects

However, the first research question of the thesis: ‘How is organizational culture
associated with knowledge management in project-based organization?’ was re-
sponded to theoretically.

3.3 Data collection

Sampling means taking a portion of elements in a population as representative of
that population (Kerlinger, 1986) in order to collect data and draw conclusions
that are inferred for the population from the sample results. Whether a sample is
representative or not will affect the results of the research. The sample of this
study is identified from the data-base of project-based companies that is compiled
by the Project Management Association Finland (PMAF).

The sample had to fulfill the following criteria: firstly, the company had to be
operating in a project-based environment either in the manufacturing or service
sector. Only project-based companies were selected because the unit of analysis
was project-based organization. Secondly, the respondents should have worked or
be working as project managers or assistant managers who were directly respon-
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sible for the outcome of a project. They were chosen as being the most knowl-
edgeable people in the projects who could make available all the data required for
the phenomenon under study (Slater & Atuahene-Gima, 2004).

From the set criteria, 60 small, medium and large companies were identified as
qualifying for this study. Among these 60 firms, a further 45 companies were
randomly chosen, and from these 45 firms 400 project managers or assistant man-
agers were identified to send this study questionnaire to. Thus, the final sample
was 45 small, medium and large project-based companies with 400 project man-
agers or assistant managers who could be accessed by e-mail to obtain the re-
quired data. The sample was also carefully scrutinized for any recurrent response
bias using t-tests. The respondents and non-respondents were compared in terms
of their experience, their company size, and annual turnover. No statistically sig-
nificant discrepancy was found. Hence, there was no response bias to be found in
the final sample.

To enhance the quality of the data, weekly follow-up e-mails explaining the ob-
jectives of the study were sent on three consecutive weeks. A total of 41 ques-
tionnaires were answered with a response rate of 10.25 percent.

The characteristics of the respondents who have participated in the study and an-
swered the questionnaire are summarized below in figures 8 to 10.

Figure 8 describes the sector-wise number of responses. From 41 responses 15
came from service sector companies and the remaining 26 responses were from
manufacturing sector companies.

Sector wise responses

W
o

N
9]

N
o

No. of responses
o

-
o

9]

T
Responses from services companies Responses from manufacturing companies

Figure 8. Sector-wise responses
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Half of the responses came from companies with more than 1000 employees and
9 responses came from companies with more than 100 but less than 1000 em-
ployees. 12 responses came from companies which had fewer than 100 employ-
ees. For more details see Figure 9 below.

Number of Employees

25

20

Responses

0-100 101-1000 <1000
Company Size

Figure 9.  Size of the respondents” companies

Almost two thirds of the respondents were from companies which had been in
operation from more than 26 years. 11 respondents were from companies with 11
to 25 years work experience and only two responses came from the companies
with less than 10 years experience. See Figure 10.

Repondent compnaies work experience

30

25 —

20 —

No. of respondents
o

0-10 11-25 >26

Years

Figure 10. Companies’ operational experience
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3.4 Data analysis

The data analysis phase was initially started by checking the content and construct
validity. The content validity is adequate once an accurate process is employed to
build up the measurement instrument (Slater & Atuahene-Gima, 2004). Since all
the sub-items of the variables used in this study have been adapted from previous
studies for further analysis, there is a strong argument in support of their being
legitimate. Moreover, construct validity that sets up the measure to attain the at-
tribute or feature that it is supposed to attain was also observed. Construct validity
involves the scope of a variable not being broad; otherwise it may capture aspects
of other variables that are not projected to be captured, creating complexity in
elucidation of the findings (Slater & Atuahene-Gima, 2004). Construct validity in
the present study was achieved by carrying out a wide-ranging review of the lit-
erature and by employing measures that had been built up and utilized by prior
studies.

The focal points of analysis of the present study are recapitulated in Figures 6 & 7
(see section 3.2). As can be seen from Figure 6 firstly the present study aims to
investigate the relationships between organizational culture and knowledge man-
agement in project-based organizations. Secondly, it also aims to determine criti-
cal factors for knowledge management initiatives in a project-based organization
as shown in Figure 7.

To examine the relationship of organizational culture and knowledge manage-
ment the survey data were analyzed mainly by using quantitative methods such as
comparing means and correlation analysis with the help of SPSS and MS Excel.

Then in order to determine critical factors for knowledge management initiatives
in a project work context, data with respect to each of the six proposed factors
were analysed by using MS Excel, measuring the ‘average’ score, referring to
the mean score for a given factor from the 41 responses, and ‘variance’, reflecting
the degree of dissimilarity in the responses, and ‘weight’, calculated by dividing
the average response to a given factor by the sum of the average responses of all
factors (see section 4.1 for details).
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4 FINDINGS AND PUBLICATION SUMMARIES

This chapter starts with an overview of all five papers by presenting their findings
and extends its scope by discussing every paper in turn in more detail in terms of
methodology and implications. Then it links all the papers with regard to the basic
thesis research questions, questionnaire content and data analysis. Finally, it pre-
sents the authors’contribution to each paper.

4.1 Results of the questionnaire data analysis

As has been mentioned in previous sections this study aims principally to deter-
mine the potential relationship of organizational culture with knowledge man-
agement practices in Finish project-based organizations.

Table 5 shows the mean and standard deviation values of the items asked in the
questionnaire in order to illuminate this issue. In light of the descriptive statistics
below it can be seen that most of the respondents agree that they feel the presence
of organizational culture in projects, and the majority of them believe that it is
typically felt in the form of intangible objects. But some of the respondents also
feel it in tangible objects. They recognize that organizational culture has a posi-
tive effect on knowledge sharing, and it enables project members to perform
knowledge management in several ways. Similarly, the role of people is con-
sidered to be imperative for knowledge management activities when compared to
the role of information technology.

Table 5. Descriptive statistics

Items Mean Standard Items Mean Standard
Deviation Deviation

Presence of OC in 4,32 0,65 Importance of KM 4 0,77

projects in projects

Intangible objects 4,29 0,81 Importance of peo- 4,46 0,63

represent OC ple in KM

Tangible objects 3,39 0,99 Importance of IT in 3,37 0,99

represent OC KM

OC positive effect 4,32 0,68 Members commit- 2,71 0,87

on KM ment for KM

OC facilitates KM 3,88 0,9 Outside dependency 3,51 0,95

hamper KM
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Table 6 shows that the feeling of organizational culture in the shape of tangible
and intangible objects has a moderate to strong positive relationship with most
KM elements, except for the role of IT in KM and project members” commitment
towards KM activities (e.g. row 3-4 & column 1-7). These results imply that OC
cannot be embedded into IT systems and it should be a voluntary option to make
members committed towards KM activities.

Since OC has a moderate to strong positive relationship with most KM elements
(e.g. row 5-6 & column 1-7), then efforts to promote OC in projects can be made
by putting emphasis on an open and no-blame culture by introducing KM activi-

ties into projects, for example empowering employees by making them more mo-
bile.

Ultimately, the goal of OC presence in projects to promote KM should be that
project managers might create a sense of culture for their employees to build an
aptitude for knowledge transfer willingness among employees in PBO. However,
according to the results the presence of OC in projects is not strongly correlated
with KM activities (e.g. row 2 & column 1-7).

Table 6. Correlation values of variables
Importance | Importance | Importance | Members’ Outside
of KM in of people of IT in commitment | dependen-
project in KM KM for KM cies ham-
per KM
Presence | Pearson ,40(%) -0,00 0,05 -0,23 0,26
of OC in | Correlation
project
Sig. (2- 0,01 0,99 0,78 0,15 0,11
tailed)
Feeling Pearson 0,16 0,02 0,05 -0,02 0,03
of OC as | Correlation
intangible
object Sig. (2- 0,32 0,90 0,76 0,92 0,86
tailed)
Feeling Pearson 0,26 0,26 -0,22 -0,27 ,52(*%)
of OC as | Correlation
tangible
object Sig. (2- 0,10 0,10 0,16 0,09 0
tailed)
OC has Pearson 0,05 ,34(%) -, 43(%%) 0,12 0,20
positive Correlation
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effect on

KM Sig. (2- 0,77 0,03 0,00 0,47 0,2
tailed)

OC fa- Pearson 0,29 ,32(%) -0,23 0,11 -0,04

cilitates Correlation

KM
Sig. (2- 0,07 0,042 0,15 0,48 0,79
tailed)

** Correlation is significant at the <0.01 level (2-tailed).

* Correlation is significant at the <0.05 level (2-tailed).
OC= Organizational culture, KM= Knowledge management

The second objective of the present study it is to determine the critical factors for
successful KM initiatives in a project work context, as mentioned in the introduc-
tion and methodology sections earlier. In relation to this, Table 7 shows the de-
tailed results with respect to each of the six factors which were derived from pre-
vious literature. Below, the term ‘average’ refers to the mean score for a given
factor from the 41 responses. ‘Variance’ reflects the degree of dissimilarity in the
responses. ‘Weight’ was calculated by dividing the average response to a given
factor by the sum of the average responses of all factors.

Table 7. Extent to which factors were perceived critical

Familiarity | Coordination | Incentive | Authority | System | Culture
Average 3 3,19 3,63 2,73 3,39 2,85
Variance 0,85 1,26 0,94 0,80 1,24 1,37
Weigtage 0,16 0,17 0,19 0,14 0,18 0,15

Figure 11 thus demonstrates the degree to which each of the six factors was per-
ceived to be crucial to KM initiatives or causing a barrier in the respondents’ or-
ganisations. It is apparent from the results that a lack of incentives and the ab-
sence of an appropriate system are perceived to be the most significant barriers
for successful KM initiatives in projects. The absence of coordination and a lack
of familiarity with KM are less significant barriers. A lack of authority and the
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absence of cultural support are considered to be the least significant barriers to the

success of KM initiatives in projects.

Incentive 0,19
System 0,18

)

)

>

© pu(

Coordination 0,17 *a'

.;

© pu(

R =

Familiarity 0,16 é‘
Culture 0,15
Authority 0,14

Figure 11. Intensity of factor criticality

4.2  Overview of the papers

This section will summarize all the findings of the included papers in this disser-

tation. All the selected papers explain the basic framework and a general over-
view of knowledge management activities in project-based organizations from a

cultural perspective. More specifically, each paper covers and elaborates a range

of aspects of knowledge management in projects in cultural context. The collec-
tion of published papers for this dissertation is summarized in Table 8.
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Table 8. Summary of the publications
No & Pub- | Title Conceptual Purpose & Aim Author(s)
lications Focus
Paper 1: Knowledge Knowledge Looks into the process | Ajmal M.M.
Project Ma- | Transfer in transfer of knowledge transfer &
nagement Project-based Project-based in project-based orga- | Koskinen
Journal Organizations: organization nizations from the K.U.
(PMJ) An Organiza- Organizational | perspective of organi-
tional Culture culture zational culture
Perspective
Paper 2: Cultural Im- Knowledge To explore distinctive | Ajmal M.
. pacts on management cultural issues (na- M.,
The journal . o
. Knowledge . tional, organizational, .
of informa- National, orga- . Kekile T.
. Management N and professional)
tion and S nizational and S .
and Learning in . which influence KM in | &
knowledge . professional )
Project-based project-based firms
management Firms culture Takala J.
systems Project business
(VINE)
Paper 3: Role of Organi- | Knowledge To explore the signifi- | Ajmal M.
. zational Culture | sharing cance of organizational | M.,
International e .
for Knowledge . . culture within project- .
Journal of . Project envi- . Kekile T.
. Sharing in Pro- based organizations
Project Or- . . ronments .
. ject Environ- and to know how itcan | &
ganization
ments Cultural ele- assure knowledge .
and Man- . L Lo Koskinen
ments sharing activities in
agement . K.U.
projects
(IJPOM)
Paper 4: Critical Success | Knowledge To identify and exam- | Ajmal M.
Factors for management ine various factors that | M.,
Journal of .
Knowledge Knowledge Success factors influence the success Helo P
Management in or failure of KM initia- ’
Management | Project-based Project business | tives in project-based &
(JKM) Business companies Kekile T.
Paper 5: Organizational | Cultural arti- To provide an empiri- | Ajmal M.M.
International | Culture and facts Organiza- | cal source for under- &
Journal of Knowledge tional culture standing how the cul- Helo P.
Innovation Management: Knowledge tural artefacts in pro-
& Learning | An Empirical management ject-based organiza-
(IJIL) Study in Finish | Project organi- | tions affect the KM
Project-based zation activities in projects
Organizations related work context.

All five papers included in this dissertation have been linked with the core thesis
research questions and accordingly the questionnaire data was used as empirical
parts for these papers. Table 9 provides specific information about the linkage of

the three thesis research questions, questionnaire data analysis and each paper.
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Papers

Relation to thesis research
questions
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Combining questionnaire data, research questions and papers

Linkage to questionnaire, data analysis

Knowledge Transfer
in Project-based Or-
ganizations: An Or-

ganizational Culture
Perspective

This paper responds to the
first thesis research question
‘ How is organizational
culture associated with KM
in project-based organiza-
tion?’

The research question was responded to
theoretically and the theory analysis pro-
vided the basis for questionnaire develop-
ment.

Cultural Impacts on
Knowledge Manage-
ment and Learning in
Project-based Firms

This paper is also considered
for the first thesis research
question ‘How is organiza-
tional culture associated
with KM in project-based
organization?’

It was also responded to theoretically and
this theory overview helped a lot the ques-
tionnaire development.

Role of Organiza-
tional Culture for
Knowledge Sharing
in Project Environ-
ments

This paper was developed to
answer the second thesis
research question ‘How is
the relationship between
organizational culture and
KM in Finnish project-based
organizations?’

To find the potential relationship of organi-
zational culture with KM activities in pro-
ject work contexts, correlation analysis
with the help of SPSS was conducted and
the respondents were asked to respond to 5
factors/items belonging to organizational
culture and 5 about KM in projects.

Critical Success Fac-
tors for Knowledge
Management in Pro-
ject-based Business

This paper aimed to tackle
the third thesis research
question * What factors are
critical for KM initiatives in
Finnish project-based orga-
nizations’

To expose the potential success factors for
KM initiatives in project environments the
respondents were asked to what extent they
thought that factors like familiarity with
KM, coordination among colleagues, in-
centives for knowledge efforts, authority to
perform knowledge, systems to handle
knowledge, and cultural support, are sup-
porting or hindering KM initiatives in their
organization or in a particular project.

Organizational Cul-
ture and Knowledge
Management: An
Empirical Study in
Finnish Project-based
Organizations

This paper was also devel-
oped a step further to answer
the second thesis research
question ‘How is the rela-
tionship between organiza-
tional culture and KM in
Finnish project-based orga-
nizations?’

More deeply, to find the potential relation-
ship of organizational culture with KM
activities in project work contexts, a corre-
lation analysis by chi-square test with the
help of SPSS was conducted and the re-
spondents were asked to respond to five
factors/items belonging to organizational
culture and five denoted to KM activities in
projects.

Table 10 also attempts to explain the originality, findings and method of analysis

of each of the papers in a concise way.
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Table 10. Contribution of the publications
Papers Novelty Findings Method of
analysis
Knowledge Transfer | Identifies obstacles to For effective knowledge Literature

in Project-based
Organizations: An
Organizational Cul-
ture Perspective

knowledge transfer in
project-based organiza-
tions and emphasizes the
importance of organiza-
tional and project cul-
tures in this process

transfer in project-based
business, it is crucially im-
portant to prepare the organi-
zational culture to accept,
adopt, and utilize new
knowledge-transfer activities

analysis and
reflection of
the researcher

Cultural Impacts on
Knowledge Man-
agement and Learn-
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4.3  Individual papers

Paper 1 — Knowledge Transfer in Project-based Organizations:
An Organizational Culture Perspective

This paper investigates obstacles to knowledge transfer in project-based organiza-
tions, with particular emphasis on the role of organizational culture. It begins with
the meaning of knowledge and how it is created, then distinguishes between data
(unprocessed facts), information (meaningful aggregations of data) and knowl-
edge (information that is processed and filtered on the basis of an individual’s
perception, skills and experience). Knowledge involves assimilation by the hu-
man mind, whereas data and information do not. The paper also draws a distinc-
tion between explicit and tacit knowledge, i.e. that which is documented and that
which is undocumented, often existing only in people’s minds. According to the
SECI model proposed by Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) new knowledge is created
by an interaction between tacit and explicit knowledge through the processes of
socialization, externalization, combination and internalization. Other researchers
claim that explicit knowledge is an extension of tacit knowledge to a new level,
whereby it is “consciously known” and hence can be transferred to others.

The paper explains Snider and Nissen (2003) point of view on how project-related
knowledge is transferred. It elaborates how project knowledge can be transferred
in three ways. Firstly, as a solution — where knowledge is transferred on the job,
i.e. when working on projects. In this view, managers facilitate knowledge flow
by ensuring a selection of appropriate technologies and motivating individuals
touse them. Secondly, as experience — where knowledge is transferred
by capturing experiences (by documentation) for future reference. Here, the em-
phasis is on the flow of knowledge across time. An example of thisis when
knowledge is transferred from one project team to another. Thirdly, as socially
created — where knowledge is transferred through interpersonal interactions (dis-
cussions, arguments and other informal communications). The challenges associ-
ated with this form of knowledge transfer are primarily in fostering an organiza-
tional culture that encourages informal communication. Although this may be
considered outside the remit of a project manager’s responsibilities, a project
manager can help by fostering a communication-friendly culture within the pro-
ject team.

Further, it points out the following obstacles to knowledge transfer in project-
organizations:
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e Project constraints leave little time and resources for effective documenta-
tion of knowledge.

e The existence of significant social and cultural barriers to knowledge
transfer. These are things such as lack of openness, intolerance of failure,
blame culture etc.

e Lack of motivation (or incentives) to undertake project reviews.

e Lack of leadership that accords enough importance to developing the or-
ganization’s knowledge base.

The paper asserts that these issues boil down to inadequacies in the organizational
culture. By putting it another way, the transfer of intrinsic knowledge (which ex-
ists in people’s minds) can occur only in an organizational culture that supports
it.

The paper also recommends that managers should concentrate on the following
points to foster knowledge transfer in project-based organizations:

e Recognize different levels at which knowledge is generated - i.e. individ-
ual, group and organizational.

e Appreciate the role of organizational culture in promoting or hindering
knowledge transfer between these levels.

e Understand the role that management plays in fostering a culture that fa-
cilitates knowledge transfer. Project managers have to deal with many dif-
ferent cultures (organizational, departmental and project team) and aware-
ness of cultural differences can help managers find the cause of obstacles
to knowledge transfer.

e Appreciate the challenges involved in transforming organizational culture.

e And finally, since projects are streams in which knowledge is generated,
practitioners must understand the issues that need to be addressed to facili-
tate the gathering and preserving of relevant knowledge generated during
project implementation. Some examples of these include communication
modes between team members, what worked well in the project, what can
be improved and how it might be improved.
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The paper concludes with following three statements:

e Effective knowledge transfer can occur only if the organizational culture
is open to accepting new knowledge transfer activities. Managers must
therefore prepare the culture to accept, adopt and implement these activi-
ties.

e In addition to knowledge transfer, knowledge management is also about
fostering an organizational culture that encourages the creation, sharing
and utilization of knowledge.

e Project managers have to merge countless organizational, departmental
and professional cultures into an effective project culture that promotes
knowledge management.

Paper 2 — Cultural Impacts on Knowledge Management and Learning in
Project-based Firms

The issues identified in Paper 1 are further explored in Paper 2 which links learn-
ing and KM in project based organizations. The paper starts with definitions of
KM and learning organizations and explains that there is an obviously close cor-
relation between the objectives of KM and the notion of a ‘learning organization’.
Both aim to improve business performance by acquiring, storing, and sharing
knowledge in an organizational setting. It is important to note that it is possible to
gain and refine knowledge from failures, as well as from successes. Such experi-
ential learning typically produces ‘rules of thumb’, guidelines, and the like. This
is particularly relevant to KM in project management, in which lessons learnt and
guidelines of ‘best practice’ are essential if knowledge is to flourish.

The management of knowledge, whether explicit or tacit, is a crucial precondition
for project success in today’s dynamic and vibrant global environment. The
knowledge gained from failures and successes can stimulate areas of practice
within firms (and possibly between firms in a strategic alliance) through a cycle
of application, assessment, reflection, and renewal. A culture that is able to har-
ness knowledge as a transferable asset can enhance future projects and expand the
scope of an organization’s project capability. The temporary nature of projects
means that they do not possess any ‘organizational memory’ in themselves. In
contrast to corporate entities, which have a definite structure and established rou-
tines that enable them to absorb and retain knowledge, projects do not possess any
natural knowledge-transfer mechanism. Deliberate management initiatives are
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therefore required to create, capture, and transfer such knowledge. For example,
the lessons to be learnt from a project can be consciously transferred by deliberate
socialization among individuals before they leave the project.

The paper also illustrates how different cultural levels (professional, organiza-
tional, and national) can interact in the context of project-based business. To
achieve harmony among the different cultural levels, a project requires a strong
directional culture; however, to be successful, this requires a synthesis of cultures,
rather than an attempt to unify the various cultures by coercion. It thus requires
appropriate modes of co-operation and communication for the particular project at
hand.

The paper concludes that knowledge management activities in project-based firms
have comparatively little to do with technology; rather, the focus must be on the
behaviors and attitudes of people as determined by the professional, organiza-
tional, and national cultures from which they come. In their efforts to implement
effective knowledge management, senior management must give particular atten-
tion to these cultural issues, which are critical for the success of knowledge-
management activities. There are a few things top management can do: (i) create
a no-blame culture that is really the key - if people are to be open about their pro-
ject knowledge, they must feel assured that there are no unfavorable conse-
quences of openness; (ii) allocate sufficient time and resources for project post-
mortems and documentation. There should be a rule, strictly enforced, that a pro-
ject is not over until the knowledge gained is properly managed. If possible, the
postmortem should be facilitated by a qualified facilitator who is not involved
with the project; (iii) establish easy to reference project records - with unique ref-
erence to documentation of failures and what could have been done to avoid them
(this is related to points (i) and (ii) above). Again, these are issues related to cul-
ture and they can only be changed by intensive efforts from the top management.

Paper 3 — Role of Organizational Culture for Knowledge Sharing in Project
Environments

This paper undertakes a deeper empirical analysis of knowledge sharing activities
in project environments by focusing on the role of organizational culture. In this
paper the key rationale under exploration is to consider the significance of organi-
zational culture within project-based organizations and to determine how it can
assure that knowledge sharing activities would continue to be suitable in projects.
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The paper describes howt project companies may be engaged in a number of pro-
jects at the same time. The administration of such projects is a challenging under-
taking. Their heavy dependence on finance and time constraints requires that a
large scale of diplomacy is granted to minor points. These projects are mostly
interconnected, which demands knowledge sharing efforts amongst projects.

The paper further discusses four knowledge categories mentioned by Riech
(2007), which are vital to the success of projects: first, process knowledge is the
knowledge that team members and sponsors have about the project structure,
methodology, tasks, and time frames. This knowledge allows a team member to
understand his or her part in the overall project and to understand what is ex-
pected and when it is to be delivered. Second, domain knowledge — the knowl-
edge of the industry, firm, current situation, problem/opportunity, and potential
solutions (including technology and process): this knowledge covers three types
business, technical, and production knowledge. Third, institutional knowledge is a
blend of the history, power structure, and values of the organization. Fourth, cul/-
tural knowledge — it is noted that a project manager is required to understand
how to manage people who have fairly unique cultural norms.

It also explains different dimensions of knowledge sharing mechanisms such as:
(1) personalization versus codification, and (ii) individualization versus institu-
tionalization with a project perspective. Personalization mechanisms are often
assumed to be more ad hoc and informal, and codification mechanisms are as-
sumed to be formal and involve the use of electronic databases. Individualization
versus institutionalization distinguishes between mechanisms that enable the shar-
ing of knowledge at the individual level, or at a collective level. The institution-
alization dimension describes socialization tactics that are collective and formal in
terms of the contexts in which organizations provide information to newcomers,
while the individualization dimension describes socialization tactics that are indi-
vidual and informal.

The result of empirical analysis discovered that organizational culture is likely to
have a positive relationship with promoting knowledge sharing. It is interesting
that the results of this paper showed IT to have a weak relationship with knowl-
edge sharing activities as compared to people (organizational culture). The rela-
tionship with people, closely associated with organizational culture, is signifi-
cantly correlated with knowledge sharing. This phenomenon might be explained
by the fact that knowledge is basically embedded in the numerous human com-
munities that compose organizations, as well as in organizational work practices,
values, and systems and IT enables them to share knowledge, but if people are
not willing to share their knowledge, then IT facilities will be useless. This result
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confirms that organizational culture is an important predictor of the behavioral
intentions of organizational members for knowledge sharing.

Paper 4 — Critical Factors for Knowledge Management in Project-based
Business

This paper examines the critical factors that facilitate and/or impede knowledge-
management initiatives in the context of project-based business. On the basis of
the literature review, a conceptual model of the factors that influence the success
of KM initiatives in a project-based context is proposed in this paper, the pro-
posed model consists of six distinct factors:

e familiarity with KM;

e coordination among employees and departments;
e incentive towards knowledge efforts;

e authority to perform knowledge activities;

e system for handling knowledge; and

e cultural support.

Currently, knowledge is recognized as a critical competitive asset, and interest in
knowledge management has therefore increased in most companies. At the same
time, more firms are organizing their business in terms of projects; indeed, pro-
ject-based business has become an accepted business strategy among the range of
potential business strategies available to firms.

The results of the paper have revealed that the absence of incentives for employ-
ees who engage in KM initiatives was the most significant barrier to the success
of such initiatives in the project-based firms studied here. The results suggest that
senior management should offer suitable incentive schemes for employees to en-
gage in KM initiatives if they want to increase the likelihood of success in such
initiatives. The second-most significant barrier to success in KM initiatives was
the absence of a proper system to handle knowledge in project-based organiza-
tions. The majority of respondents felt that there was no adequate system in their
organizations to manage knowledge efficiently. It is apparent that appropriate KM
systems in project-based businesses would be a significant factor in assisting KM
initiatives to flourish. Such a system would facilitate the sharing of experience
among employees through an integrated interface platform accessible to all inter-
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ested participants in a project. A lack of coordination among employees and de-
partments was the third-most significant barrier to KM initiatives, while a lack of
familiarity was the fourth-most significant. It would seem that proper coordina-
tion among employees who are made familiar with the objectives and methods of
KM would enhance the likelihood of success in KM initiatives.

Paper 5 — Organizational Culture and Knowledge Management:
An Empirical Study in Finish Project-based Organizations

KM has emerged as an essential process for managing business not only in tradi-
tional organizations but also in PBOs because knowledge plays an important role
in formulating and identifying the ability of an organization or project team to be
resourceful. It is expressed that knowledge is an extremely people-dependent ac-
complishment and largely information technology-independent. People aspects
are mostly linked with cultural concepts in organizational theories.

This fifth paper shows that each organization has its unique culture, which devel-
ops over time to reflect the organization’s characteristics in two dimensions, as
mentioned by McDermott and O’Dell (2001). The visible dimension of culture is
reflected in the adopted values, philosophy and mission of the firm, while the
invisible dimension lies in the unspoken set of values that guide employees’ ac-
tions and perceptions in the organization. To comprehend culture involves under-
standing the distinction between formal and informal rules, and between the
adopted and actual means of operation. An employee must identify and follow
inside the concealed cultural norms and rules to carry on and flourish in an orga-
nization. Organizational cultures that prop up knowledge sharing can lead to more
valuable accomplishments in organizations.

The paper extends its discussion by explaining Beijerse’s view (1999) that in the
past traditional economies used to depend on tangible assets such as land and
capital, but present day economies treat knowledge as the key production factor
on which competitive advantage rests. Employees always carry a wealth of valu-
able knowledge and experience into an organization. The paper continues with
Schein’s arguments (1992) that organizational culture sets out the framework of
relationships among employees to direct and interpret their attitudes and behav-
iors. He underlines that, within a culture, organizational artifacts (such as physical
layout, technology, language, stories, rites, and norms) have a critical function
since they reflect the deep-rooted values that determine the actions and behaviors
of the employees in sharing knowledge within organizational networks. An arti-
fact crops up within the unique types of relationships that are developed among
the employees of an organization. Any type of cultural artifact is given meaning
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by the founders and employees of an organization during their interaction and
communication (Weick, 1995).

The results demonstrate that KM is not considered important in such organiza-
tions where its members feel that OC does not provide a sense of protection.
However, people are considered important for KM in such organizations where its
members feel that OC provides a sense of protection. It is also obvious from the
results that KM is not considered important in such organizations where OC does
not help to achieve the aims of the employees.

The paper concludes with saying that in order to manipulate the ability to manage
knowledge the organizational culture can be focused so that employees are able to
share their knowledge because this promotes openness and the acceptance of new
ideas.

4.4  Papers’ authors contribution

All five papers comprising this dissertation are the outcomes of cooperative ef-
forts. For the purposes of evaluation of this thesis, clear distinctions need to be
made as to who has done what. The research has been a process that has been
principally undertaken by individuals cooperating and confronting mutual ideas.
In any case, one division in this research is apparent in that all the empirical effort
has been the individual contribution of the thesis author. Even so, a more detailed
separation of the contribution for each paper is made in Table 11.
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Table 11. Individual contribution of each author
Paper | First Co- Contribution
Author | authors
1 Ajmal Koskinen | This paper is a joint effort between two authors. However, the
MM K.U second author agrees that most of the work was done by the
thesis author particularly in providing the core idea and develop-
ing the paper for presentation at ProMac-2006 and after that for
further submission for publication in PMJ.
2 Ajmal Kekile T. | This paper is outcome of all authors’ joint contribution but they
M.M. & agree that main contribution came from the thesis author. It was
firstly published and presented at MIC’07 and then submitted to
TakalaJ. | VINE: The Journal of Information and Knowledge Management
Systems.
3 Ajmal Kekile T. | This is a joint effort by three authors. The prior theoretical ver-
MM & sion of this paper was published and presented at PICMET 08
by the thesis author. Later on, the empirical part was added by
Koskinen | the first author. The co-authors constantly guided him in the
K.U development of the paper. After further developments it was
submitted to IJPOM.
4 Ajmal Helo P. This is also the joint effort of three authors. The co- authors
M.M. & agree that the theoretical and empirical analysis was performed
completely by the thesis author and the major contribution came
Kekile T. | from him since he was also presenter of this paper at the 11™
IBIMA, but later on it was further developed for submission in
JKM. It is forthcoming in early 2010.
5 Ajmal Helo P. The thesis author was responsible for the theoretical part as well
M.M. as the data analysis. However, during the whole paper develop-
ment phases very valuable review comments were made by the
co-author to improve the quality of the paper, but both authors
accept that the major contribution came from the thesis author.
It has been accepted in IJIL and will be published in early 2010
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5 CONCLUSION

Knowledge is considered a significant constituent for organizational performance
(Chua and Lam, 2005) and now even a competitive edge for individual projects
(Teerajetgul et al., 2009). It is mainly people-oriented and the uniqueness of
groups of individuals, in the shape of organizational cultures, may play a key role
in the factors that lead to either the approval or refusal of KM activities. This dis-
sertation investigates cultural issues with regard to knowledge practices in the
context of project work. The study findings suggest that a need for developing an
organizational culture is evident for most project organizations to manage their
knowledge. The development of competent knowledge sharing is essential if or-
ganizations are to learn from their experiences and be innovative. In order to sys-
tematically share the knowledge created in a project, the projects themselves must
be analytically managed. There must be a systematic implementation of knowl-
edge practices which are supported and protected by the mother organization cul-
ture (Ajmal & Koskinen, 2008). But in the implementation of KM practices a
preliminary concern is the suitability and harmonization of the organizational
structure to support knowledge sharing activities in projects because the circum-
stances of project-based organization create their own logic of action that poses
particular problems for the embedding of knowledge associated with new man-
agement practice (Bresnen et al., 2004).

More specifically, the study findings have revealed that launching KM initiatives
in project-based organizations has comparatively little to do with technology, but
rather the focus must be on the behavior and attitudes of people as determined by
the professional, organizational, and national cultures from which they come.
This finding has confirmed the claim of Newell et al. (2006), who have also dis-
covered that ICT-based strategies for capturing and transferring knowledge across
projects are not all that useful. Those examples where transfer of learning was
effective are much more heavily dependent on social networks and informal dia-
logue than on ICT. The limited use of ICT-based strategies and the importance of
social networks for cross-project knowledge transfer have been found by others as
well (e.g. Keegan and Turner, 2001). Therefore, in their efforts to implement ef-
fective KM, senior management must give particular attention to these cultural
issues, which are critical for the success of knowledge-management activities.

Moreover, it is also necessary to examine organizational culture when investigat-
ing knowledge sharing because knowledge sharing is quite different from tradi-
tional information systems. Knowledge, which is information that exists in the
minds of individuals, is inextricably linked to human values, and these come from
culture. To develop a more results-oriented knowledge sharing culture, managers
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need to encourage behaviors that are less risk averse, such as experimentation and
exploration. Open communication plays a significant role in successful knowl-
edge sharing practices.

5.1 Thesis contribution

The current study contributes to existing knowledge in both theory and practice. It
consists of five original consecutive and complementary publications. In these
publications, the role of the thesis author has been central by providing the main
contribution in the form of the proposal of the problem studied and the concrete
literary work along with collecting and analyzing of the data. A framework was
employed in this study to assess relationships between organizational culture and
knowledge management along with assessing some critical factors for KM initia-
tives, particularly in project-based organizations. Also some key steps in the light
of the empirical findings are taken into consideration for the harmonizing of or-
ganizational culture with KM (see Figure 12).
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Project-based Organization

Organizational Culture ﬁ ‘ Knowledge Management

A

1. Identity substantial attributes of or-

ganization 1. Introduce incentives

2. Examine the organizational corre- 2. Launch a user-friendly sys-
spondence tem

3. Monitor people’s interaction within 3. Create familiarity with KM
the organization 4. Organize coordination

4. Interpret organizational stories 5. Build an attractive envi-

5. Pay close attention to the source for ronment
promotions and rewards 6. Provide authority

Figure 12. KM framework with cultural perspective

The study framework is also consistent with the findings of Bresnen et al. (2003),
who identified that the processes of knowledge capture, transfer and learning in
project settings rely very heavily upon social patterns, practices and processes in
ways which emphasize the cultural values. Understanding how the culture oper-
ates, and machinery behind the scenes that runs it, will let those within the orga-
nizational culture to be familiar with and reinforce the excellence, cut away the
inefficiency, and in fact construct an environment that breeds and encourages KM
activities among its members. However, to work out an organization’s culture is
highly interpretative, requiring assessment of both current activities and past his-
tory. The physical environment in which people work, as well as how people act
and respond to KM strategies must be examined.

Furthermore, this study suggests that organizational culture builds a number of
assorted concepts, policies, and conditions which have an effect on every level
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organizational strategies, including KM. Organizational culture should emerge as
one uniformity dominating the entire organization, but in reality this is hardly
ever the case. Tangible objects are adjectives used to denote a culture in which
the organization’s core values and customs are widely held and widely shared
within the entire organization. These tangible objects help to make an organiza-
tional culture strong or thick cultures within organizations. On the other hand, an
intangible object of culture is one that is not widely shared within the organiza-
tion. Still, within a strong organizational culture there are likely to be subcultures
often aligned within specific departments or specially areas. In project environ-
ments it is not uncommon for norms, values, and customs to develop within a
specific field or profession such as marketing, finance or operations. Similarly,
countercultures can emerge within organizations that reflect a different set of val-
ues, beliefs and customs often in direct contradictions with the culture advocated
by the top management. How pervasive these subcultures and countercultures are
affects the strengths of the culture of the organization and the extent to which
culture influences member’s actions and responses to KM strategies.

This study has also examined the critical success factors for KM initiatives in
project-based organizations. Drawing on the suggestions of various researchers in
recent years (e.g. Davenport & Long, 1998; Ryan & Prybutok, 2001; Moffett et
al, 2003; Connnelly & Kelloway, 2003; Chua & Lam, 2005; Yeh et al, 2006), the
study has proposed a conceptual model of such factors. The findings of the em-
pirical study have revealed that the absence of incentives and the lack of an ap-
propriate system are the most significant barriers to successful KM initiatives in
projects. A lack of inter-departmental coordination and unfamiliarity with KM
were other significant barriers. A lack of authority to manage knowledge and an
absence of cultural support were the least-significant barriers to successful KM
initiatives in the project-based organizations studied here.

In a nutshell the study has contributed to the concerns of organizational culture
during the practice of knowledge management in projects by examining the rela-
tionships between organizational culture and KM. Organizational culture com-
prises the assumptions, values, norms and tangible signs (artifacts) of an organi-
zation. The results reveal that the sense of organizational culture in the shape of
tangible and intangible objects has a moderate to strong positive relationship with
most KM elements, excluding the role of IT in KM and project members’ com-
mitment towards KM activities. Those results imply that it might be that OC can-
not be embedded into IT systems and there must be a concerted effort made to
ensure the commitment of members towards KM activities.
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5.2 Managerial implications

The present dissertation has several important implications for project managers
who wish to initiate successful KM practices within their projects. They have to
be able to operate in several, potentially diverse, organizational cultures. First,
they have to interact with the culture of their parent organization as well as the
subcultures of various departments. Second, they have to interact with the pro-
ject’s client or customer organization. Finally, they have to interact in varying
degrees with a host of other organizations connected to the project. These organi-
zations include suppliers and vendors, subcontractors, consulting firms, govern-
ment and regulatory agencies, and in many cases, community groups. Many of
these organizations are likely to have very different cultures. Project managers
have to be able to read and speak the culture they are working in to develop
strategies, plans, and responses that are likely to be understood and accepted.

In particular, it is important to recognize that knowledge sharing and learning in
organizations is greatly influenced by the cultural values of the organization as a
whole and of the individual members of the organization. The identification of
viable means of ensuring that knowledge is produced and diffused across project
boundaries and throughout the organizational hierarchy is a very important issue
for project-based business. This requires a thorough understanding of the com-
plexities of the organizational and professional cultures that guide and motivate
people working in projects.

In projects higher management should always create a no-blame culture that is, in
fact, the key if people are to be open about their project knowledge: they must
feel assured that there are no unfavorable consequences of openness. Then the
management must allocate sufficient time and resources for project post-mortems
and documentation. There should be a rule, strictly enforced; that a project is not
over until the knowledge gained is properly managed. If possible, the postmortem
should be facilitated by a qualified facilitator who is not involved with the project.
Finally, easy to reference project records must be established, with unique refer-
ence to the documentation of failures and what could have been done to avoid
them. However, these are issues which are related to culture and, hence, can only
be changed by intensive efforts from the top management.

Another important implication for project managers arising from the present study
is that successful KM initiatives require appropriate incentives for team members
and a user-friendly information system that facilitates the sharing and manage-
ment of knowledge among all project participants. At the organizational level,
people and processes must be the first priority for managers who wish to nurture a
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‘KM culture’ in project-based business. The recognition and reward structure
within the organization must encourage people to take part in KM activities, and
such activities should be built into the daily working routines. Such activities as
the sharing of lessons learnt, mentoring, applying knowledge capture/retention
activities, exchanging stories, and sharing expertise should be encouraged as rou-
tine job-related activities. However, project managers must ensure that these KM
initiatives are in alignment with the overall strategic goals of the parent organiza-
tion. If specific KM initiatives appear to be incongruent with the strategic busi-
ness goals of the organization, KM will be doomed to fail. In short, any KM plan
must be carefully designed to be harmonious with the organization’s prevailing
culture.

The moral and budgetary support of senior management is essential for the suc-
cess of any KM plan in project-based business. Because KM deals with a long-
term vision of intangible assets, some managers can be unwilling to invest re-
sources in this area, especially if budgets are tight and there are more pressing
short-term needs. In these circumstances, the support of senior management is
critical to successful KM.

At the team level, the project manager can help to create a team culture conducive
to KM by transmitting appropriate values and beliefs to the team members. The
aim is to inculcate agreed group norms regarding how decisions are made, how
conflicts are resolved, how trust is built, and so on. Any differences in the as-
sumptions and beliefs of subcultures regarding ‘how we do things around here to
succeed’ can have profound implications for the success of projects. Managers
who are aware of such ‘sub-cultural differences’ can avoid or minimize unpro-
ductive conflicts and misunderstandings. It is important for the manager to make
a concerted effort to speak and listen in ways that take these differences into ac-
count. Attributing problems to another person’s ‘inflexibility’ or ‘stubbornness’ is
likely to polarize differences, escalate conflicts, and jeopardize the whole project.

In summary, effective KM requires the fostering of an organizational culture that
encourages an awareness of the value of knowledge. In such a culture, managers
recognize that business success requires not only knowledge generation, but also
knowledge sharing, which must be nurtured with time and space. In attempting to
foster such a positive view of KM, managers should not be discouraged by the
commonly held belief that changing an organizational culture is a long, tedious,
and difficult process; rather, they should be encouraged by the fact that a habit of
knowledge sharing is more likely to come about through prudent managerial po-
litical activity (such as an effective reward and assessment scheme) than through
a wholesale cultural ‘revolution’. Then, managers should recognize that the role
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played by technology in all of this is to be an enabling aid in supporting an appro-
priate culture for KM. Such a culture enhances the opportunities for personal con-
tact and the exchange of tacit knowledge, which cannot effectively be captured in
procedures or represented in documents and databases.

More specifically, in the light of the empirical findings of the study, the following
steps, as mentioned above in Figure 12, can frequently help in identifying cultural
characteristics which are associated with successful KM strategies of an organiza-
tion:

* Identify the substantial attributes of an organization: i.e. what does the exterior
structural design look like? What reflection does it express? Is it exclusive? What
are the traditions concerning dress? What symbols does the organization use to
indicate the right and grade within the organizations or projects? These tangible
objects can shed light as to who has real power and knowledge within the organi-
zation.

* Examine the organizational correspondence: look at the annual reports, mission
statements, press releases and internal newsletters. What do they illustrate? What
principles are promoted in these documents? Do the reports highlight the people
who work for the organization? Each emphasis reflects a different culture.

* Monitor people’s interaction within the organization: is the interaction slow and
methodological or urgent and unplanned? What rituals exist within the organiza-
tions? What values do they express? Meetings can give insightful information.

* Interpret organizational stories: through talking directly to people in daily con-
versations with co-workers, managers can gain a deeper sense into the organiza-
tion’s culture. Pay particular attention to the stories and anecdotes that are passed
on within the organization; they often yield useful insights into the important
qualities of the culture. Look for similarities among stories told by different peo-
ple. The subjects highlighted in habitual stories often reflect what is important to
an organization’s culture. Recognize who the heroes and villains are in the orga-
nization. What do they suggest about the culture’s ideals?

* Pay close attention to the source for promotions and rewards: are promotions
based on accomplishments and performance or tenure and loyalty to the organiza-
tion? What do people see as the keys to getting ahead within the organization?
What contributes to downfalls? These last two questions can yield important in-
sights into the qualities and behaviors which the organization honors, as well as
cultural taboos, which can help the organization to obtain the status of a knowl-
edge-intensive company.
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By way of practice managers can assess how strong the dominant culture of an
organization is and the significance of subcultures and countercultures. In addi-
tion, managers can distinguish and identify where the culture of an organization
stands, in order to build a cultural profile for the organization. Based on this pro-
file, decisions can be taken about specific customs and norms that need to be held
on to, as well as those behaviors and actions that either violate or fit in with the
norms of a firm foregrounding knowledge activities.

5.3  Validity and reliability of the study

There are several ways to describe validity and reliability in research. More spe-
cifically, validity is a further name for truth, and reliability expresses the degree
of consistency with which the cases are agreed to be of the same kind by differ-
ent observers or by the same observer on different occasions. Bryman and Bell
(2003) define validity as a concern with the integrity of the conclusions that are
generated from a piece of research, and reliability as the degree to which a meas-
ure of a notion is stable. When assessing the validity and reliability of a study,
one has to apply different criteria to quantitative and qualitative research. All
these criteria have been kept in mind while carrying out this study.

Numerous statistical methods have been used to test the reliability of this quanti-
tative research. Validity, in turn, has been connected to the potential for generali-
zation of the results. Thus, validity has been shown through applicable sampling.
As this study was quantitative, the reliability of the questionnaire was measured
statistically. For example, most of correlation values were at acceptable signifi-
cance levels. The respondents and non-respondents had similar demographic
backgrounds. Therefore, the answers should not be biased in this sense. The va-
lidity of the questionnaire was tested through the piloting process with targeted
experts. Also random sampling was used when selecting the companies for the
questionnaire survey. Furthermore, the validity of this study was also achieved by
using multiple sources of evidence, including literature analysis, informal inter-
views with the project representatives, observations, and previous researchers’
observations. The reliability of the collected data may also be seen as a problem-
atic issue in this study. However, efforts were made to try to avoid errors in the
reliability of the study. In fact, the survey was conducted by keeping in mind the
actual situation in projects/organizations, and it is particularly difficult to repeat it
in the exact same way. Therefore, this may have some effect on the reliability of
this study.
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5.4  Study limitations and future research

There are always various limitations in research, as in this study, too. This re-
search was based on a survey which had a limited response rate. Due to this, the
research may have certain limitations. The other limitation could be in terms of
the respondents’ same nationality. Most of the respondents were from one coun-
try, namely Finland. Furthermore, there may also be some limitations regarding
the utilization of the most appropriate technique for data analysis in this study.

There are four main areas that have emerged during this study which justify more
focused attention for future research. First, the relationship of culture with
knowledge management activities in project-based firms should be further ex-
plored by conducting further case studies which could be accomplished by using a
longitudinal research approach in order to get more complete evidence than in this
study. A broader research topic could encompass the relationship of national, or-
ganizational and professional culture with KM.

Second, the impact of KM on project performance could be studied. For instance,
what kind of impact KM has on individual project manageability, delivery and
profitability and then what impact KM has on the collective level, namely on the
overall manageability of the project-based organization.

Third, some manufacturing and service project-based companies could be studied
more intensively and also separately from a KM and cultural perspective since
this study was conducted in both manufacturing and service companies.

Fourth, another human soft aspect, namely the role of trust could be explored for
the execution of KM initiatives in project environments. In particular, what
kind/level of trust is needed for performing KM activities and how can trust affect
project performance from the different project stakeholders’ point of view?
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APPENDIX A: SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

Please provide the following information about yourself and your organization:

Your name:

Organization Name:

Position in the project (present or past):

How long has your firm been in operation?

Total number of employees in the organization

Estimated annual turn over in €

Questionnaire Qutline: This questionnaire consists of three sections on A) Or-
ganizational Culture, B) Knowledge Management, C) Critical Factors

A: ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE

[

Please input in the response best applicable:

1 2 3 4 5
Scale: Strongly Disagree Not Sure Strongly
. Agree
disagree agree
Questions: 12 (3|45

Organizational culture (power culture, role culture, achievement
culture, support culture) can be felt in projects

You can feel it in the shape of intangible objects (traditions,
norms, values)

You can feel it in the shape of tangible objects (dress, sitting ar-
rangement, equipment used)

Organizational culture has a positive effect on knowledge man-
agement in projects

Organizational culture facilitates project members for knowledge
management in projects.

Organizational culture helps to achieve your aims
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B: KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT

(X

Please input in the response best applicable:

Scale 1 2 3 4 Strosn 1
Strongly Disagree Not Sure Agree gl
. agree
disagree
Questions: 2,13|4]|5

knowledge management is considered important in your organiza-
tion

Human factor plays important role in KM

Information technology plays important role in KM

Project members are committed towards knowledge activities.

Project knowledge is significantly hampered by dependencies out-
side the project.

C: CRITICAL FACTORS FOR KM

To what extents are the following factors you beleive critical in your organization

or in particular project when managing knowledge.

(X3

Please input in the response best applicable:

Obstacles ! 2 3 4 S
Strongly Disagree | Not | Agree | Strongly
disagree Sure agree
Lack of familiarity

Lack of interdepartmental coor-
dination
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There is no incentive for manag-
ing knowledge

Lack of authority to get informa-
tion

There is no system for managing
knowledge

Culture does not support for
managing knowledge




