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Abstract

This thesis explores the dynamics of knowledgeispathrough the context of inter-
organisational collaboration in the public sectarhe growth of collaboration across
public sector organisations places increasing itaooe on knowledge sharing, yet it is
an area that has historically proved difficult tbe sector. Knowledge sharing research
increasingly emphasises the importance of socpitalan facilitating and influencing
knowledge sharing behaviours, yet the public sectpproach to knowledge sharing
has predominantly focussed on the use of informatied communication technology
(ICT) tools. The aim of this research is to bettederstand the dynamics of knowledge

sharing, and the roles that social capital and @y in knowledge sharing.

This is a contemporary and important research togublic sector commitment to
increasing collaboration requires a strong focus imer-organisational knowledge
sharing. This multiple-case, multi-method reseanclorporates a research design that
blends qualitative and quantitative data collecion analysis. The research extends
and deepens current understanding of the dynamic&nowledge sharing and
contributes to the existing body of knowledge ia #reas of knowledge sharing, social
capital, and ICT. It also provides valuable engairievidence relating to public sector

based sharing at the inter-organisational level.

The research found that social capital is a sigaifi concern for collaborative teams.
Factors such as trust, group identity and sharedogse and goals were identified as
important considerations for team members. Despéesector’'s focus on ICT tools as
key knowledge sharing mechanisms, the actual dkijeof tools was limited. Further,

individuals’ use of tools was low due to their mptons of the available tools as

difficult to use and of limited usefulness.

A key outcome of the research was the developnfemtonceptual framework that can
be used to support the work of academics and pioaers engaged in the field of
collaboration and knowledge sharing. The framewadkentifies six important
antecedents that influence the development of koamtal, and the availability and use
of ICT. These antecedents include collaboraticsigie leadership, the perceived ease
of use and perceived usefulness of ICT, and indadidechnical ability. The final
antecedent identifies individual’s commitment t@ tintrinsic value of public sector

work’ as a key collaboration factor.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

1 INTRODUCTION

Knowledge has been identified as an important eggiat asset of organisations
(Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Bollinger & Smith, 200IJhe quest to create, maintain,
and share that knowledge has spawned a wealtkeddtlire over the past fifteen years
and seen Knowledge Management (KM) evolve as botlkstablished discipline and
important business function (Argote, 1999; WiigD2R KM presents an important and
new approach to the issue of competitiveness amalation and is undertaken by many
types of organisations across many sectors (Newelhertson, Scarbrough & Swan,
2002).

Knowledge sharing, an aspect of KM, deals withwiags in which knowledge may be
shared between individuals, groups, or organisat{@onnelly & Kelloway, 2003). It
is defined by Helmstadter (2003, p. 11-38) as “mtdwny interactions between human
actors [through] a framework of shared institutiomscluding law, ethical norms,
behavioural regularities, customs, and so on”. uAderstanding of knowledge sharing
has evolved, studies have refuted the relianceedmblogy and advocated an holistic
approach that focuses more on people and lessDB&, 2001; Bartol & Srivastava,
2002; McAdam & McCreedy, 1999; Newell et al., 2002)

This study explores knowledge sharing in the cadntex inter-organisational
collaboration within the public sector. It is anea that has received little research
attention, yet is of increasing importance in lightt the growth of collaborative

endeavours between public sector organisations.

1.1 The Nature of the Research Problem

Advances in the sophistication and ubiquity of tealbgy have enabled organisations to
develop significant repositories of knowledge, setearch shows that technology has
not been successful in enhancing and supportingvlealge sharing practices (Gold,
Malhotra & Segars, 2001; Huber, 2001; Ruggles, 199%howledge sharing is now a
core concern for organisations and is a major fares for those involved with KM
practices (Hendriks, 1999).

Early approaches to knowledge sharing focused emsie of ICT collaboration tools to

promote and drive sharing behaviours. Howeveyraterstanding of the complexity
11
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of knowledge sharing has developed, the researchsfthas evolved to incorporate
multiple perspectives including social, culturalndaphilosophical approaches to
understanding knowledge sharing (Rikowski, 2007).

Knowledge sharing research, particularly from nechhical perspectives, has been
predominantly explored in the context of the prvaector (Bate & Robert, 2002;
Taylor & Wright, 2004). Initial analysis focusamh how knowledge was shared
between individuals but has expanded to considewledge sharing both within and
across organisational teams. Growing interesthe lhenefits of inter-organisational
collaboration has spawned a number of studiesdkplore knowledge sharing at an
inter-organisational level. However, studies dé thature are still relatively few and

there is a need to grow research in this area.

In the public sector, inter-organisational collad@mn has manifested through the
concept of Joined Up Government (JUG). This copcist coined in 1997 by the
United Kingdom (UK) government, “takes a holistiew; looking beyond institutional
boundaries to the government's strategic objectares seeks to establish the ethical,
moral and legal base for policy” (Bullock, Mountfio& Stanley, 2001, p. 14). There
must also be consideration of the appropriate mamagt and organisational structures
needed to deliver such cross-cutting objectivesigstuy 2005). JUG proposes a move
away from public sector organisations operatingims, towards a co-ordinated sector
where knowledge sharing between organisationseiswtitm and is actively supported.
Lips (2008) identified the benefits of JUG as tmewvsion of better service to citizens;
better coordination in government; more cost effiti work through sharing of
resources and reduced duplication of effort angwutand innovation through new
ways of working. Fundamentally, JUG requires pulsiector organisations to share
information and knowledge across institutional bdanes. This requirement will

increase as the occurrence of inter-organisaticolédboration rises.

In New Zealand, Walker (2004) reported that thdifen@tion of inter-organisational

collaboration in the government sector is incregisimdeed, collaboration has received
government attention through a range of initiativesluding the State Services
Commission (SSC) Review of the Centre (SSC, 2064y The PathFinder Project
(SSC, 2003), and most recently the developmenteat Mealand’s evolving approach

to JUG, which it defines as a system of world cl&ate Services serving the
12
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government of the day and meeting the needs of Kealanders (SSC, 2006). New
Zealand’s approach to JUG culminated in the ideatiion and development of six key
development goals. One of these goals, “Co-ordth&tate Services”, was defined as
“New Zealand public sector organisations workingyetiner, sharing information,
resources and responsibilities to achieve defingdomnes” (SSC, 2006). Thus, it is
aimed specifically at supporting collaboration afdiring across the sector through a
broad spectrum of approaches including ongoingnpeships between organisations,
shared programmes of work, and discrete projestsethwith specific goals and finite
timeframes. The predominant approach to the aemewt of this goal advocates that

public sector organisations focus on the use oftiledIs to facilitate knowledge sharing.

The public sector’s technological approach is dugtep with developments within the
knowledge sharing literature. The most recentdttee increasingly focuses on aspects
of social capital (SC) as important consideratiofissharing knowledge (Inkpen &
Tsang, 2005; Mu et al., 2008; Wu, Lin, Hsu & Yel§02). SC is defined as the
networks, norms, trust, and mutual understandiag ltind together members of human
networks and communities, and enable participantsct together more effectively to
pursue shared objectives (Huysman & Wulf, 2002he Toncept of SC encompasses a
range of factors that have been studied in relaboknowledge sharing including trust
(Luna-Reyes, Black, Cresswell, & Pardo, 2008; Na&gak Ghoshal, 1998; Wu et al.,
2007); shared purpose and goals (Cheng, Yeh & 008;2Inkpen & Tsang, 2005; Kim
& Lee, 2008), social networks (Hansen, 2002; Hoé&gltboteeah & Munson, 2003;
Kim & Lee, 2006; Kotlarsky & Oshri, 2005). Thoughcommon focus in the wider
knowledge sharing literature, there is almost rszaech that explores the role of SC in
the government context at either an organisati@mainter-organisational level, and

none that address these complex issues within ¢we Zéaland context.

This study addresses three key gaps within the ledge sharing research pertaining to
the public sector. The first gap relates to atikghiamount of research that explores
knowledge sharing as a concept and practice witienpublic sector (Bate & Robert,
2002; Bundred 2010; Jorgensen, 2004; Taylor & Wrigt004); the second gap
concerns a lack of research that explores intesrosgtional knowledge sharing in the
sector (Mulgan, 2005; Tang, 2008); the third gdptes to the lack of understanding of

13
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knowledge sharing from a SC perspective (Gavigattitsth, & Mahroum, 1999;
Jorgensen, 2004; OECD, 2001; Takeuchi, 1998).

1.2 Theresearch questions

The central theoretical aim of this research isxpand and deepen understanding of the
dynamics of inter-organisational knowledge sharifitpe research explores SC and ICT
to determine the roles that each play in facilitgtknowledge sharing, and seeks to
identify potential relationships within and betweabese factors. Focussing on the New
Zealand public sector, the empirical part to thisgdg addresses the following research

guestions:

1. How is knowledge shared in inter-organisationaladmrations in the public

sector?

2. What is the role of SC in inter-organisational ktedge sharing in the public

sector?

3. What is the role of ICT in inter-organisational kvledge sharing in the public

sector?

1.3 Research approach

This study adopts a sequential mixed-methods appraand employs multiple case
study research. The research methods include oms®ninterviews and a survey

incorporating social network analysis (SNA).

A mixed-methods approach offers a number of benefiThe triangulation of data
sources can provide insight into different levdlsinits of analysis and can elaborate or
expand the findings of one method against anotbesivell, 2003; Green, Caracelli &
Graham., 1989). In addition, findings that haverbéeveloped through a variety of
methods or perspectives may also be more difftoutontest (Petter & Gallivan, 2004),

and can therefore help to address issues of wahdid generalisability (Borkan, 2004).

Each case in the study was undertaken in threeephakhe objective of Phase 1 was to
gain a general understanding of the collaboratisnpurpose, duration, formal team

structure and to identify any formal processeslactg@ Phase 1 data were gathered
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through a number of one-on-one, semi-structuredrirgws with the senior team

members from each participating agency.

Phase 2 data were gathered from all team membes paper-based survey instrument.
The survey design was based on the review of thature and the findings from Phase
1. It combined social network, open and closed tes and a number of questions
relating to specific themes of the collaboratiorheTsocial network data collected
through the surveys was analysed using UCINETOpecialist network analysis

software, and visualisation package NETDRAWG®. OtHata were analysed using

SPSS 14.00, a statistical analysis package.

The objective of the final research phase was tdirto and further mine the findings
of Phases 1 and 2. Phase 3 data were gatheregytheofurther round of one-on-one,
semi-structured interviews with selected memberghef teams. Interviewees from

Phase 1 were excluded from this phase.

The outputs of the three research phases compiedescriptive data, nominal data,

quantitative network data, and visual network maps.
As a final analysis step, cross-case analysisl 6dat cases was undertaken.

1.4 Significance of this study

Through the exploration of knowledge sharing peadi in inter-organisational
collaborative teams in the public sector, this gtpobvides researchers and practitioners

with theoretical and practical contributions to fleéd of knowledge sharing.

The findings from this study will augment the exigtliterature by addressing the three
key gaps identified in Section 1.1. Firstly, thedy will build on the limited research

that explores the concept of knowledge sharingiwithe public sector; secondly, the
study will contribute to knowledge about inter-angaational knowledge sharing in the
sector; and, finally, the study will expand currenterstandings of inter-organisational
sharing within the sector by focusing on SC.

In a practical sense, the primary intention of tkisidy is to provide a better
understanding of knowledge sharing in inter-orgatmsal teams in the New Zealand

public sector so that this can be used to inforamping and development of approaches
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to assist inter-organisational knowledge sharindore. Through a better
understanding of the issues, resourcing and fundargbe appropriately allocated to
assist individuals engaged in collaborative initieé. This is particularly important in
an environment where the occurrence of inter-oggditnal collaboration is increasing.
The study will also benefit private organisatiomga&ged in collaborative endeavours

with public sector organisations.

It is hoped that the findings will also benefit ethtypes of collaboration, such as
government collaboration with private sector orgations, as well as collaboration
between private sector organisations. Althoughrethare differences between
organisations within these sectors, much of theaeh is likely to be relevant and

applicable across both private and public domains.

1.5 Structure of the thesis

This chapter provides the starting point for thadgt It introduces the research

problem, presents the research questions, andsdessthe significance of the study and
its practical and academic contributions. Chaptpresents the literature review and
conceptual framework developed for this study. &3 describes the research
process, and justifies the researcher’'s worldviemd ahoice of research design and
methods. It also details the data collection amalyesis used in the study. Chapters 4 —
7 present a detailed account of each of the fagareh Cases. A cross-analysis of the
cases is then presented in Chapter 8. Chapten®uctes the research by outlining the
main findings of the research and incorporatings¢hmto the conceptual framework.

The chapter also discusses the significance, iabics and limitations of my findings,

suggesting areas for future research.

1.6 Terminology

This section lists a specialist terms pertainireggpecific areas of focus in the thesis.

Knowledge Management: The approaches, mechanisms, and processes used to

organisations to create, retain, and share knowledg

Knowledge Sharing: the voluntary interactions between human actorsoligh] a
framework of shared institutions, including lawhieal norms, behavioural regularities,
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customs and so on ... the subject matter of thedot®ens between the participating
actors is knowledge. Such an interaction itself rbaycalled sharing of knowledge”
(Helmstadter, 2003, p.11).

Social Capital: The networks, norms, trust and mutual understanttiagbind together
members of human networks and communities, andl@emalsticipants to act together

more effectively to pursue shared objectives (Hus& Wulf, 2003).

Social Network Analysis: A research method used to visualise and measure

interactions between individuals and groups.

17
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2 LITERATURE REVIEW AND CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

2.1

Introduction

The purpose of the literature review is to assessekisting knowledge on the research

topic, confirm the tentative belief of the need fesearch in this area, and to refine the

proposed research questions. Although the revias e@ompleted prior to analysis and

discussion of the research findings, the reseatth&maintained a continuous watch on

emerging literature and the review has been cotigtapdated to incorporate new and

relevant studies.

The literature review is presented in six mainisest

Section 1: Introduces the concept of knowledgemfrits epistemological

foundations through its importance to today’s orgatmons.

Section 2: Presents a selection of definitionamiworks, and key issues
relating to knowledge sharing - including knowledgiearing channels and

individuals’ motivation to share.

Section 3: Introduces the concept of SC and astmutiframeworks, discusses

the relational, cognitive and structural dimensiohSC and social networks.

Section 4: Describes how ICT has been used to sugpowledge sharing and
outlines the differing viewpoints of scholars inatéon to this use. The section
also discusses the relationship between ICT andsty knowledge, and the

way in which ICT has been used as a communicatianrel.

Section 5: Introduces the public sector as corfiexthe study. It provides a
brief history of the sector and its evolution, disses inter-organisational
collaboration and the way in which knowledge sharionderpins that
collaboration. The section concludes by detailingrrent approaches to

knowledge sharing in the sector and summariselntiited research in this area.

Section 6: This section presents the conceptualdveork developed for use in

this study and the development of the researchtigunss The framework
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provides the boundaries for the research; idestiie key areas of focus; and

posits potential relationships between these elésnen

2.2 Knowledge and its Management

2.2.1 Epistemological foundations of knowledge

The philosophical underpinnings of knowledge cantrbeed back to the time of the
Ancient Greeks, when Plato determined that knowdedgcurs when true belief is
accompanied by rationale account. Simply, itas @nough to believe that something
is true; the belief must be accompanied by projmostor statements that justify the
certainty of the belief. In turn, Aristotle contes the element of certainty and proposed
that while some objects of human knowledge, sucmathematics, allow for certain
knowledge, others, such as ethics and politics,ordy allow for probable knowledge
due to the number of variables involved. Thesé& &areek philosophers provided the

foundation for centuries of debate for subsequemblgrs.

Today, knowledge has become a commaodity that isiyigglued by organisations, and
the ability to acquire and utilise knowledge quycid seen as the single means by which
organisations can sustain competitive advantaget@f/i1995). Without knowledge,
organisations would be unable to effectively malee wf materials, process, and
financial capital (Davenport & Prusak, 1998).

2.2.2 Knowledge definitions

One of the most common and elementary discussidhewhe KM literature concerns
the distinction between data, information, knowkedgnd, in some instances, wisdom

(Gurteen, 1998). This is commonly referred toheshierarchical view (see Figure 1).

Knowledge

/ Information \

Figure 1 : Hierarchical View of Knowledge
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In this scenario, data is commonly agreed uporelasimg to raw numbers and/or facts,
information is data that has been refined or preegsand knowledge is authenticated
information (Alavi & Leidner, 2001). Data is vied@s the first step in the knowledge
pyramid, from which an upward transition is madeoider for data to be transformed
into knowledge. Tuomi (1999) contests this vievd @sserts that the pathway from
data to knowledge is, in fact, the reverse. Thex@f Tuomi's argument lies in the

belief that knowledge is the result of cognitivegessing triggered by an influx of new
stimuli (Alavi & Leidner, 2001). Regardless of theectional nature of the knowledge
hierarchy, understanding the connection betweennitigidual elements is considered

essential to undertaking knowledge work success({Dlavenport & Prusak, 1998).

The knowledge pyramid has also been extended by sesearchers to encompass
wisdom (see Courtney, Haynes & Paradice, 2005; Bp&McKenna, 2005). Though
outside the scope of this thesis, within the exliteriature wisdom is acknowledged as a

growing area of interest.

Table 1 documents other key differences betweea, daformation, and knowledge as
noted by Galliers & Newell (2001).

Table 1 : Key Characteristics of data, informaton knowledge (adapted from Galliers and NewelD120

Data Information Knowledge

Explicit Interpreted Tacit/embedded
Exploit Explore Create

Lse Build/construct Rebuild/reconstruct
Accept Confirm Disconfirm

Follow old recipes Amend old recipes Develop new recipes
Maolearning Single-loop learning Double-loop learning
Direction Communication Sense-making
Prescriptive Adaptive Seminal

Efficiency Effectiveness Innovation/redundancy
Predetermined Constrained Flexible

Technical Sorio-technical systems Social networks
systems/ networks

Context-free Chuter context Inner Context

Three interesting points identified by Galliers atelvell (2001) can be seen in Table 1.
The first point relates to the importance of coht®ata are discerned as context-free
and as such do not facilitate learning or any mespent for sense-making. However,
information, while still lacking the richness ofdwledge, provides an outer context and
structure that sets it apart from data. The sequuidt of note is the association

between knowledge and sense-making, whereby weatztian because of the sense we
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make of a situation through our own knowledge. aSiion and knowledge are brought
together through our individual notion of sense-mgk(Weick, 1995). Thirdly,

Galliers & Newell (2001) distinguish between thedg of systems in which data,
information, and knowledge are likely to occur. tare commonly a characteristic of
technical systems, information is more commonlgatidre of socio-technical systems,

while knowledge is a characteristic of social syste

Seminal KM authors Nonaka & Takeuchi (1995) defkrowledge as a “dynamic
human process of justifying personal belief towtrel ‘truth’ ” (p. 58). They contend
that knowledge enables an entity’s capacity foeaie action to be increased. While
this definition harks back to Plato’s requirememt justification, it also adds a further
dimension to the way in which knowledge can inceettee application of effective
action. Davenport and Prusak (1998) define knoggeds “a fluid mix of framed
experience, values, contextual information, and eexpnsight that provides a
framework for evaluating and incorporating new eigreces and information” (p. 5).
This definition supports Galliers and Newell's (20Melief about the dynamic and

contextual nature of knowledge.
2.2.3 Knowledge typologies

Scholars have categorised knowledge into a rangén@énsions in an attempt to better
understand the full scope of the phenomenon (sbke P

A commonly discussed perspective categorises krumeleas either explicit or tacit.
Explicit knowledge is defined as “transmittable farmal, systematic language”
(Nonaka, 1994, p. 16). It contains informationtthas been codified into a format that
others may readily understand and use, is eadibukated, and can be readily stored in
some tangible format. In an organisational contéxs knowledge may be captured
and stored within an instruction manual, a setrocesses or procedures, or within a

technology system such as a database.

Tacit knowledge is subjective and experience-basedh that it cannot easily be
expressed in words, but also includes cognitivdsskuch as beliefs, images, intuition,
and mental models as well as technical skills agleraft and know-how (Nonaka &
Takeuchi, 1995). Early work in the domain of takiowledge was carried out by

Polanyi (1967), who suggested that we know mora tha can tell, simply because
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tacit knowledge is not easily articulated. In agamisational context, tacit knowledge
has been defined as consisting of the collectivedsets of everyone in the organisation
(Saint Onge, 1996).

Table 2 : Knowledge dimensions

Knowledze Dimensions Description References
Explicit and tacit Explicit knowledge is expressed formally, and Polanyi, 1858;
can be eazily communicated or shared. Brown & Duguid, 199;

. . - nonaka & Takesuchi, 1985,
Tocit knowledge is experiential and *

contextualised, and is difficult, if not
impossible, to codify.
Component and Componznt knowlzdge relates to distinct Henderson & Clark, 1920
architectural aspects of an organisation’s operations and
may be held individually or collectively.
Architectural knowledge relates to organization
wide routines for co-ordinating components.
Embrained, embodied, Embroined knowledge is dependent on Blackler, 1205
encultured, embedoed, | conceptual skilks and cognitive ability.
and encoded - . . .

Embodied knowledge is action oriented and
likely to be only parthy explicit.
Encuftured knowledge refers to the prooess of
achieved shared understandings.
Embedded knowledge resides in systematic
routines.
Encoded knowledge is conveyed by signs and
symbols in artefacts such as books and
manuals.
Individualand collective | jndividus) knowlzdge held by an individual. Spender, 1995

- Ch 2001

Collective knowledge held by more than one L2,
individual, ie by an organisation.
Cuttural Cuftural knowlzdge is bazed on shared beliefs Choo, 1998
and understandings.
Private and public Private knowledge relates to specific Matusik E Hill, 1958
organizational knowledze.

Public knowledge iz accessible from the public
domain.

Perzonalization and Personglized knowledge is dosely tied to the Hanzenetal, 1998
codification person who developed it and shared mainly
through direct person-to-person contacts.
Codified knowledge is codified and stored in
databases and documents.

Migratory Shared knowledze can move Badaraooo [1581)
Experiential, reported, Experientiol knowledge is pragmatic and wikstrom et al.. [1954)
intimate, and declared practical

Reported knowledge is publiched or disdosed
Intimrate knowledge is deep seated or
experienoed

Dedgred knowledge is professed or purported

Hedesstrom & Whitley (2000) present two perspestiva tacit knowledge; the
“difficulty” and the “de facto” perspectives. Thesepresent two opposing viewpoints;
one that advocates tacit knowledge as being “dilffidout possible to share, the other
viewpoint posits that tacit knowledge simply canbetcodified and therefore cannot be
shared. In this latter perspective, the diffigidpproach can be understood through the
example of asking an individual to describe a routtask they do every day, for
example riding a bike. An articulated responsdifiscult to give and difficult for the
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receiver to understand or interpret. The easikttisa is for the rider to “show” how it

is done. This is described by Sutton (2001, p.a&82)the natural unconscious execution
of a task and the ability to talk about a taskhdded, Stenmark (2001, p. 10) asserts
that “expertise is a quality highly dependent arittenowledge, and it can often only be
observed and recognized through its resulting astio Connell, Klein & Powell
(2003) confirm their support for Hedesstrom & Wiyk de facto perspective of tacit
knowledge and conclude that tacit knowledge cabeotodified. Connell et al. (2003)

identify five reasons for this conclusion, as sumissl in Table 3.

Table 3: Reasons preventing codification of tanitwledge (adapted from Connell et al., 2003)

Reason Description

Inefficiency The effort required to extract and codify tacit knowledge may outweigh the
potential returns

Technology Izsuesinclude the speed of processing and the ability to capture the
essence ofthe knowledge

Mativation You can lead a person to knowledge but you can’t make them internalise it
[Choo, 1998)

Languzge The need to articulate the knowledge in a form that enables transfer toa

wide range of recipients

Internzalising and Problems associated with coding, communication, and decoding knowledge
externalising
knowledge

The Personalisation — Codification dimension isoalsne that is more widely
understood in the organisational context. Handéhria & Tierney (1999) depict
personalised knowledge as being closely tied topéeson who developed it, and
suggest that it is shared mainly through persopet@on contact. Conversely, codified
knowledge is more explicit in nature and is commgofdund within organisational

information repositories.
2.2.4 Knowledge and the organisation

Knowledge has been recognised as a valuable stasget within organisations (Zack,
2000). This realisation has initiated a stratsigift within organisations, moving away
from traditional theories to one in which a knovgeebased view takes hold (Ruggles
& Holtshouse, 1999). The knowledge-based theoryhef firm has its roots in the
strategic management literature, and has beenrdbyethe advent of the knowledge-
based economy. The theory propounds that knowlbdged resources are generally
difficult to imitate because they are created aeld by individuals and are thus socially
complex (Grant, 2002). It is this complexity tlthfferentiates knowledge from other

organisational resources (Spender, 1996) and leaskdd heralded as an important and
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new approach to the issues of competitiveness mmalvation, and it is undertaken by

many types of organisations across many sectorwgNet al., 2002).
2.2.4.1 Defining knowledge management

Despite many attempts to define KM, scholars haiked to identify a universally

accepted definition (see Table 4). A key similatietween many definitions is the
reference to the four generic knowledge procesk#dsecacreation, storage and retrieval,
sharing, and application of knowledge (Alavi & Leet, 2001). The descriptive
language used to describe these processes canlbtigeen definitions, but describe

the same processes.

Table 4 : Definitions of knowledge management

Definition Author

Distinct but interdependent processes of Alavi & Leidner, 2001
knowledge creation, knowledge storage and
retrieval, knowledge transfer, and knowledge

application

How arganisations create, retain, and share Argote, 1999 Huber, 1991
knowledge

The tools, technigques, and strategies to retain, Groff & Jones, 2003
analyse, organise, improve, and share business

expertise

The identification, optimisation, and active Snowder, 1999

management of intellectual assets, either in the
formof explicitknowledge held in artefacts or as
tacit knowledge possessed by individuals or
communifies

The collection of processes that govern the Murray & Myers, 1997
creation, dissemination and utilisation of
knowledge to fulfil organisational objectives
KM is the explicit control and management of van der Spek & Spijkervet, 1297
knowledge within an organisation aimed at
achievingthe company's objectives

KM is any process or practice of creating, Swan etal, 1999

acquiring, capturing, sharing, and using
knowledge, wherever it resides, to enhance
learningand performance in organisations

Snowden (1999) augments the process perspectiheefdrence to distinct knowledge
types, and the introduction of the concept of reliel knowledge ownership through
the consideration of individual and communities. hi® Argote (1999) and Huber
(1991) encapsulate KM processes in their contexh@forganisation, other definitions
specifically connect KM processes with the achiesethof organisational objectives

(Murray & Myers, 1997) or to organisational learmpiand performance (Swan, Newell,
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Scarbrough & Hislop, 1999). Other definitionscatefer to the tools, the techniques,
and the strategies by which KM can be enacted {@dbnes, 2003).

2.2.4.2 Approaches to knowledge management

Early approaches to KM emphasised a technical petise (Alavi & Leidner, 2001).
In this approach, initiatives focused heavily omlitioation and storage of knowledge
which were largely approached through the use daf-b@sed solutions. In many
instances, ICT has been found to be effective énféigilitation of data and information
transmission but not able to replace the richnéssommmunication, interactivity and
learning that comes with dialogue (Fahey & Prud#98). Ruggles (1998) stated that
“iIf technology solves your problem, yours was ndkn@wledge problem” (p. 88). As
an understanding of KM evolved, scholars advocaadintegrated approach that
addressed organisational, cultural, and technitf@hstructures as the most effective
approach (Gold, Malhotra & Segars, 2001; Grover &@&nport, 2001). This view
redefined the role of ICT as one which positiontedsi an enabler of KM, rather than a
driver (Martiny, 1998). Therefore IT tools suck gellow pages and knowledge
directories could be considered a complement torganisation’s knowledge sharing
activities, but would not determine a positive kteage sharing culture (Connelly &
Kelloway, 2003). In order to enable more effeetmanagement of knowledge the next
generation of KM systems must incorporate the airat shared cognitive, and

relational dimensions of an organisation. (Ackerr@afalverson, 2004).

Earl (2001) encapsulates KM approaches into a thkiigeensional framework: the

Technocratic, based on information and managemeehnblogies; the Economic, based
on the management and exploitation of organisatemsets for financial gain, and; the
Behavioural, within which the organisational anatsd attributes consider the element

of social interaction (see Figure 2).
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Figure 2: Schools of knowledge management (Eafl12l Venters, 2002)

McAdam and McCreedy (1999) propose an alternatiméwork identifying three KM

dimensions. In the intellectual capital dimensithg approach is mechanistic in nature
and assumes that knowledge can be treated as an afke knowledge categories
dimension positions knowledge as discrete elemmmdsinvolves the transformation of
knowledge through socialisation processes. Thaalsaonstructionist dimension
assumes a wide definition of knowledge that is mége as intrinsically linked to the

social and learning processes of an organisation.

Other models proposed by Swan & Newell (2000), eur(2000) and Tisen et al.
(2000) are detailed in a summary of models presebjeKakabadse, Kakabadse and
Kouzmin (2003) (see Figure 3).

across organisational levels. From this perspeciidividuals’ actions are perceived

The network modektrategically intended to tap
as being influenced by the networks of relationship which they are embedded

(Newell & Swan, 2000) and it is assumed that theives of individuals are social as

well as economic (Newell et al., 2002).
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Table Il Knowledge management perspectives

Philosophy-based
model Cognitive model Network model Community model Quantum model
Treatment of Knowledge is Knowledge is Knowledge is external  Knowledge is System of
knowledge “justified true belief” objectively defined to the adopter in constructed socially  possibilities
and codified as explicit and implicit and based on
concepts and facts forms experience
Dominant Epistemology Memory Network Community Paradox
metaphor
Focus Ways of knowing Knowledge capture Knowledge Knowledge creation  Solving paradox and
and storage acquisition and application complex issues
Primary aim Emancipation To codify and capture  Competitive Promote knowledge Learning systems
explicit knowledge advantage sharing
and information —
knowledge
exploitation
Critical lever Questioning, reflecting Technology Boundary spanning Commitment and Technology
and debating trust
Primary New knowledge Standardization, Awareness of external  Application of new Creation of multi-
outcomes routinization and development knowledge reality
recycling of
knowledge
Role of IT Almost irrelevant Critical integrative Complimentary Supporting Critical-Knowledge
based tools mechanism interactive mechanism integrative centric
mechanism

Source: Compiled from Swan and Newell (2000), Murray (2000), and Tissen et al. (2000)

Figure 3: KM perspectives (Kakabadse, Kakabadse & lduzmin)

The personalisation and codification approach towkadge sharing proposed by
Hansen et al. (1999) reflects the human and teolgiwal aspects of knowledge. The
codification approach sees organisations rely ean the storage of knowledge in
information repositories and technology systemsy d®ntrast, the personalisation
perspective links knowledge to the personal coraext posits that it is shared through

personal relationships.

While these examples do not represent the full tsp@cof models, frameworks, and
perspectives which abound within the KM literatutieey are among the most cited

models within the field.
2.2.4.3 Knowledge management processes

Alavi & Leidner (2001) identify four fundamentalqaresses that support organisational
KM. Firstly, the creation of knowledge involveswé&eas and content that requires a
continual interplay between the explicit and talomhensions of knowledge. The second
process relates to the storage and retrieval oiviadge. Depending on the knowledge
type, this may occur through placing knowledge iphgsical or electronic repository.
Alavi & Leidner (2001) equate the storage and estil of knowledge to organisational
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memory. They posit that, like individuals, orgatisns forget what they know and
effective storage and retrieval methods can hejpéserve and grow the organisational
memory. The third process, knowledge transfer @acur at many levels, between
individuals, from individuals to groups, across e and across organisatibnsAs
this process is the predominant focus of this mese&nowledge sharing is discussed
more fully in Section 2.3. The final KM processlates to the application of
knowledge; it is from the application of knowledtet organisations derive value.
Alavi & Leidner (2001) posit that without applicati, the other three KM processes

would not be necessary.

Nonaka (1994) identifies four different modes obwhedge conversion as shown in
Figure 4. This model illustrates the way in whictowledge is created and converted

as it flows through the individual, group and orgational levels.

-

Tacit Tacit j
= =
: Socialization | Exterpdlization | S

(<]
= =
25 Internglization | Combination |=

(]
L Explicit Explicit

1=

Figure 4: The SECI model (Nonaka, 1994)

In the socialisation dimension, the conversion takes place through staring of
experiences through activities such as observatmitation, and practice; the second

dimensiongexternalisationrequires tacit knowledge to be made explicit imsovay by

The extant literature refers to both knowledge isigaand knowledge transfer, and in some cases these
terms appear to have been used interchangeabty(2GD3) distinguishes between these two strands of
the literature and notes the distinction betweemvwkedge sharing between individuals and the conoept
knowledge transfer (Chakravarthy et al., 1999) Whgcused predominantly to describe the movement of
knowledge between larger entities within organ@sai The focus of this literature review is on the

knowledge sharing literature.
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sharing metaphors and analogies during social aoten. In the third dimension,

combination knowledge is exchanged and combined by way otish@nts, meetings

etcetera; in essence, this dimension sees exktoivledge reformatted as information.
In the final dimension,internalisation explicit knowledge is converted to tacit
knowledge. Pask (1984) argues that much tacitvledpe is intuitive, and is simply

“reflex” behaviour and that asking individuals &flect and discuss their “know-how”
requires an entirely different mode of thought frastual engagement in the activity.
Tacit knowledge is therefore not a resource readirgilable to organisations, but
requires some kind of process, that is, externadisdo achieve the conversion. This
process requires time and money. Thus the cosxtdrnalisation may limit the

ultimate usefulness of the knowledge anyway.

Alternative views of KM processes are advanced theroscholars. Davenport and
Prusak (1998) acknowledge knowledge processes tongrass the generation of
knowledge, the codification of knowledge, the tfenef knowledge, and the storage of
knowledge. Wiig (2002) identifies four knowledgmgesses: (a) building knowledge;
(b) holding knowledge; (c) pooling knowledge; addl &pplying knowledge.

2.2.5 Summary of this Section

This section provides an introduction to the pheawoom of knowledge and its role
within organisations, through the broad concepkradwledge management. A range
of definitions are presented and the key knowledganagement processes are

discussed.

The next section introduces the reader to a conepsbe review of the literature
pertaining to knowledge sharing, a subset of kndgdemanagement, and the central
focus of this study.

2.3 Knowledge sharing

Knowledge sharing has been discussed in the literagpanning KM, organisational
behaviour, information systems, technology transted innovation, as well as strategic
management and organisational learning. Knowledglgaring is defined as “the
voluntary interactions between human actors [thinpug framework of shared
institutions, including law, ethical norms, behawial regularities, customs and so on ...
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the subject matter of the interactions betweenpheicipating actors is knowledge.
Such an interaction itself may be called sharingkmdwledge” (Helmstadter, 2003,
p.11, cited in Wah, Menkhoff, Loh & Evers, 2007).

Knowledge sharing deals with the ways in which klealge may be shared between
individuals, groups, or organisations (Connelly &llkway, 2003) and, as more recent
studies show, there is increasing interest in kedggé sharing at the inter-

organisational level (see Luna-Reyes & Garcia, 2008et al., 2008; Pardo, Cresswell,
Thompson & Zhang, 2006; Willem & Buelens, 2007).

Knowledge sharing at an individual level is defingsl a voluntary act (Davenport,
1997), that can create new experience or undels@fdr the knowledge sharing
recipient (Argote, McEvily & Reagans, 2003; Wille@002). Willem (2002) states that
knowledge sharing occurs between at least twogsadénd is a reciprocal process that
allows the reshaping and sense-making of the kradgelein the new context.
Knowledge sharing contains an expectation of recipy, and therefore differs from
information sharing which can be unidirectional andrequested (Connelly &
Kelloway, 2003). It is a dual process that enquard contributes to knowledge stocks
through activities such as learning-by-observatimtening and asking, sharing ideas,
giving advice, recognising cues, and adopting padteof behaviour (Bosua &
Scheepers, 2007).

At the team level, project teams can be particulaffective in the field of knowledge
sharing through the timely integration of knowledam@oss organisational boundaries
(Szulanski, 1996). Hoegl et al. (2003) examinertevork building of individuals in
innovative team projects and assert that team desig management are an important
source of SC growth within organisations. By ustinding team-level antecedents of
network building, organisations may be able to iotp#nose antecedents through
managerial policies and the like. Similarly, Fedbml. (2003) investigated the impact
of factors related to KM on the responses of ptojeam members involved with
product process development. They found that kedgé dissemination was often
dependent on the informal interaction between ptdjegam members, and both team
leadership and organisational support had key itspan the projects. Where
leadership was low, use of tacit knowledge was kigmoderate the level of leadership
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involvement. Organisational support was most #éffedn the dissemination of explicit

knowledge.

In an organisational context, Bartol & Srivasta2@(2) define knowledge sharing as
“individuals sharing organisationally relevant infaation, ideas, suggestions and
expertise with one another”. Cummings (2003) statat knowledge sharing is the
means by which organisations obtain access to e and other organisations’
knowledge. The systematic sharing of knowledgassuming a larger role in all
kinds of organisations around the world (Luen & Hdwamdeh, 2001; WorldBank,
2005). Bartol & Srivastava (2002) identify fouram mechanisms for individuals to
share knowledge in organisations: (a) through dautions to organisational databases,
(b) through formal interactions within or acrosartes or work unit, (c) through informal
interactions among individuals, and (d) within vaiary forums such as communities of
practice. The selection of knowledge sharing meisina should depend on the type of
knowledge to be shared, the routine and frequehtyecsharing process, and the nature
of the knowledge recipient whether at the individugroup, or organisation level
(Dixon, 2000).

At the inter-organisational level, much of the thederives from theéechnology transfer
literature and the strategic management litera{ieng, 2008) Tang contends that
studies from these fields perceive knowledge shaenoccurthrough contractual inter-
organisational relations and overlook the fact tkhadwledge is shared through informal
interaction as well as through more formal chanrétere are also examples of studies at
the inter-organisational level within the knowledgansfer literature (see Easterby-
Smith, Lyles & Tsang, 2008; Harryson, Dudkowski &&, 2008). However, the
studies detailed in the knowledge transfer liteatpredominantly pertain to the
movement of domain knowledge between two orgamisatand focus on formal rather
than informal mechanisms and structures (Ipe, 2008judies that relate specifically to
the knowledge sharing literature include those aflem & Buelens (2007), who
examine knowledge sharing in public sector orgdiuisg; Lertpittayapoom, Paul, &
Mykytn, (2007) who present a theoretical perspectim inter-organisational knowledge
sharing; and Luna-Reyes & Garcia (2008) who explergovernment and inter-
organisational collaboration in Mexico. The engibaof these latter studies is less

about the formal and technological mechanisms filitate knowledge transfer than
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the informal, social, and relational aspects of videdge sharing that are more

comprehensively detailed later in this chapter.
2.3.1 Knowledge sharing frameworks

Numerous factors are considered influential in phecess of sharing knowledge, for
example management support (Connelly & Kelloway)30trust (Cheng et al., 2008;
Connelly, 2000; Mu et al., 2008; Wu et al.,, 2008ward structures (Bartol &

Srivastava, 2002; Connelly, 2000), organisationdiuce (Bock, Zmud & Lee., 2005;

McDermott & O’Dell, 2001; Yang, 2006), organisatgnstructure (Greveson &

Damampour, 2007; O’Dell & Grayson, 1998; Willem &udens, 2009), ICT

(Cresswell et al., 2002; Hendriks, 1999; Huysma\&lf, 2003), SC (Wah et al.,

2007; Widen-Wulff & Ginman, 2004) and social neti®i(Cross, Prusak & Borgatti,
2001; Inkpen & Tsang, 2005; Rush, 2001).

A number of frameworks have been developed thatejtnalise knowledge sharing.
Smith & McKeen (2003) categorise factors into falistinct dimensions - social,
managerial, technological and organisational. Témytend that these four dimensions
build on and interact with each other and createn@ conditions for knowledge
sharing (see Figure 5).

Organisational

Managerial

Technological

OPTIMAL SHARING
ZONE

Figure 5: Optimal sharing behaviour model (Smith & McKeen, 2003)

32



Chapter 2: Literature Review & Conceptual Framework

The authors argue that, in the social dimensiorgwkedge is shared socially and
includes factors such as trust, social interactmal motivation. These factors are often
considered within the greater concept of SC ande hasen the subject of several
knowledge sharing studies (see Ipe, 2003; Mu £2@08; Pardo et al., 2006; Wu et al.,
2009). Smith & McKeen (2003) conclude that consatien of the social context of
knowledge sharing must be a key consideration gfkamowledge sharing framework.
The second dimension relates to the organisatigmattices and processes that
influence knowledge sharing behaviours. This disi@m includes factors such as
governance and accountability structure, enablihgrisg through recognition and
incentives; the way in which processes integratewkedge; and where knowledge
resources are spent. The third dimension pertairtke role of managers in leading,
promoting, and influencing knowledge sharing bebars. This dimension emphasises
the important role that managers play in enabling atifing knowledge sharing
between staff. The final dimension relates to téwhnological context of knowledge
sharing. Smith & McKeen (2003) describe this asbpbly the least important
motivator of knowledge sharing, but state that medbgy often receives considerable
financial resources and must be considered an elewiethe knowledge sharing
framework. Depending on the application, thesetofac may provide positive
conditions for facilitating knowledge sharing, @sult in limiting or prohibiting the
sharing of knowledge (Smith & McKeen, 2003).

Ipe’s (2003) theoretical framework identifies siacfors that influence knowledge
sharing and distils these factors into four dimensi(see Figure 6). Three of the
model's dimensions - the nature of knowledge, naiton to share, and opportunities to
share - are encapsulated within the fourth dimensialture of work environment. In
the first dimension, the nature of knowledge shasadfluenced by the tacit or explicit
nature of the knowledge, as well as the value ef khowledge. In the second
dimension, the motivation to share knowledge cambaenced by both internal and
external factors. Opportunities to share are eefias purposive learning channels
consisting of formal mechanisms such as structwvedk teams, technology based
systems and training programmes that are desigpedifeally to facilitate the
acquisition and dissemination of knowledge. Thejonity of knowledge shared
through formal channels will be explicit in natureConversely, relational channels
include personal relationships and social netwofrKisese channels are more conducive
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to building trust and facilitating the developmetrespect and friendship, all of which
are considered to contribute to knowledge sharifimally, Ipe (2003) posits that each
of the factors identified in the framework will lo&#luenced by the culture of the work

environment.

Internal Factors Tacit & Explicit Knowledge
Power

Reciprocity

External Factors
Relationship with recipient
Rewards for sharing

Value of Knowledge

Nature of
Knowledge

Knowledge '
Sharing

Motivation to Opportunities td
Share Share

Purposive Learning Channels

Relational Learning Channels

Culture of Work Environment

Figure 6 : Factors that influence knowledge shabieigveen individuals in organisations (Ipe, 2003)

In the theoretical framework proposed by Lee & Adwbmdeh (2002), knowledge
sharing is portrayed as a dyadic relationship betwteo actors. Knowledge is shared
through a specific channel, but is still influenceég the confines of both the
organisational and the external environments. ffamework identifies a number of
factors that are condensed into six componentsT@bBke 5). The authors posit that this
framework takes account of the social and econdattors that influence knowledge
sharing and provides a basis on which organisateams assess the readiness of the
organisation to share knowledge.

Cummings (2003) presents an alternative framewboak identifies the importance of
the sender and receiver and the environment intwknowledge sharing takes place. It
also identifies other factors that may affect kreaige sharing, including the form and
location of the knowledge, the recipient’s learnidgposition, and the source’s

knowledge sharing capability.
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Collectively, there are clear areas of convergeheeveen the frameworks. For
example, ICT and aspects related to SC such asandsculture are recognised within
each of the frameworks. However, there are diffees in the extent to which
individual factors are considered to play a rol&kmowledge sharing. Although Smith
& McKeen (2003) identify ICT as the least importainhension within their model, is
recognised as a dimension in its own right. Byt@ast Ipe (2003) recognises ICT as a

single factor encapsulated within the greater dsr@nof “Opportunities to Share”.

Table 5: Factors affecting knowledge sharing imaganisation (Lee & Al-Hawamdeh, 2002)

Component Factors affecting Explanation of the factor

knowledgze sharing

Ccommunication skills Izsues of language, grammar, adequate vocabulary, writing
skills and presentation.

People skills Important skills include conflict management, giving and
receiving feedback, consensus building, and lobbying.

Maotivation/Initiative willingness to share knowledze.

Absorptive capacity The ability to identify, assimilate, and exploit external
infiorma tion.

actor Feputation The p_sr:s'r-.-s:l reliability, tru.=_,tn.'.':-rthi|_'|55.=-, hn_n'-.'.'ls::lgs, and
prestize of the actor posseszing the information.

Appreciation of the The perceived value of the knowledze by the other actors.

importance of knowledze

Incompatible personality The way people come across.

Disciplinary Actor views his/her own discipline superior and more

ethnooentrizm relevant than others.

Technophobia Computers and other telecommunication technologies are
found intimidating.

Document Any expression of human thought - pictures, graphics and
audio-vizual materials, printed paper, computer files, etc.
Knowledze i fixed in 3 document; it cannot be modified.

Face-to-face unmediated Meetings, briefings, presentations, lectures and in-house
training s=ssions, or conversations that take place at the
zame time and location.  The recipient can reguest

channel clarification and customization of the knowledze shared.

- Face-to-face mediated Technology facilitates knowledze sharing and enables the
customization of such knowledze in a realtime or near real-
time manner. Examples: videooonferencing, groupware,
newsgroup, virtual team rooms, email, voicemail etc.

Knowledge Type of knowledze some knowledge is difficult t:: share, such as tacit
knowledze or knowledze lacking proven track record.

Economic condition of People are bess indined to share knowledze when economic

the nation conditions indicate risk.

Zf;;::l Government policies 1 justified pnli:i_ss may cause resentment and discourage
knowledze sharing.

Societal culture Types of societal culture can influence knowledge sharing

Organizational structure How organisations are arranged, such as tall or flat
Structures.

Reward system and The “carrots” and “sticks’ employed by the organisation to

incentives stimulate knowledze sharing.

presence of knowledze There are individuals in the organisation who encourage

sharing champions knowledge sharing among employess and collzagues.

Office layout The way office space i being laid out may stimulate casual,

Organisational non-threatening, sodal interaction among employees.
Emvironiment Wiork design How work is being carried out. Does it allow time for
reflection and sharing of ideas?

5taff tenure The level of staff tenure.

Management support How visibly management supports the conoept of
knowledze sharing through provisions in the budget for such
activities, raising awarensss etc.

Organizational culture The way decisions are made, how competitive is the working
environment, the level of trust.
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Motivation is a common factor within each of tharfreworks. Knowledge sharing
requires a high level of co-operative behaviouneein employees (Goh, 2002), and the
motivation of both the sender and the receiveikely to greatly affect the success of
knowledge sharing (Berry, 2000; Koudsi, 2000; Rappé, 2000 cited in Huber, 2001).
In a survey of organisations undertaking KM initias, the need to motivate employees
to share knowledge was identified as one of thet nmogortant challenges (Edwards,
Handzic, Carlsson, & Nissen, 2003). Motivation bagn categorised as intrinsic and
extrinsic.  Intrinsic motivation provides an indival with a sense of immediate
satisfaction and “is valued for its own sake angeaps to be self sustaining” (Deci,
1976, p. 105, cited in Lam & Lambermount-Ford, 2008Individuals who are
intrinsically motivated are more likely to generated transfer tacit knowledge than
those who are extrinsically motivated (Osterloh dfmgy, 2000, cited in Lam &
Lambermount-Ford, 2008). Conversely, extrinsiciwaiton relates to intentional acts
that are engaged in as a means to an end ratheib#iag carried out for their own
sakes (Kwok & Gao, 2005). Extrinsic motivationn®re conducive to the sharing of
explicit knowledge (Lam & Lambermount-Ford, 200&.further point of difference is
the relative importance that culture is given icle&ramework. While each identifies
culture as an important aspect of knowledge shanonge of the current frameworks
adequately provide for the complexities of sharbefween multiple organisations,
where sharing is made increasingly complex dueifferdnt organisational cultures,

structures, and goals (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995).
2.3.2 Knowledge sharing activities

As discussed in the previous section Ipe (2003)titied opportunities to share as a key
dimension within the framework. Jacobs & Roodt Q20 identifies a range of

knowledge sharing opportunities which are summsardseknowledge sharing activities.
Their findings are summarised fable 6 which is adapted to include opportunities
identified by Ipe. One of the key factors idertifiby Ipe (2003), but missing from

Jacobs & Roodt’s assessment, relates to knowlduyeng through technological tools.
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Table 6: Knowledge sharing activities (adapted fiaoobs & Roodt, 2007)

Knowledge Sharing Activity Author

Waorkshops, seminars, conferences, team building Gupta et al., 2000

EXErCises

Written reports Guptaetal., 2000

Face-to-face interactions Chua, 2003; loe, 2003

Informal gatherings, social events, dialogues, collective loe 2003; Yang & Wang, 2004

reflections

Training Husted & Michalova, 2003; loe, 2003; Yang &
Wan, 2004

Employee suggestions/idess programmes Bartol & Srivastava, 2002

Scheduled meetings within and across teams Bartol & Srivastava, 2002

Best practice Bartol & Srivastava, 2002; McDermott &
O Dell, 2001

Performance appraisal, promotions, merit pay Bartol & Srivastava, 2002; McDermott &
' Dell, 2001

hMentoring Programmes Guptaet al., 2000; Yang & Wang, 2004

2.3.3 Summary of this section

This section introduced knowledge sharing as aetutlsknowledge management. It
identified the individual, team, organisational anter-organisational levels at which
knowledge sharing can take place. The sectiondnibtat, at the inter-organisational
level, the majority of literature pertains to tleetinology transfer, strategic management
and knowledge transfer literature and deals predantly with formal and
technological aspects of knowledge transfer agdtis between organisations. Fewer

studies exist within the literature specific to edge sharing.

The section also introduced a range of knowledgersty frameworks. Several of these
frameworks are theoretical and have yet to be densd through the gathering of
empirical data. The frameworks presented addremsynfactors and dimensions of
knowledge sharing, however none of the current émarks adequately provide for the
complexities of sharing between multiple organmadi where sharing is made
increasingly complex due to different organizationaltures, structures, and goals
(Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995).

Each of the framework dimensions identified a numbé factors perceived as
important to the process of knowledge sharingthénhcontext of this research, Chapter
One established that the key areas of focus ferghidy are those of technology and
social capital. The next section discusses thedveork factors that fit within the

technological and social capital perspectives isf study.
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2.4 A social capital approach to knowledge sharing

2.4.1 An overview of social capital

SC was first defined by Putnam (1995, p. 664-5) wscribes it as “features of social
life — networks, norms, and trust — that enabletiggpants to act together more
effectively to pursue shared objectives...Social tedpiin short refers to social

connections and the attendant norms and trusttherQlefinitions of SC are shown in
Table 7.

Table 7: Definitions of social capital

Definition Author

Social capital refersto the networks, norms, trust, and Huysman & Wulf, 2003
mutual understanding that bind together members of
human netwaoarks and communities, and enable
participantsto act together more effectively to pursue
shared objectives

Social capital as the sum of the actual and potential MNahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998
resources embedded within, available through and derived
from the network of relationships possessed by an
individual or social unit

Metwaorks together with social norms, valuesand OECD, 2001
understandings that facilitate co-operstion within or

3MONg groups
Inwestment in social relations with expected returnsin the Lin, 2001
marketplace whether that marketplace be economic,
political, labour or community

The ageregste of the actual or potential resourceswhich Bourdieu, 1985
are linked to possession of a durable network or maore or
lessinstitutionzalised relationships of mutual acquaintance

SC provides access to a vast and diverse rangesofirces such as information (Burt,
1992), political resources (Ancona & Caldwell, 199and mutual trust (Coleman,
1990).

Most often associated with sociology, the concdpb®@ has been used extensively in
the field of corporate research (WorldBank, 200fedcin Widen-Wulff & Ginman,

2004). While traditionally SC has been thoughtirofmostly civic terms, it is now

playing a growing role in understanding the natoireéelations and networks between
individuals and within organisations, and has baeopted as a useful theoretical
approach to understanding these interactions. &pesitly, SC has become a key
focus of knowledge sharing research. Studies ipk6C and knowledge sharing
typically focus on factors including trust, behawial norms, ties between individuals,
and shared purpose and goals. Some researchart tirmally relate these factors to

the concept of SC (see Bock et al., 2005; Quiglegluk, Locke & Bartol, 2007; Renzl,
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2008); others make specific connections betweenidhhl factors and the overarching
concept of SC (see Mu et al., 2008; Wah et al.7200

In this study, SC is explored as a factor that layrole in facilitating knowledge
sharing between members of an inter-organisati@ah and that enables them to work
together in pursuit of a common goal. Accordinghys study adopts the SC definition
posited by Huysman & Wulf (2003).

2.4.2 Conceptualisations of social capital and knowledge sharing

SC has been conceptualised by several scholarmyaeecommonly cited of which are

shown in Table 8.

Table 8: Dimensions of social capital

Author Dimension

Coleman [1950) Obligations, Expectations and
Trustwarthiness; Information Channels;
Norms and Effective Sanctions.
Aldridge et al. [2002) Bonding, Bridging and Linking

Mewell et al. [2004)
Woolcock (2001)
Mahapiet & Ghoshal (1998) Relational, Cognitive and Structural

Coleman (1990) adopts a three dimensional apprea&C. In the first dimension,
Obligations, Expectations, and Trustworthiness, SC is determined by the trust within
the social structure and how much is theoreticabywed”. The second dimension,
Information Channels, posits that SC relates to the way in which infation that
flows through the social structure provide a bdeisaction. The third dimension
relates to theNorms and Effective Sanctions that are witnessed through either a

collective or individualistic structure.

Bonding, bridging and linking have also been ideedi as key dimensions of SC.
(Aldridge, Halpern, & Fitzpatrick, 2002; Newell, iigley & Huang, 2004; Woolcock,
2001). Bonding SC is characterised by strong ties among membersgobap. It is
most commonly found within homogenous groups, wimernal cohesiveness enables
the group to pursue shared goals (Newell et aD4R0Bridging SC is depicted as ties
that are weaker, less dense, but that reach a diveese range of ties. An example of
bridging SC can be found in network relationshipsSilicon Valley (Lesser & Prusak,
2003). Here, SC is not reliant on strong socesd tir homogeneity; rather relationships

may be weaker but still allow for growth of SC. tées who are able to provide a
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bridging role across networks play an importankbrage role. Finallyinking SC is
represented by connections between those withridiffelevels of power or social
status. This dimension of SC is relatively new 3G taxonomies and was first
introduced by Woolcock (2001). Examples of linkiSC include links between the
political elite and the general public or betweedividuals from different social classes
(Aldridge et al., 2002). Bonding and bridging S@yrhave key roles to play in both
intra-organisational collaborative projects betweenits, and inter-organisational
projects. Whereas team members may need to use kihdging SC to access
distributed knowledge, bonding SC denoted by stiomigds within teams will assist in
shared understandings (Newell et al., 2004).

Nahapiet & Ghoshal (1998) conceptualise SC throtigh dimensions of relational,
cognitive and structural SC. These three dimensaresfrequently referred to in the
literature, and have two common characteristicsti{ay represent some aspect of the
social structure, and (b) within that structuregytiacilitate the actions of individuals
(Coleman, 1990). Theelational dimension of SC is associated with characteristics
including trust, mutual respect and reciprocity ysiman & Wulf, 2003). These
personal characteristics are considered to motivadesiduals to share knowledge,
therefore relational SC is often used to examing pdople share knowledge. Wasko
& Faraj (2005) discuss how relational capital watlda group will also impact on the
nature of knowledge sharing. In their examinatairthe literature Wasko & Faraj
(2005) note two indicators of the existence oftretal capital within a group. Firstly,
members demonstrate a strong identification witn ¢bllective (Lewicki & Bunker,
1996, cited in Kramer & Tyler, 1996); and secondlg, obligation to participate in the
collective is perceived (Putnam, 1995). The maincfion of the relational dimension
of SC is to allow individuals within the structute take action. Thecognitive
dimension of SC represents the resources that provide shamedning and
understanding between the network actors (Nah&ié&hoshal, 1998). Analysis of
cognitive SC focuses on characteristics such aedHanguage, shared purpose and
goals. Thestructural dimension of SC focuses on the relationships (ties) between
actors within a network. It is these ties that deemed to create opportunities for SC
transactions (Adler & Kwon, 2001). Analysis ofusttural SC focuses on one or more
of a range of network characteristics. Popularratteristics include network
configurations and network ties. Network configimas describe the pattern of
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linkages between actors within the network andcaramonly measured using network
density and distance measures (Inkpen & Tsang, )2005hese measures are fully
detailed in Chapter 3.

Knowledge sharing studies commonly adopt the watali cognitive and structural

dimensions (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998) as a basisekearch. Table 9 adapted from
Chow & Chan (2008) summarises research that focosethese relational, cognitive

and structural dimensions to study social and kedgeg sharing.

:I'able 9: Knowledge sharing studies focussing omboapital (adapted from Chow & Chan, 2008)

tizs

Source Relational Cognitive Structural Research Field
Chua (2002} Trust; empathy; Sharedlanguage; | Socaltie knowledze
willingness tohelp; | shared narrative establishment; creation
DpENNESS 1o frequency of
sharing/oriticism; imteraction
group identity
Hoffman E Social norms; Information knowledze
Michailova [2004) | obligations and channel; moral management and
expectations; infrastructure sharing
identity
Hurysman and De Mutual trust; Sharedcodesand | Wetwork ties; knowledze sharing
Wit [2004) norms; oblizations | language; shared | metwork
and identification, narratives configurations;
motivation appropriable
organization
Inkpen & Tzang Trust Shared goals, Network ties, knowledze
[2D05) shared culture network Transfer
configurations,
network stability
Lang [2004) Generalised trust; | Valueintrojection | Bounded solidarity | Knowledze
reciprocity integration
Liu E: Besser (2003) | Generalised trust; Social ties knowledze sharing
YOS O
expectations
Mahapist & Trust; norms; Sharedcodesand | Wetwork ties, Knowledze
zhoshal [193E) obligations and lamguage; shared | network exchange and
expectations; narratives configurations, creation
identification appropriable
organization
‘wasko & Faraj Commitment; Self-rated Centrality knowledze
[2005) reciprocity expertise; tenure contributicn
in the field
T=3i & choshal Trust and Shared vision Social interaction Resource exchangs
[1=eE] trustworthiness and value creation
Yi-Renko et al. Social interaction; knowledze
(2001} relationship quality; | acguisition and
customer network | exploitation

Chow B Chan
[2D0E)

Trust

Sharedzoalks

Network
configuration

knowledze sharing

2.4.2.1 Relational social capital factors

The relational dimension of SC is concerned witd Why and when of knowledge
sharing (Huysman & Wulf, 2003).

studied factors in knowledge sharing research arst;tnorms, obligations and/or

In the relatiortinension, the most commonly

expectations; and identity (see Figure 7).
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[ Relational Social capital ]

Trust Norms, Obligations Ide=ntity
and/or Expectations

Figure 7: Relational social capital

Studies vary in terms of scope, with some studiesigsing on trust, for example as a
single factor (see Chow & Chan, 2008; Inkpen & Tsa2005), while others focus on
specific aspects of trust such as mutual trust {ss@ & Ghoshal, 1998); others focus
on the interplay between multiple factors withisiagle dimension (see Liu & Besser,
2003) or across multiple dimensions (see Huysmate&Vit, 2004; Wasko & Faraj,
2005).

Trust

Trust is one of the most common factors identifiedhe relational dimension of SC
and is viewed as critical to the development oatiehships (Cowles, 1997; Lewicki,
McAllister, & Bies, 1998). There is substantiveidance that where individuals are
engaged in a trusting relationship, they are matkng to engage in social exchange
and cooperative action (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998)rther, where high levels of trust
exist, individuals are more willing to take risks knowledge exchange, which may
represent an increased willingness to share diffetygpes of information (Nahapiet,
1996; Ring & Van de Ven, 1992, cited in Nahapiet Ghoshal, 1998). Molm,
Takahashi, & Peterson (2000) argue that the exastehtrust between team members is
more important in facilitating knowledge sharingthany fiscal or economic reward,
even when that reward is known prior to the exclbangAs two parties enter a trust
relationship, willingness to share resources, sashinformation and knowledge is
increased as trust is built (Nahapiet & Ghosha®8)9

Trust and its relationship to knowledge sharing besn researched at the individual
level (see Abrams, Cross, Lesser, & Levin, 2003;aVal., 2009), at the team level (see
Wu et al., 2007; Renzl, 2006; Molm et al., 200@)e organisational level (see Inkpen
& Tsang, 2005; Al-Alawi, Al-Marzooqi, & Mohammed007; Alam, Abdullah, Ishak,
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& Zain, 2009) and at the inter-organisational le{s#e Pardo et al., 2006; Willem &
Buelens, 2007; Luna-Reyes et al., 2008; Mu e2aD38).

Lin (2001) defines trust as confidence or expeatathat an individual will take other
individuals’ interests into account in exchangdsust is conducive to social activities
and allows people to co-exist without the continnakéd for conflict or negotiation
(Cohen & Prusak, 2001). There is debate howesetp whether trust is an outcome of
SC (Woolcock, 2001), that is, when SC grows thesttrs developed, or, conversely,
that trust is more an enabler of SC developmenalfHet al., 2001). In Fukuyama’s
(1995) view, at a macro or national level, higrstrsiocieties are more likely to develop
high SC resulting in high economic growth than lowst societies. This view lends
weight to Healy, Cote, Helliwell, & Field's persge@ that trust is an enabler of SC.
Similarly Cohen & Prusak (2001) maintain that trusta building block for the
development of relationships, communities, and eoaon which, in turn, become the
basis of SC.

Scholars have identified various types of trustslaswn in Table 10. Putnam (1995)
identifies “thin” and “thick” trust. Thin trust fers to a more generalised trust that
exists between members of a community and is keddesthan thick trust which exists

as a property of intimate social networks and,ua$ shas a higher degree of stability or
certainty. Similarly, Ring and Van den Ven (19@4}egorise thin trust as fragile and
posit that it is more uncertain than resilientdkitrust. Sako (1992, cited in Newell et
al., 2003) identifies three trust categories. Tiist relates to contractual trust. In this
category, trust is viewed as formal agreements lihratt together two or more parties;
the second category relates to competence andxgextation that an individual will

perform their role to the desired level of profiudg; the third category, goodwill trust,

refers to mutual expectations of open commitmeascdbed by Green (2003) as the

willingness to do more than is formally expected

The notion of altruistic trust is less well estah&d within the literature. Wu et al.
(2009) posit that for individuals with a high degref altruism, trust in colleagues is not
a critical consideration when sharing knowledge.otddoom’s (2002) approach to
altruistic trust suggests that trust can be basedeveral factors including personal
interest, opportunism or the lack of an alternatiwet true altruistic trust goes beyond

these factors and comprises sincerity even if dpp@m is apparent. Like the concept
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of goodwill trust, posited by Sako (1992), altrigdtust suggests that an individual will
act without self-concern or self-interest.  Shapirtrust model (1992, cited in
Ratnasingham, 1998) defines deterrence-basedasusased on the fear of punishment
should trust be violated. Thus individuals areedeid from violating a trust
relationship by the perceived negative consequeoict®eir actions. Knowledge-based
trust relates to a relationship that has been kst over time and in which an
individual party has established a degree of kndgaeof the other party which enables
them to predict the party’s likely behaviour. Sinajg third trust type, identification-
based trust, is denoted by common values and empativeen individuals. Zucker’s
(1986) typology describes process-based trustemks tt the expectation of ongoing
change, expected or past exchange. Charactdyestied trust relates to trust that is
developed through similarities between individuals parties, such as ethnicity or
background, while institutional-based trust dencgewilarity at an institutional, or
formal societal, rather than an individual levelu¢ker, 1986). Finally, Jones and
George (1998) postulate that while the presen@®idiitional trust will support a group
to work towards a common goal, unconditional thua$ the potential to increase the
quality of the experience and can support the énoiwf a group of individuals into a

unified team.

Table 10: Typologies of trust (adapted from Newelal., 2003)
F

Typologies of Trust Source

Thiick Trust Putnam, 1955

Thin Trust

Fragile, easily broken trust Ring B van deVen, 1994
Resilient trust

Contractual agreement binding parties

Competency based belief sako, 1992

Belief in goodwill

Altruistic trust Wuetal, 2009

Coomens, 2005

Deterrence-based trust
knowledze-based trust Shapirostal, 1952
Identification-based trust

Prooess-based [reciprocal, recurring exchange|
Characteristic-based [social similarity] Zucker, 1986
Institutional-baszed [expectations bazed on social
similarity

Conditional trust lones B George, 1958
Unconditional trust

High levels of trust are very important to faciléahe sharing of tacit knowledge among
teams (Newell et al., 2002), and high levels of &€ identified as a mechanism to
reduce the transaction costs of teamwork (Cohen &sdk, 2001). Within

organisations, the building of trust is a mechaniBrough which intra- and inter-team
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relationships can be forged. Focussing on theldpreent of trust within teams, Jones
& George (1998, in Newell et al., 2002) argue tlwatonditional trust is preferable in
terms of building enduring synergistic team relasioips, and will positively affect the
creation and sharing of knowledge. However, tdags not automatically occur within
relationships, it grows and develops over time, gegiires a foundation for the initial
trust to build from.  Goodwill trust, as identdicoy Sako (1992) is based on one’s
belief that another individual will act in one’stémests. It follows the principle, “treat
others as you wish to be treated yourself’. Goddwist can be established through
repeated informal networks. Davenport & Prusak98)9offer three suggestions to
build trust in the workplace. Firstly, trust mis& visible. If staff are actively engaging
in knowledge sharing, then credit or acknowledgengrnsome kind must be given.
This will strengthen reciprocity. Secondly, trastist be ubiquitous and encompass all
individuals.  Finally, trust flows downward; theoe¢ trust must come from top

management.

Trust can be particularly important where knowledglkaring occurs between
individuals involved in inter-organisational retaiships (Luna-Reyes, Creswell, &
Richardson, 2004), or where team members from iddal organisations are brought
together for the purposes of a specific collabeeatienture. Each actor belongs to an
individual organisation with its own set of valuesyms, and beliefs, and the onus is on
the newly formed inter-organisational team to depats own SC, shared norms, trust,

and belief in order to work together cohesively.
Norms, obligations and expectations

Studies have posited a relationship between kn@elatharing social norms, or a sense
of obligation or expectation (Huysman & de Wit, 20Qiu & Besser, 2003; Nahapiet
& Ghoshal, 1998). Norms, and obligations and etgqiems are commonly studied
within the relational dimension as either a singtegrated factor (Liu & Besser, 2003)
or as individual factors (Hoffman & Michailova, 200cited in Chow & Chan, 2008;
Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998).

Coleman (1990) defines norms as indicating a degfeensensus and as reflecting the
values of the community. In this sense, normsarsstructed through group agreement

rather than through the power or control of anygl@nindividual. Obligations and
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expectations relate to the potential undertakingsahe activity in a future context
(Coleman, 1990; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998). Thiy manifest as commitment at the
individual or organisational level (Scarbrough & rt@éa, 2000). Coleman defines
commitment as a duty or obligation that arises ffaaquent interaction and denotes an
intention to engage in future action (Coleman 199@carbrough & Carter (2000) posit
that the level of commitment to knowledge sharmgtrongly related to successful KM
outcomes. Meyer and Allan (1997, cited in van deoff & Ridder, 2004) identify
three commitment types: affective, continuance, rowinative commitment. Affective
commitment is related to an individual’s identifice with an organisation or feeling of
emotional connection to the organisation. Contrm@acommitment relates to the high
costs of exiting an organisation thereby discourggan individual to leave the
organisation. Normative commitment describes atividual's sense of obligation
towards an organisation that results in the feellma an individual is duty bound to

stay with an organisation.

Other research has shown that individuals who emgagocial interaction do so based
on an expectation of social reward, such as enldareggutation, approval, or respect
(Blau, 1964, cited in Wasko & Faraj, 2005). Rattiean financial reward, it is the
context of building SC that is more likely to famte the knowledge exchange.
Similarly, an individual’s reputation reflects SCGiwh can be used to generate certain
returns (Lin, 2001).

Identity

Affective commitment (described above) is also esged with an individual's sense of

identity with a team, group or organisation. ldignis defined as the process whereby
individuals see themselves “at one” with anothesge or a social group (Nahapiet &

Ghoshal, 1998), or the extent to which individuad¢sceive their connections to other
individuals (Widen-Wulff & Ginman, 2004).

Social Identity Theory (SIT) conceptualises idgnéis concerned with how individuals
develop a sense of membership and belonging terdiit groups (Tajfel, 1982; Tajfel
& Turner, 1982). SIT comprises two distinct comeots: personal identity
encompassing individual characteristics, and sadetity relating to an individual’s
group classification. Ashforth and Mael (1989) o that together, these two
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components defineosial identification as the perception of onenesthwor the sense of
belonging to, some human collectivddrawing on SIT, Mueller, Renzl & Kaar (2008)
posit that a lack of common identity keeps emplsyieem actively contributing to and

exchanging knowledge.

Though identity isreferenced briefly by Huysman and de Wit (2004}, isi more
commonly associated with studies of knowledge @yeaand exchange rather than
knowledge sharing, (see Chua, 2001; Nahapiet & &ddp4998).

2.4.2.2 Cognitive social capital factors

The cognitive dimension of SC relates to the apilit understand what is being shared,
or as Huysman and Wulf (2004) describe it the “gsialof what” is shared. As shown
in Figure 8, this dimension encompasses factors such asdshalteire (see Inkpen &
Tsang, 2005; Kekale, Takala & Ajmal, 2008; Kim &d,e2006; Smith & McKeen,
2003; Syed-lkshan & Rowland, 2004), shared purpogkgoals (see Chen, Lin, Liou,
& Liu, 2009; Inkpen & Tsang, 2005; Kim, Lee, & Kin008; Nahapiet and Ghoshal,
1998); and shared language (see Nahapiet & Ghdkd@s,; Tsai & Ghoshal, 1998).

[ Cognitive Social Capital ]

Shared punpose & Shared languags
goals

Figure 8: Cognitive social capital

Although these factors are often examined as discedements, other scholars
encompass them into the overarching factor of oel(iim & Lee, 2006; Van den
Hooff & Huysman, 2009).

Shared culture

Issues of organisational culture and their relatgm to knowledge sharing have been
explored by several scholars (see Connelly & Kedlpw2003; DelLong & Fahey, 2000;
McDermott & O’Dell, 2001; Parker & Bradley, 2000m&8h & McKeen, 2003; Van den
Hooff & Huysman, 2009). In the organisationaltisgf, culture is described as the set

of forms and values which collectively guide thehdwdour of employees (Smith &
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McKeen, 2003). Moreover, Smith & McKeen point dab&t while organisational
culture will set the predominant tone for the waywhich people behave, multiple
cultures at the business unit and individual levaksy exist within the organisation.
Sveiby and Simons (2002) identify the business, uniimediate superior, and co-

workers as additional cultural influences.

Establishing a knowledge-friendly or shared cultiras a beneficial effect on
knowledge sharing (Van den Hooff & Huysman, 2009pavenport et al. (1998, cited
in Van den Hooff & Schipper, 2009) characterisehsaculture as one where curiosity
and a willingness to learn and explore create atipesrientation toward knowledge
sharing. As detailed earlier in this chapter, &ndéit McKeen (2003) contend that a
blend of organisational, managerial, social, arhrielogical factors contribute to the

development of a knowledge sharing culture.

The concept of a sharing culture between businessig in a single public sector
organisation in Malaysia is explored by Syed-lksBaRowland (2004), who found a
positive relationship between the existence of @akadge sharing culture and the level

of knowledge transfer.
Shared purpose and goals

Inkpen and Tsang (2005) posit that the presencshafed purpose and gdatsovides
individuals with similar understandings of how tataract with each other. Further,
they contend that this sense of shared purposeasct “bonding mechanism” that
assists different parts of a network to integrateviiedge. In their 2008 study, Chow &
Chan found that shared goals directly influencedttitude and subjective norm about
knowledge sharing, and also indirectly influence ititention to share.

With regard to the organisational level, Kanteeistand Jock (1992, cited in Kim &

Lee, 2006) suggest that when the organisation’pqag is clear then this can assist in
the achievement of organisational goals. Furthleis can facilitate a sense of
involvement and contribution among employees (Dpoer) Jarvenpaa & Beers, 1996;
O’Dell & Grayson, 1998; Popovich 1998, cited in Kand Lee, 2006).

2 Also referred to as shared vision (Tsai & Ghosh@98)
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At an inter-organisational level, conflict may &igom collaboration partners having
contradictory goals or goals inconsistent with &ho$ other partners (Anderson, 1990,
cited in Inkpen & Tsang, 2005).

Shared language

Nahapiet & Ghoshal (1998) present an analysis efwhy in which shared language
can influence the conditions for knowledge exchanggstly, they posit that language
provides the fundamental mechanism by which saotakaction can take place, “It is
the means by which people discuss and exchangemafmn, ask questions, and
conduct business in society” (Nahapiet & Ghosh@88l p. 253). Secondly, language
provides a filter through which individuals peroei@nd make sense of the environment.
Thirdly, shared language supports the developméntew concepts and ideas by
enhancing combination capability. Thus, the bnggogether of knowledge, aided by

shared language, assists with the creation anchegehof new knowledge.
2.4.2.3 Structural social capital factors

Huysman and Wulf (2003) describe the structuralesigional of SC as the analysis of
who shares knowledge and how it is shared. Irctmeext of social networks, studies
of structural SC have focused on several factarsluding network configuration
(Chow & Chan, 2008; Huysman and de Wit, 2004; ImkgeTsang, 2005; Nahapiet &
Ghoshal, 1998), and network ties (Huysman and de 2804; Inkpen & Tsang, 2005;
Liu & Besser, 2003; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; SeildeLiden, 2001) as shown in
Figure 9.

l Structural 5ocial Capital |

Network N twrork ties
configuration

Figure 9: Structural social capital

Network configuration

Network configuration represents the pattern okdges among network members
(Inkpen & Tsang, 2005). Configuration is consetlibby a number of factors including

hierarchy, density and connectivity (Krackhardt929cited in Inkpen & Tsang, 2005;
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Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998). Studies of network mpmhtion have been used to
compare the formal structure of teams and orgaarsato the informal networks that
underlie that structure (Hansen, 2002; Mead, 2001).

Network ties

A network or relational tie refers to actors linkieg social ties. Although there is an
extensive range of social ties, essentially agtaldishes a link between a pair of actors.
It is through these relational ties that actors ne§change resources such as
information, goods and services, or financial supfieaythornthwaite, 1999). Hansen
(1999) studied 120 new product development projetsshowed that weak and strong
ties between organisational subunits provided @ffee advantages and disadvantages
in terms of the search and transfer of knowledge.

2.4.3 Social networks

A key area of interest between SC research and lkedge sharing research lies in the
study of social networks. A social network is ddsed by Haythornthwaite (1999) as a
set of social entities, for example individuals,ogus, or organisations that are
connected to each other in order to exchange irdtam or other resources. A social
network consists of a finite set or sets of actmd the relation or relations defined
between them (Wasserman & Faust, 1994). In dadbetter understand the influence
between SC and knowledge sharing, a body of resdws begun to grow that explores
SC and knowledge sharing through the lens of soe@borks.

In a survey of individuals involved in KM work, S&hd networking were identified as
being amongst the most important factors to beidensd (Murray & Myers, 1997).
Some companies recognise the value that the preseh&C between workers can
provide in terms of knowledge sharing, and arengtteng to facilitate social networks
by providing employees with opportunities to intdrenore frequently (Flaherty, 2000,
cited in Connolly & Kelloway, 2001). These opparties can serve to boost morale
within an organisation as well as enable workergetax and get to know each other
without the pressure of getting work done. Castdll996) states that through
knowledgeable people being better connected witkerosimilarly knowledgeable
people there has been an increase in the degredith knowledge is distributed in

dense networks. Introducing the concept of ‘knalgke networks’, Johnson (2009)
50



Chapter 2: Literature Review & Conceptual Framework

posits that understanding knowledge networks isldnmental to moving beyond IT to

understanding the deeper social aspects of knowlsdmagement.

Fukuyama (2000, p. 199) defines a network notrimseof a formal organisation, but in
terms of SC and states that “a network is a groundividual agents who share
informal norms or values beyond those necessaryfdinary market transactions.”
Thus, it is the capability of competent participatiwithin the complex webs of
relationships among people and activities that meamuch more than the simple
possession of a store of knowledge (Gerardi et1898, cited in Jorgenson, 2004).
Further, Fukuyama contends that organisations rttehtain centralised management
structures with authoritarian hierarchies expememzreasing challenges because this
structural form cannot cope with today’'s complefoimational needs. This view is
supported by Tsai’'s study (2002) of knowledge sttam intra-organisational business
units which examined how formal hierarchical stames and informal lateral relations
influence knowledge sharing. The results of thelstoonfirmed that the centralised,
formal hierarchical structure had a negative eftecknowledge sharing, while informal
lateral sharing had a significant positive effenttbe sharing of knowledge between
business units. Thus, as Aldridge et al. (2002)ckale, such hierarchical or unequal
structures do not provide a good foundation for bndding of SC (Aldridge et al.,
2002). Fukuyama (2000) explains that to operatecessfully in an authoritarian
environment, a leader must have total knowledgealbfthat he/she presides over.
However, as organisations grow increasingly compdex rely more heavily on
technology, maintaining complete knowledge over adpects of a business is not
possible. Therefore, organisations need to deslesdrin terms of managerial authority.
This move away from bureaucracy to more deceng@l@ganisations opened the way

for the evolution of social networks.

Traditionally, organisations have been analysedutin the lens of organisational
structure. Robbins & Decenzo (2001) identified ¢hfandamental elements denoting
organisational structure; centralisation, formdima and integration. They define
centralisation as the degree to which decision ntaid located in the higher levels of a
hierarchical relationship. Formalisation refersthe degree to standardisation, and
processes and rules that are in place to guide oyl behaviour and conduct of

activities (Robbins & Decenzo, 2001). Integrato@scribes the extent to which various
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organisational business units work in an interteglgashion Increasingly the focus of
attention is moving towards gaining an understagdiinthe social or informal networks
that are now considered to provide clearer undedstgs of how work “actually” gets
done within organisations (see Inkpen & Tsang, 2005 & Lee, 2006; Mu et al.,

2008; Tsai, 2002).

Zack (2000, p. 1) identifies several network typelsen he defines organisational
structure or form as “the pattern of connectionsl anterdependencies among
organisational members”. These include the foronghnisation structure (who reports
to whom), the informal organisation structure (whetually communicates and
exchanges information with whom), the structurimgvork (who depends on whom), or
the social relationships (who likes whom, who imi&ar to whom). Although Zack

posits a distinction between informal and socialmoeks, it is argued that within an
informal relationship, there will be a degree o€iabconnection to the extent that the
motivating behaviour that drives the voluntary commication and exchange is likely to
be one of mutual trust and reciprocity. Increasing is through these informal

networks, rather than through traditional orgamiset hierarchies, that knowledge is
shared (Cross & Prusak, 2002). Consequently,ideraion of knowledge sharing
from the viewpoint of informal networks may be seenan inherently social process
whereby knowledge will be shared predominantly tigio social networks and

relationships rather than through a specific tetdmo channel (Davidson & Voss,

2003).

In order to understand and aid informal network®sg et al. (2002) identify four areas
for consideration: (a) the formal structure of trganisation, (b) work management
practices, (c) employee management practices, abdcgltural values. They

recommend that informal networks can be facilitalgd organisational leaders by
creating time and space for cross-unit collabomgatiby focusing on developing

relationships within the work context rather tharotigh off-site specific team building
exercises, by hiring individuals who can demonst@tcommitment to collaboration
and rewarding that behaviour, and, finally, by ggusing and rewarding individuals

who involve others in problem solving.
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2.4.4 Measuring social capital

In their examination of the SC literature, Widen€V«& Ginman (2004) identified
several key studies and measures as showhigare 10. The authors posit that
measurement of SC is difficult given that defimigo of SC are not only multi-
dimensional, but also include several levels ofymis For the most part, measurement
of SC has been concentrated at the macro levelrewheasures focus on quantifying
SC and how it contributes to economic developméittthe individual or at the group
level, the most common measures relate to an ithdi@alis membership in informal and
formal associations and networks and the trustnspand values that enable exchanges
and lower transaction costs. Borgatti, Jones &&wvé€1998) contend that this variation
has, in fact, hidden another difference in termeutivard and inward focus. In their
view, research that focuses on the individual lotdsties outside the individual,

whereas at group level the focus has been to igienily the ties within the group.

Examples of Social Capital Measures

Putnam [53] organization of society
citizens’ involvement in society actions
voluntary actions
informal socializing
social trust
Wiorld Bank (PovertyNet) [27] horizontal associations
social integration
Woaolcock & Narayan [50] membership in informal and formal associations and networks
norms, values that facilitate exchanges, lower transaction costs
Schuller [52] attitudes
values
membership, participation
trust
Krishna & Schrader [51] structural vs cognitive social capital (norms, values, attitudes, beliefs)
horizontal vs vertical organizations (horizontal networks contribute to SC, vertical
relationshipe inhibit it)
heterogenecus vs homogeneous organizations
formal vs informal organizations
Schmid [45] emotional intensity care

Figure 10: Examples of social capital measures énid/ulff & Ginman, 2004, p. 452)

Krishna & Scrader (2002) developed a qualitativeasaeement tool based on the
relational, cognitive, and structural dimension$S@f. In the structural dimension, they
posit that the tool will show the infrastructure thie group and generate knowledge
about the structural mechanism of knowledge sharik@r the content dimension,
Krishna & Scrader posit that four aspects of knalgke sharing must be considered:
information exchange, problem identification, bebav regulation and conflict
management. For the relational dimension, TyleBlader (2001, cited in Widen-
Wulff & Ginman, 2004) have designed a measurement to explore people’s

behaviour engagement within groups.

53



Chapter 2: Literature Review & Conceptual Framework

Many researchers employ SNA to examine social nédsv@see Cross et al., 2002;
Hansen, 1999; Haythornthwaite, 1996; Mead, 200BNA is the study of social
relations among a set of individuals (actors) aedks to understand beliefs and
behaviours as a function of the structure of refethips in which they occur. SNA
has been identified as a useful tool to exploreaSfects of knowledge sharing. SNA
can be used to identify knowledge flows along é@xgspathways in organisations; to
understand the knowledge flow and find out what padterns are; and to apply
interventions to create, reinforce, or change tigepns (Anklam, 2003). Within a team
environment, SNA has been identified as particyladeful in analysing the unique set
of network attributes that are in place, such dssiduals’ roles, their network linkages,
and key network metrics such as the size and geasithe networks (Mead, 2001).
These attributes are of specific importance to @ept team that characteristically
combines a number of individuals from differenttaror organisations who are tasked
with the completion of a specific project withinstict timeline. As individuals leave
and join the project, SNA can be useful in quicklentifying the pattern of
communication and potential knowledge sharing witkhe project team (Anklam,
2003).

Borgatti & Cross (2003) use SNA to form a modelrdbrmation seeking that is based
on a relational view. They propose that the liketid of actors seeking information
from other actors is based on four factors: (a)Vkng what the person knows, (b) the
value they place on that person’s knowledge, (xtivdr they are able to gain access to
that person’s thinking within the necessary timeifea and (d) their perception of the
cost of seeking information from that person. Thelected data from separate groups
within two organisations, and conducted preliminaiyterviews to form an
understanding of the background and purpose ofjitheps. Following this, data were
collected through electronic surveys. The two sétdata were then analysed to form
the relational model which was then tested usingvork correlation and regression.
The findings of the study supported the model &edatuthors suggested that their work

provides a platform for further work and suggeste8@n area of potential interest.

Haythornthwaite’s 1999 study of the relationshipween tie strength and media choice
found that where strong ties existed, the orgaioisally-established communication

channel would be the first choice. However, strgrigdd pairs will also explore other
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communication channels in order to facilitate theeed to communicate. By
comparison, weakly tied pairs are more likely tgpeled on the organisationally-
established communication channel and are ledy li@aleviate from that.

2.4.5 Summary of this section

This section introduced the concept of social ehaihd provided a range of definitions
through which social capital has been characterigéte section identified and detailed
several conceptualisations of social capital arehtified the relational, cognitive and
structural dimensions espoused by Nahapiet & GHd4888) as a popular framework
that has been widely used within the literaturéifig social capital and knowledge
sharing. Specific factors relating to each of ¢hebmensions are identified and

discussed and the concept of social networksriednted.

The section also identified social capital as apartant aspect of knowledge sharing,
and one that is gaining increasing importance iseaech into the phenomenon

particularly in relation to corporate research.

The section also outlines a variety of approachesmé¢asuring social capital. Though
measurement has proved problematic, the use oélsoeiwork analysis has provided
scholars with a useful tool for providing both gtitative and qualitative data pertaining

to knowledge sharing.

2.5 Atechnological approach to knowledge sharing

ICT and its use as a knowledge sharing tool has k&plored in a number of studies
(Hendriks, 1999; Huber, 2001; Kakabadse et al. 32@mith & McKeen, 2003), and

has been suggested as useful in supporting knoe/lsldgring skills and empowering
individuals (Hendriks, 1999). More specificallyjendriks (1999) postulates that ICT
can be effective in lowering some of the barrierknowledge sharing; by facilitating

access to explicit information bases; by improvkmpwledge sharing processes; and,
lastly, by helping to locate meta-knowledge releévam the process of knowledge
sharing. However, this stance is challenged byynaathors (see Cross & Baird, 2000;
Ruggles, 1998; Smith & McKeen, 2003) who identi§Tl as an enabler of knowledge

sharing, rather than a driver.
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More common uses of ICT-related initiatives focustbe coding and sharing of best
practice, and the creation of both organisatiomalwkedge directories and knowledge
networks. ICT is also used in an attempt to capt@md process the knowledge of
individuals, so that it may be applied in new catggNewell et al., 2002). The most
common ICT tools include databases, groupware,rgige and web-based systems
(McKinlay, 2000, cited in Kakabadse et al., 2003) vaell as emails, the Internet,
intranets, discussion boards, data mining toolsdowiment and content management
systems (Hendriks, 1999; Wiig, 1999, cited in KimL&e, 2006). In recent years, a
range of electronic collaboration tools have becawedlable (Dalsgaard, 2006). These
tools include virtual problem solving spaces, instaessaging, email applications and
group support systems (Cross & Parker, 2004), aablogs and wikis (Dalsgaard,
2006).

Bloodgood and Salisbury (2001) argue that ICT cssish knowledge sharing, firstly,
by making knowledge explicit through its codificati into an information repository;
secondly, by identifying individuals of specificpetrtise and acting as a communication
tool to connect with them. Indeed, Alavi & Leidn@001) contend that ICT extends

knowledge sharing by increasing an individual'schea

Ackerman & Halverson (2004) reject the notion thltindividually held knowledge

(i.e. tacit knowledge) can be accessed for storiaga repository, and refute the
assumption that people will share that knowled§e, while many organisations have
been diligent in implementing ICT based knowledggositories into which employees
can input their knowledge, not only may these peastbe ill suited to the situations for
which they are used, but there may be considerahteviledge loss in the process
(Huber, 2001). Repositories were often seen asglesinformation facility that would

service an entire organisation but this was oftet achievable due to a number of
problems arising from political and technical diffities. Ackerman & Halverson

(2004) also identified the inability of people toderstand the material stored within the
repository. Alavi & Leidner (1999) support thisdiing by stating that an individual’s

knowledge can only be of use to another whendbrmmunicated in a way that allows
for successful interpretation and accessibilityurtiter, because tacit knowledge is
embedded in institutional routines and is transférdirectly from person to person

(Blackler, 1995), it is almost impossible for it b extracted into an explicit state,
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whereby it may be captured and codified by techgyloIn this respect, most ICT tools
designed to facilitate knowledge sharing fail tewdae embedded or institutionalised
within organisations (Huysman & Wulf, 2006).

However, Huber (2001) contends that even tacit kedge may be assisted by
technology. For example, while the knowledge may he available through a
technological form, that is, a database, ICT mathlegool that locates the holder of the

knowledge, for example through an expertise dimgcto
2.5.1 ICT as acommunication channel

The advent of ICT increased the range of commubicathannels available to
individuals and organisations. The richness of khewledge sharing exchange can
also be influenced by the channels through whichrisg can take place (Daft &
Lengel, 1986). Rich communication channels fat#itl by ICT enable face-to-face
communication through a medium such as video-cenfgng (Murray & Peyrefitte,
2007). Through these channels, individuals arestessby the presence of social cues
and personalisation of use, and the ability to iveceapid feedback (Ngwenyama &
Lee, 1997, cited in Pauleen, 2003). Video-confeirencan assist individuals in sorting
out complex knowledge by enabling face-to-faceajak between individuals (Murray
& Peyrefitte, 2007). By contrast, lean communimatichannels include emalil,
telephone, teleconferencing and databanks (Murr&egrefitte, 2007).

Several theories have dominated the study of meluiéce. Early theorists, including
original media richness theorists Daft & Lengel §&9cited in Webster & Trevino,
1995), claim that media choice is a rational predést results from a match between
the objective characteristics of a medium and tbetent of a message.  Social
influence theory places the attention on the satgérminants of media choice (Fulk,
Schmidtz & Steinfield, 1990, cited in Webster & Vireo, 1995). More recently,
Miranda and Saunders (2003) have drawn on socesepice theory and task closure
theory to present a conceptual model that idestifisformation sharing as an

interpretive activity (see Figure 11).
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Figure 11 : Conceptual model of information shafiMiranda and Saunders, 2003)

This model is based on the effects of the mediaremwment in which the group is
situated and the effects of media that group meshbetually chose for a specific
communication. Social presence theory relatehéo“tlegree to which the medium
facilitates awareness of the other person andpeteonal relationships during the
interaction” (Fulk et al., 1990, p. 118, cited inrdhda & Saunders, 2003). Channels
that are high in social presence include face-te-faommunication and video-
conferencing and are categorised by Lee & Al-Hawelim@2002) as face-to-face
unmediated. By contrast, electronic media and pbhpsed communication are
described by Lee & Al-Hawamdeh as face-to-face atedi, and are considered low in
social presence. Miranda & Saunders (2003) pdst twhen an individual is
unavailable other than through media low in sggrakence, such as email, then, as task
closure theory dictates, the use of this low metdtiernative can enable the sender to

achieve closure.
2.5.2 ICT and motivation to share

While the primary focus of the ICT related knowledgharing literature discusses the
use of ICT as a tool for knowledge sharing, Hergl(ikd99) claims that ICT may also
act as an influence on an individual’s motivatian knowledge sharing. Davenport
(1994) challenges this assumption and posits theewWwCT may provide connections

that enable knowledge sharing, it does not motikatavledge sharing behaviours.

In his research model (Figure 12), Hendriks (19@@ntifies three factors on which

knowledge sharing is contingent: person, contexd,task.
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Figure 12 : Research model of the role of ICT in mtvating knowledge sharing

Hendriks (1999) concludes that successful ICT appbns in the field of KM must
relate them to the motivations of specific workarsd should reflect the particular
knowledge process that the organisation is tryimgatchieve. Based on Herzberg's
theory of motivation, Hendriks further concludesttht is the “motivation” factors
rather than the “hygiene” factors which will encage individuals to share knowledge.
Therefore, it is imperative that the effectivene$sany IT implementation will occur
when the individual’'s motivation to share is undeosl and the tool is developed with

this is mind.

The degree to which technology is considered easgé will influence individual’'s use
of ICT as a knowledge sharing tool (Kim & Lee, 2D0O&ase of use of technology was
first recognised through the TAM model developedgvis, Bagozzi, & Warshaw
(1989), and extended by Venkatesh (2000). Thidaegbory model (see Figure 13)
aimed to identify the factors that influenced tlemgral use of ICT, and examine a range
of behaviours related to ICT use (Davis, Bagozziv&rshaw, 1989).

Perosived
Uzefulness

Behavioural
Imtention to
Use

Actual
Technology Use

Figure 13: Technology acceptance model (adapted froDavies, 1989 and Ventakash et al., 2001)

Perceived Ease
of Lse
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Perceived ease of ICT use is defined by Davis (188%he extent to which a person
believes that using ICT will be free of effort. &berceived usefulness of ICT refers to
the degree to which the use of the ICT will poglyw impact an individual's

performance (Mathwick, Malhotra, & Rigdon, 2001Jhese factors are considered to

influence an individual’s intention to use ICT ahds actual technology use.

In a knowledge sharing context, technology accegtdactors are considered by Hsu &
Lin (2008) in their investigation of factors thafluence the use of blogs. While they
found that perceived ease of use was an importatorf in participation, perceived
usefulness had no effect on blog usage. Simildfiyp & Lee (2006) found that
individuals who perceived ICT systems to be usemnfily were more likely to report

higher levels of knowledge sharing.
2.5.3 Linking ICT and social capital

While socio-technical approaches to knowledge slgahave evolved, Huysman &
Wulf (2006) believe that they still do not focus 8& as a specific requirement for
knowledge sharing. Huysman & Wulf contend thatsideration of SC will contribute
to the development of ICT applications that aredvetligned to knowledge sharing
needs, particularly in informal organisational isg$ such as online communities.
Huber (2001) goes as far as to suggest that teohyainay, in fact, facilitate the
development of social networks that may be usedhtare knowledge. Sproull &
Kiesler (1991) posit that ICT can positively aff&ctowledge sharing through efficiency
effects, and through social effects. An efficiemgiect concerns the way in which the
introduction of ICT can enhance communication, \whitturn, has a positive effect on
the efficiency of the process by which knowledgshared. Social effects relate to the
way in which the social climate of a group is aféetby the introduction of ICT, which
again has an effect on knowledge sharing. In Qddi, the authors relate this to the
development of a more collectivist norm within greup. Thus, it must be recognised
that there is merit in the use of ICT and its asded tools and it can provide usefulness
in relation to codification, storage, retrieval damansfer of codified knowledge (Alavi
& Leidner, 2001; Clark & Staunton, 1989; Kakabadsal., 2003).
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2.5.4 Summary of this Section

This section introduces ICT and its role within ttmmain of knowledge sharing. The
use of ICT as a communication channel is discudsaat both a theoretical and
practical perspective. The section identifies metthness theory (Daft & Lengel,
1986); social influence theory (Fulk, Schmidtz &eigfield, 1990 in Webster &
Trevino, 1995); and social presence theory and tdekure theory (Miranda &
Saunders, 2003), as a range of perspectives fromhWw8T as a communication tool

has been studied.

The section describes the link between ICT andsypeknowledge, and identifies
issues relating to ICT and knowledge sharing. 3déetion concludes by detailing the
link between ICT and social capital.

2.6 The public sector

The previous sections focused on the concept oWladge sharing and identified and
discussed two distinct knowledge sharing approatttesare the focus of this study; the
SC perspective, and the technological perspectivEhis section introduces and
discusses the public sector as the specific comewhich the current research will be

conducted.
2.6.1 The evolution of the public sector

The public sector (sometimes referred to as the&e stactor) deals with either the
production, delivery, or allocation of goods andvaees by and for the government or
its citizens (Wikipedia, 2010).

The public administration literature details a reolushift, over the last two decades,
away from the traditional hierarchical bureaucramyward a more commercial
operational and management style (Brown, Ryan &&taf000). This new approach,
known internationally as New Public Management (NPislportrayed as a style which
will lead to a more efficient and effective pub$iector (Braddon & Foster, 1996), and
re-invigorate the sector to one that "is less hucestic, less hierarchical, and less
reliant on central authority to mandate action’e@arickson & Smith, 2003, p. 208,
cited in Hill & Lynne, 2005). One of the key feets of the transition to new public
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management necessitates a move away from theigraditierarchical culture to one
where developmental, rational, and group culturesdeveloped (Parker & Bradley,
2000).

Recent analyses of NPM implementations have seeremaphasis on horizontal,
hybridised, and networked aspects of governancél(R@02; Salamon, 2002, cited in
Hill & Lynn, 2005). A change of this magnitude pupposes that the public sector can
readily be conducted along the same lines as privalustry; however confidence that
this can be achieved is not shared by all (Wilsi#94, cited in Ocampo, 1995). In
their study of service delivery in the Australianbfic sector, Brown, Ryan & Parker
(2000) concluded that while there is scope for cemumlisation to be brought into the
public sector, it is necessary to redefine comnadéisation to fit within the wider

parameters of non-profit outcomes found in the jous®ctor.

New Zealand is no stranger to the difficulties elgeed in the public sector in other
countries. Over twenty years ago, Roderick Detdre) Chairman of the New Zealand
government’s State Services Commission, reportedl whithin New Zealand, “there
appears to have been insufficient attention given thie potential benefits of
decentralised decision making and flatter managéstemctures. Extensive centralised
rules and regulations have resulted in too manilitigs and inflexibilities” (Deane,
1986, p. 15) This statement was made two yedes &few Zealand commenced
radical reform of its state sector (incorporatit@ies owned entities, crown entities, and
public sector organisations), through improveddtrtes, systems, and processes aimed
at achieving significant improvement of sector perfance (OECD, 1999). Ensuing
changes to the sector included a significant redacin the size of the sector; the
breakdown of the sector into a large number of -caiitained Ministries and
enterprises; commercialisation of government trgdworganisations; and funding
reductions to organisations (Harris, 2005). Onthefkey features of this change was a
transition from centralised regulation to decemetd management. This included the
appointment of a Chief Executive Officer to eachamisation, as well as a sustained
effort to remove unnecessary rules and regulatitom managers in an effort to make
organisations more business-like, more attentivgaeernment objectives, and more
responsive to clients (OECD, 1999).
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2.6.2 Knowledge sharing in the public sector

One issue that is frequently debated in the litgeais whether approaches that have
been adopted in the private sector can be appilig¢be public sector context. Milner
(2000) argues that while there will be some privagetor organisations whose
operational environments are similar to that of l[mubector organisations, the vast
majority of private sector organisations are fundatally different in terms of culture
and outlook. Thus, despite the introduction of NRNEe private and public sectors
remain fundamentally different (Cong & Pandya, 2003In the public sector,
organisations work within government parameters, thiere is the additional presence

of a sector culture, as well as an individual orgation culture.

Despite researchers’ predominantly private sectmud, knowledge sharing is an
important issue for the public sector. As Will&Buelens (2007) identify, public
sector organisations are knowledge intensive anuine effective knowledge sharing to
leverage and exploit their knowledge reserves. , Yeanaging knowledge has
historically been an area of difficulty for the sac(OECD, 2003). Although sharing
and managing knowledge is not new, the public selcts been slow to realize its
importance (Bundren, 2010; Taylor & Wright, 2004Consequently, Bate & Robert
(2002) report that there is little published puld&ctor based knowledge management
research. Of the limited research that has beadumed in the public sector context,
most has been conducted within the confines oflsingganisations, and the primary
focus has been on the need to measure and manpljgteand existing knowledge,
rather than tacit knowledge sharing and developm@otgensen, 2004). This
preference may be the product of the hierarchicattires of the public service and its
focus on the processing of information (TakeucBB8). As a consequence, this focus
has seen the sector invest heavily in ICT as a KM.tIn practice, Hackett (2000)
suggests that more effective knowledge practicest@rbe attained through informal
employee networks and modified workplace practice&leiner (1995, cited in
Jorgensen, 2004) argues that tacit knowledge wilidvealed through collaboration that
is based on trust, openness, and reciprocity. elshdimdividuals will more effectively
manage knowledge where human and SC have becordanemtal principles of the
organisation (Gavigan, Ottitsch, & Mahroum, 1999hus, public sector organisations
should advocate social and relationship skill bogdoetween staff (OECD, 2001).
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In addition to public sector organisations sharikgpwledge internally, there is
considerable pressure on organisations to workalgothtively across institutional
boundaries. The drive for greater inter-organiseti collaboration has been largely
driven by the continued evolution of technology ae development of national
knowledge economies. Indeed, public sector orgéiniss play a key role in facilitating
the economic, cultural, and technological condgi@onducive for the development of
knowledge economies (Hearn & Rooney, 2002). Ingiso, new challenges arise that
cut across policy and services areas and cannsblised by the single-organisation or
silo approach (Mitchell & Shortell, 2000; Pearsd®99; Rhodes, 1998; Waddock,
1991, cited in Keast, Mandell, Myrna, Brown & Woobtk, 2004). They require new
approaches that see individual organisations wgrkoroperatively and cohesively as a
unified sector where knowledge sharing both withimd between organisations is the
norm. Bundren (2010) asserts that the radical agwvgment of public services requires
the equally radical improvement of the managemérknowledge across the sector.
Yet, despite acknowledgement of the growing impua of inter-organisational
knowledge sharing, research that explores the dsaaf knowledge sharing in this

context remains limited (Mulgan, 2005; Tang, 2008).
Joined-up government

The drive for greater collaboration has been foisedl through the concept of Joined
Up Government (JUG). This concept proposes a naway from public sector
organisations operating as silos, towards a caiatdd sector where knowledge sharing
between organisations is actively supported. [(2998) identified the benefits of JUG
as the provision of better service to citizenstdyetoordination in government; more
cost efficient work through sharing of resourced aeduced duplication of effort and
output; and, innovation through new ways of workingohnson (2005) sums up three

types of joined up arrangements:

1. Whole of Government Integration: characterised eoyop down whole of
government policy framework based on what goverrinseks to achieve

followed by practical strategies to achieve whdlg@mvernment integration

2. Service Delivery Integration: characterised by tbellection together of

information and services about a shared customeosromon issue
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3. Integration around programmes: ongoing coopera#dod collaboration by a

community of problem solvers.

Therefore at an operational level, collaboration ba facilitated through a spectrum of
approaches ranging from ongoing partnerships betvegganisations through to the
formation of designated inter-organisational projeams. Traditionally, projects have
been defined as unique tasks with predeterminetiastd end dates, a specified goal or
outcomes, and a number of different activities Keadorff, 1995 in Lofstrom, 2010).

However, as Lofstrom (2010) points out projectthim public sector can differ from this

traditional perspective, where they are commoniyegiidentities, hierarchies and, in

some instances, a distinct location (Lofstrom, 2010
2.6.3 Barriers to knowledge sharing in the public sector

Taylor and Wright (2004) identify four challenges knowledge sharing in the public
sector context. Firstly, the inherent rule-baseliuce does not promote innovation or
improvement, but rather seeks compliance; secotitkysector is dominated by media
and public scrutiny; thirdly, the nature of govelemnh policy imposes change on the
sector and is often viewed as interference; argllylathe need for inter-organisational

collaboration is at odds with the sector’s focusratividual organisation performance.

Liebowitz and Chen (2003, cited in Holsapple, 20@4)nd that the bureaucratic nature
of organisations and their accompanying hierarchas hinder knowledge sharing in
the public sector. In the traditional hierarchicaodel, decision making and
information flow up and down the hierarchy, but actoss organisations. This can be
detrimental to an organisation and can signifigarslow organisational processes
(Huczynski, 1989), as well as adversely affectfsti@velopment and organisational
growth (Banks & Powell, 2002). Mintzberg (1978gidifies this type of mechanistic
bureaucracy as more common in government orgaminsatand states it is characterised
by the presence of standardised processes that thedundertaking of tasks within the
organisation. By contrast, an adhocracy is comgnseén as the opposite of the classic
bureaucracy. In this model, the organisationalicstire is based on decentralised
decision making and absence of formal rules andceguhares, and is one which
facilitates an intensity of knowledge work. Altlgh the OECD (2003) states that there
are no apparent moves towards the implementatioanofdhocracy, they note that
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almost seventy-five percent of public sector orgations surveyed indicated that over
the last five years they had taken initiatives éxehtralise and delegate authority to
lower hierarchical levels and create internal nekwdo share information.  Indeed,
networks and network structures are increasingiggoseen as pivotal tools to develop
innovative ways to tackle problems confronting fblic sector (Keast, Mandell,
Brown & Woolcock, 2004).

In relation to the public sector, O’'Toole (1997¥ides networks as a pattern of two or
more units, in which not all major components areoepassed within a single
hierarchical array. There are several ways in Wihicays may be joined; for example,
they may include some combination of organisati@nsparts of organisations) of the
same government, links among units of different egoments, ties between public
organisations and for-profit companies, and pubdinprofit connections, as well as
more complex arrangements including multiple typesonnections in a larger pattern.
Within these networks, staff may become connectitd @ther actors outside of their
own distinct hierarchy or organisation and sucedssiteraction may be critical to
success of the collaborative effort. O’'Toole & EIE(1997) present an in-depth study
on the role of networks within the public sectod@mgue that despite the view of public
sector organisations as hierarchical public bumesyc an increasing number of
scholars are arguing that public management otikast place in and on networks of
actors (O'Toole & Meier, 2004).

While the barriers to knowledge sharing are disted across social, cultural,
organisational and technical dimensions, the pradam approach to facilitating

knowledge sharing in the public sector has beemi@ogy focused. However, there is
evidence of a shift to adopt broader approachesor dxample, the Australian

government has acknowledged that the provisiontethnical and social infrastructure
for collaboration and knowledge sharing would adsis development of collaborative
knowledge networks that could improve networkedegoment by:

» Helping to transfer best practices throughout #gvark
» Developing new knowledge and enhance learning
* Fleshing out solutions to daily problems

* Reducing misunderstanding and building trust betwestwork partners
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* Helping the network partners learn from each othsuccesses and, more

importantly, from their mistakes

* Helping government to better integrate and alignéfiorts of their partners with
their strategic objectives (Goldsmith & Eggars, 2@016).

2.6.4 Knowledge sharing in the New Zealand public sector®

In New Zealand, acknowledgement of the need t@bolate and share information and
knowledge across organisations has spawned arasiogelevel of inter-organisational

collaboration (Walker, 2004). Three of the mogngicant initiatives to address the

need for better inter-organisational collaboration sharing are “Pathfinder”, “Review

of the Centre”, and, most recently, the developnoérdix key development goals that
the government proposes will provide a system ofidvolass State Services to serve
both the needs of government and of New Zealan&S€, 2006).

Pathfinder

The purpose of the 2001 Pathfinder Project waset@lkbp practical ways of improving
results for departments across New Zealand’s degsgernment (Baehler, 2003), and
to develop mechanisms for successful planning aadagement based on outcomes. |t
identified a number of factors necessary for sugfaésollaboration within the sector,
and a number of obstacles that should be avoideéble 11).

3 Section 2.6.4 provides a synopsis of knowledgeispan the New Zealand context. The majority & ttontent has been derived
from information publicly available from organisatial websites and is supplemented by researchtliter sources. As such, it
does not constitute a formal review of the literatiout has been included for its relevance to pleeific context of the study.

67



Chapter 2: Literature Review & Conceptual Framework

Table 11: Factors for successful collaborationt{frader, 2001)

Success factors

Gowvernance structure encouraging co-production and balancing central organisation commitment with
department ownership of results

Dedicated staff with high levels of experience and expertize

Firm commitment of dedicated resources, including time

Firm commitment from participants to contribute substantive examples and material to the project stocks
Participants must be actively engaged in the business at hand but also have a broader view of their
departments and of the sectorin general

Diversity of participants

Establishment of ground rules for group interaction and protocols for managing conflict and disagreement
Clear expectations of an extensive draft-comment-redraft cycle ofwarking

Strong participant commitment to providing feedback on material and intraducing new material
Aproject management style that keeps participants focused on tasks but catersfor diverse approaches to
undertaking those tasks

Clarity around the model of collaboration being embraced

Adequate timingto conduct the project

Correct scale with eight organisations as 2 maximum

Obstacles
Endemic suspicion of central organisations intentionsto assist versus assess

Departmental political agendas
Departmental resource constraints

Languzage differences departments, sectors and functions

Fundamental disagreements about the feasibility of measuring government’s impact in certain areas of
policy

Fundamental differencesin the types of business conducted in the public sector.

Fundamental differences across professions in their approaches to outcomes

The "eureks” all-at-once nature of learning

Review of the Centre

Review of the Centre aimed to determine how wedl public management system
responded to the needs and expectations of Nevazegahinisters and citizens. The
project delivered a number of key findings incluglithe need for integrated service
delivery and attacking fragmentation within theteec As a result, the government
instigated the Integrated Service Delivery: Regidda-ordination Workstream, with a

mandate to determine how government organisatiamgdcwork better together.

While these reviews identified specific conditioregjuired for collaboration, they did

not identify any requirements that specificallyatelto knowledge sharing.

Key development goals

In 2005, the New Zealand government revisited #xedrfor better inter-organisational
collaboration and began development of six devekpngoals. The goal of “Co-
ordinated State Services” aimed to support Newatehpublic sector organisations to
work together to achieve defined outcomes by sbanniormation, resources, and
responsibilities (SSC, 2008). To clarify the wdethe term coordination rather than

collaboration, the SSC states:
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In a State Services context, coordination means stiering of information,
resources and responsibilities to achieve a péaticautcome. Organisations
coordinating can mean that they elect to sharesaigzmaking authority, provided
existing accountabilities are not modified... In gast, collaboration refers to
arrangements that encourage joint decision-makiniy wegard to direction-
setting, planning, implementation and review. limsre than just the sharing of
work; it is the sharing of responsibilities and, Some instances, of mandated

authority. Therefore, it usually entails Ministériavolvement. (SSC, 2008).

The SSC purports one of the benefits of co-ordimatio be the ability to exploit
opportunities such as the sharing of data andnmdtion (SSC, 2008). The main output
the work undertaken in respect of the Co-ordiné@éate Services goal has been the
development of a three dimensional framework idgnty nine success factors for

successful co-ordination (see Table 12 below).

Table 12: Factors for Success Co-ordination (S$G8p

Dimension Factors

handate Leadership Commitment
Ministers' and stakeholders' buy in
Defined and agreed jointoutcomes

Systems Appropriate and documented governance and accountability
framewaorks
Sufficient and approprizte resources

Processto measure performance form established baselines
Behaviours Right representation, skills, and team leadership

Organisational culturesthat support co-ordination
Shared culture, language, and values

A comparative analysis of the factors outlined able 12 above and those originating
from the findings of the Pathfinder Project (s€able 11) clearly shows areas of
consistency between the recommendations. For dearpth projects recognise the
importance of agreed outcomes, governance, apptepesources, and people related
factors such as skills and expertise, as well aseshculture, language, and values.
However, while this consistency can be viewed pasit, and as encouraging in terms
of its closer alignment with recommendations frdra knowledge sharing literature, it
also suggests that relatively little has changdtlimithe sector during the time that has
elapsed since the release of the “Pathfinder” rewendations in 2001 and the
development of the "Factors for Successful Co-@titom” in 2008. The analysis of the
findings from the two projects highlights the gagtvweeen the recommendations from
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these two projects, and the predominantly ICT-baggutoach adopted by the public
sector.

The drive to share knowledge within and acrossipwactor agencies has been centred
on the New Zealand e-government strategy. Firseldped in 2000, the strategy
contained several initiatives aimed at improvingrslg across organisations in the
sector including the development of a new high-dpeswork, the Government Shared
Network (GSN), which would enable information to bhared more quickly and

effectively by all government organisations.

A further e-govt initiative, the Public Sector latet (PSI) aimed to provide public
servants with a single point to share and findnmfation. The goals of the PSI were
somewhat broader than simple information findind #rve New Zealand e-govt website
discerns that the PSI “enables a sense of commusiitgred interests, and cross-

organisation cooperation” (E-Government, 2006a).

Other initiatives included the development of sHamorkspaces designed specifically
to support collaboration. Similarly to the GSNe thse of shared workspace was not
compulsory, and individual public sector organisasi were still able to implement
individual organisational workspaces. The govemit'sebusiness case to support
shared workspaces identified the primary goal ggaeuing project work and policy
development between organisations and stakehol8&€, 2003). Shared workspaces
provide online tools to enable information sharargd working between government
organisations, including access to meeting and tevealendars, document sharing,
notifications and discussions, announcements, audigsion lists. Shared tools such as
these were seen as a specific aid to cross-orgamabcollaboration (see Figure 14).
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Figure 14: Toolbox Vision of Shared Workspace (S3I3)

Social networking tools - for example, weblogs, jlonline forums -are also being
considered and used in some New Zealand governongamisations; these include use in a
number of cross-government initiatives (E-governtn20809). While these tools are seen
as useful in supporting knowledge sharing, thergtilsconcern about the use ekternal
social networking tools such as MySpace, FaceBan#, Flickr and these have not yet

been approved for use within public sector orgdiusa.
2.6.5 Summary of this section

This section introduced the public sector as thecifip context for this study. The
section began with a brief overview of the shiéinfr the traditionally highly centralised
and bureaucratic structure and approach of theigudector, to one that is more
commercial and cohesive in approach. The sectiontimeed by detailing the

approaches and barriers to knowledge sharing irptheic sector, and identifies the
need for more research to be undertaken withimpth®ic sector context. The section

concludes with an overview of knowledge sharinthimNew Zealand public sector.

2.7 The conceptual framework

2.7.1 The purpose of a conceptual framework

Research can be conducted without the developmé&nano explicit conceptual

framework (Creswell, 2003). However, the developtwd such a framework can serve
the researcher in multiple ways. A conceptual &aark can be used to explain,
“either graphically or in narrative form, the mdhings to be studied - the key factors,
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constructs or variables - and the presumed rekttips among them” (Miles and
Huberman, 1994, p.18). A framework can enableréisearcher to organise ideas and
concepts into a coherent manner that makes them teasommunicate to others.
Frameworks can also be used as an explanation doavibur and attitudes, or to

provide an underlying theoretical lens to guideshaly.

Miles & Huberman (1994) state that the amount ofiah structure used to guide

research is an important issue. They suggestth®at is benefit in developing a
framework at the outset of a research study asyt particularly assist less experienced
researchers to more clearly focus on the studys iksues. It is likely that the

framework will develop in line with the directiomna findings of the study as it

progresses. Miles & Huberman (1994) determine ghabnceptual framework may be
viewed as a “researcher's first cut at making sexicit theoretical statements” (p.

91).

The major focus of this research is the explorabbknowledge sharing, and the way
that knowledge is shared in inter-organisationdlaborative endeavours in the New
Zealand public sector. In this study, the concalpiamework is used to draw together
the researcher’s thoughts about the phenomenonaflkdge sharing, and to connect
these to the key themes of interest from the liteeareview. This initial conceptual

framework will help to guide the research procegd.the conclusion of the research
process, the conceptual model will be reviewed endsed to reflect the specific

findings of the study.
2.7.2 Development of the conceptual framework in this study

The conceptual framework encapsulates the maineptaarawn from the literature

and identifies the potential relationships betwd®se concepts (see Figure 15).

The framework posits that, based on the extanttitee, both SC and ICT play a role in
the way in which knowledge is shared within integanisational teams. The
framework also identifies a possible relationshigtween SC and ICT. This
relationship has been alluded to within the literatreview, but has not been adequately
understood due to the lack of studies that hawegrated the technical and the social
dimensions (Fu & Lee, 2005). This research aimdetermine the nature of those roles

within the context of the study, and to provide &gl evidence to support the claims.
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Figure 15: Conceptual Knowledge Sharing Framework

The framework identifies the public sector as therearching context for the study.
The review of knowledge sharing in the public se¢see Section 2.6) suggests that the
mechanistic nature of the sector in terms of buredic process and multi-layered
hierarchy is one that is not conducive to knowlesligaring. Consequently, knowledge
sharing has historically proved to be difficultundertake within the sector.

The boundaries of the study are further distingeasby the identification of public
sector inter-organisational collaboration as theec8g domain of interest.
Collaboration denotes specific initiatives undeetalbetween two or more public sector
organisations, and represents a structure througbhwnter-organisational knowledge
sharing can take place. Inter-organisational teamescharacterised by the multiple
perspectives, beliefs, values, and cultures thdividuals from different organisations
bring to the collaboration and, as such, are moreptex than sharing within a single
organisation or business unit. While the literatwhows that instances of inter-
organisational collaboration are increasing (Wall&€04), surprisingly little research
attention has focused on inter-organisational kedgé sharing within the sector
(Bundren, 2010; Taylor & Wright, 2004).
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As illustrated in the literature review (SectiorbR.early studies identified ICT as an
important consideration of knowledge sharing. ldter studies, the role of ICT has
been questioned and many scholars have come tgmiseothe role of ICT as an
enabler and supporter of knowledge sharing, rathan a driver. Despite this
recognition, many organisations continue to digghificant financial resources into
ICT infrastructure and tools in a bid to drive knedge sharing. The literature review
also notes that, in the NZ public sector, ICT caomis to be a key consideration in the
government’s approach to knowledge sharing, pdatityuin regard to supporting inter-

organisational sharing.

The more recent knowledge sharing literature fosuse understanding how SC, and
specific aspects of SC - for example, trust - iaflces knowledge sharing (see Section
2.4). A common approach to studies that expBffeand its relationship to knowledge
sharing has been to focus on one or more of SC&etkey dimensions espoused by
Nahapiet & Ghoshal (1998); that is, relational, mitige, and structural SC. A
predominant theme of the literature posits thatvodts facilitated by SC will be more
enduring than formally structured teams, such a@mrusational teams (Huysman &
Wulf, 2004). Though research evidence identifi€saS a key influencer of knowledge
sharing, there has been little research that egplé&nowledge sharing in the public

sector context.

The researcher also acknowledges that other factach as leadership, work
management practices (Smith & McKeen, 2003), aathtdesign (Hoeg! et al., 2003),
leadership and organisational support (Fedor et28l03) have been identified as
influential in the practice of knowledge sharinghese factors have been included in
the literature review to indicate that they are sidered important to the field of
knowledge sharing, and to ensure a thorough rewikethe literature was undertaken.
However, they are considered to be outside the fogus of this research and as such

are omitted from the conceptual framework.
2.7.3 Confirmation of the research questions

The understandings gained from the literature wedenfirmed the need for empirical
research that explores knowledge sharing in theigpudector, and supported the
development of the formal research questions.
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The primary focus of the research is to better tstdad the phenomenon of knowledge
sharing in the context of inter-organisational abtiration in the New Zealand public
sector, and is encompassed in the primary reseaestion:

Research Question One: How is knowledge shared in inter-organisational

collaborationsin the public sector?

The first research question seeks to develop alunderstanding of how knowledge is
shared in inter-organisational teams, and to ifietitie factors that play a role in that
knowledge sharing. The research will seek to andive question by providing a
comprehensive understanding of the underlying chtaratics of each of the cases, for
instance the formal structure of the teams, andpaiogesses or procedures that are in
place to guide the work undertaken by the teamesé&lcharacteristics will define the
“formal” team structure defined by Zack (2000) aghd reports to whom”, and will
provide a basis on which to compare the findingsthed structural SC data that

represents “who shares with whom.”

The research will also explore the range of knogdedharing activities that are
available within each of the Cases and investifga® and why these activities are

utilised.

The primary research question is supported by teaprsdary questions that seek to
provide a more in-depth understanding of the twedpminant knowledge sharing

approaches identified in the literature.

Research Question Two: What is the role of social capital in inter-organisational

knowledge sharing in the public sector?

The research will seek to answer question two ytiflying the specific role of SC in
inter-organisational knowledge sharing. It focusesdrilling down into the research
findings to identify how particular aspects of tieéational, cognitive, and structural SC
dimensions manifest within each case, and will lemkdentify the role of these factors
in relation to knowledge sharing. In addressinig tdjuestion, the research will also
explore relationships within and between the din@rswithin each case, and compare

these roles across the cases.
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The social network data derived from the structus& dimension will identify
interactions and ties between participants, andldwve of knowledge within each case.
This data represents “who interacts with and shafesmation with whom”, referred to
as the “informal structure” (Zack, 2000), and wehable the research to compare the

formal and informal team structures.

Research Question Three: What istherole of ICT in inter-organisational knowledge
sharingin the public sector?

The third research question focuses on the rollC®f within each case. It requires
exploration of how ICT manifests within the intelganisational teams and the way in
which it supports knowledge sharing between teamrmbees. This research seeks to
identify the availability and use of ICT within dacCase, as well as individuals’
perceptions and use of ICT. These findings wdldiscussed in the context of the
government’s commitment to ICT as a knowledge sigatools approach. The research

will also explore any potential relationship betwd€T and SC.

2.8 Summary of Chapter 2

The chapter has identified and summarised the kpgds of the literature relating to
this research, and presented a conceptual modie¢ sesearch factors to be explored in
this study.

The first section of the review introduced the pbdphical foundations of knowledge
and presented a selection of the many knowledgmitiefs and typologies. The
concept of KM is presented incorporating an ovewdd the various approaches and
frameworks that have been developed to guide schaad practitioners in KM
research and practice.  The section continueddeytifying the key knowledge
processes as determined by a range of scholarshe®¢ processes, knowledge sharing
forms the basis of this research and further eatmd was provided through a more in-
depth view of this single process. The review Ipassented several important
approaches to knowledge sharing and discussed ge rah factors that have been

identified by scholars as pertinent to the knowkedgaring domain.

The concept of SC is introduced and discussedatioa to its theoretical application to
knowledge sharing. The relational, cognitive, atdictural dimensions are identified
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as those most often explored in studies and knaelesharing, and specific factors
within these dimensions are identified and disadissgocial networks are introduced as
a key theme of interest to research that investggahowledge sharing and SC, and

several approaches to network types have beennpeese

The review continues with a section discussingtihe of ICT in sharing knowledge. It
identifies the predominant ICT tools that have beensidered and factors that impact
on the use of them - for example, perceived eass®fand perceived usefulness. This

section also presents the role of ICT as a commatioit channel.

The final section of the literature review presetits public sector as the specific
context in which this research is focused. A bhistory of the evolution of the sector is
presented and the importance of knowledge sharswyissed, with specific reference to
the concept of Joined Up Government and its remerd for public sector

organisations to collaborate and share knowledge.

The literature review provides the key points ofu® pertaining to this research and
presents evidence of the three literature gapstifthin Section 1.1 of the thesis
introduction. It identifies the need for a greatesearch focus on knowledge sharing
practices within the public sector (Bate & Rob&®02; Bundred 2010; Jorgensen,
2004; Taylor & Wright, 2004). This need is partanly important at the inter-
organisational level where only limited researcis®&x(Bundred, 2010; Mulgan, 2005;
Tang, 2008). The review also shows that, despgeeater emphasis on the SC aspects
of knowledge sharing in the private sector, thimais a concept that the public sector
is yet to explore (Gavigan, Ottitsch, & Mahroum9%99Jorgensen, 2004; OECD, 2001,
Takeuchi, 1998). While the review has confirmed thek of any one dominant
theoretical approach to knowledge sharing, it dises the contributions that have been
made through both social network theory and vareammmunication theories including
media richness theory, social influence theory,, andre recently, social presence
theory and task closure theory.

The final section of this chapter presents a comedgramework that encapsulates the
key factors of interest to this study, and ideasifthe potential relationships between

these factors. The framework has enabled the nedsmato identify the main themes of
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the research, posit high-level relationships betwtdee themes, and distinguish the

boundaries of the research.
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3 THE RESEARCH PROCESS

The previous chapter presented the literature weaied conceptual model that guides
this study. A range of factors from the knowledtaring literature were identified and
considered in respect to the objectives of thigaesh. Selected factors were then

conceptualised into a framework.

This chapter guides the reader through the reseathodology and design. The
chapter is organised into four main sections:

e Section 1: Summarises three philosophical appraattheesearch, and identifies

and justifies the approach adopted in this study.

» Section 2: Describes the research methodology adofar this research and

discusses specific considerations of the approalected.

» Section 3: Describes the mixed methods approact, the specific mixed
methods approach adopted within this study. Theafranalysis for the study is
presented. An overview of SNA and its use as aameh method is also
provided. The section concludes by describing sswes related to the validity

of qualitative data are addressed within the study.

e Section 4: Details the specific processes and piges undertaken during data
collection and analysis.

3.1 Philosophical paradigms in research

The researcher’s choice of paradigm, or worldviesagritical to the conduct and the
outcomes of the research study. Bassey (199(0))@eines a paradigm as “a network
of coherent ideas about the nature of the worldtaedunctions of researchers which,
adhered to by a group of researchers, conditioes thinking and underpins their
research actions.” Paradigms are worldviews oebslystems that are a reflection of
and guide the decisions that researchers make dKlash and Teddlie, 1998). The
underlying research paradigm reflects the epistegichl and ontological beliefs of the
researcher and directly influences the study anéintings. For the novice researcher,
determining an epistemological stance can be onthefmost difficult, but critical,
research decisions that must be made.
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Guba and Lincoln (1994) posit that paradigms cansis three dimensions that
respectively seek to answer the ontological, emistegical, and methodical questions:

1. What is the form and nature of reality?
2. What is the relationship between the researchemdnad can be known?
3. How can the researcher find out if whatever thdietse can be known?

The researcher’'s ontological position relates thattwhich can be known”. In
philosophy, ontology is often referred to as meyapis, the discipline of inquiry into
the most basic and general features of reality sisdine nature of existence and identity
(Bera & Wand, 2004). Ontology describes the redhtat a scientist/scholar holds to
exist, and can be exemplified by questions akiiWbat exists”, “What am 1?”.

Epistemology refers to our theory of knowledge; enspecifically how we acquire

knowledge. The philosopher Socrates determinetl khawledge occurs when true
belief is accompanied by rational account, thuaust be accompanied by propositions
or statements that justify the certainty of theidfel Hirscheim (1985, cited in

Mumford, Hirschheim, Fitzgerald, & Wood-Harper, B98states that knowledge is
therefore fallible and conditional and that, in asgciety, knowledge claims are an
agreed best understanding at a particular poitinie. These claims may, in the future,
become invalid when additional information is maalailable.  Therefore one’s

epistemological stance refers to the “nature ofrélationship between the knower and
the would-be knower” (Guba & Lincoln, 1994, p. 108hd should support and reflect

the ideological position of the researcher.

The methodological dimension relates to the wawimch the researcher pursues the
area of interest, or as Creswell (2003) describfes,processes for studying a given

phenomenon.

To elucidate scholars’ differing perspectives, anbar of frameworks or typologies
have been introduced. One of the most prominethivadely cited is that of Burrell &
Morgan (1979 cited in Clegg, Hardy & Nord, 1996)omMollow Kuhn’s concept that
each paradigm is indeed mutually exclusive, and tleaearchers must adopt an

individual paradigm to guide their work. Their n@bgbosits four exclusive paradigms:
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functionalism, interpretivism, radical structuralisand radical humanism (see Figure
16).

The regulation quadrant is dominated by the stgus and social order and is the
natural home of the interpretivist and functionagtiaradigms. These two paradigms are
clearly exclusive of one another and this is deshdig the clear delineation of their

subjective or objective natures. By contrast, upper two paradigms relate to radical
change as denoted by first order change, struatordlict or modes of domination.

Radical Change

Radical Humanist Radical Structuralist

Subjective Obiective

Interpretivist Functionalist

Regulation
Figure 16: The four paradigms (adapted from Bu&eWlorgan, 1979)

The strict exclusivity of the Burrell & Morgan fraawork opposes the concept of
pluralism, whereby a simultaneous application oftipke paradigms is accepted. This
dissatisfaction has provoked much discussion witihi@ Information Systems (IS)
literature (Walsham, 1995), and, as a result, sg¢vdifferent perspectives have
emerged. Guba & Lincoln (1994) suggest four undeglyresearch paradigms:
positivism, post-positivism, critical theory, andnstructivism. Orlikowski & Baroudi
(1991) posit the three dimensions of positivisntgiipretative, and critical science.
Creswell (2003) puts forward four paradigms or woeikws: post-positivism;
constructivism; advocacy/participatory, and pragesmat In their review of
philosophical paradigms, McKenzie & Knipe (2006awrfrom Creswell (2003) and
Mertens (2005) to develop an overview of the mancepts and languages associated

with each of the paradigms as shown in Figure 17.
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[ Paradigm J
Positivist/Post- Constructivist) Transformative Pragmatic
Positivist Interpretivist
Experimental Naturalistic Critical theory Consequences of actions
Quasi-experimental Phenomenological Meo-marsist Problem-centred
Correlational Hermeneutic Feminist Fluralistic
Reductionism Imterpretivist Critical Race Theory realwaorld practice
Theory verification Ethinoaraphic Freirean oriented
causal comparative Multiple participant Participatory Wixed modsts
Determination meanings Emancipatory
Normative Social and historical Advocacy
construction Grand Marrative
Theory generation Empowerment issue
Symbalic interaction oriented

Change-orientsd
Imterventionist
Queer theory
Race specific
Political

Figure 17: Paradigms: Language commonly associgtednajor research paradigms (adapted from Mcke&zSnipe, 2006)

3.1.1 Positivist and post-positivist paradigms
Positivism

The positivist perspective is defined by Burreldaviorgan (1979) as an epistemology
which seeks to explain and predict what happensensocial world by searching for
regularities and causal relationships betweendtsstituent elements, and which, from
an ontological viewpoint, adopts a position of imal whereby the universe is
comprised of objectively given, immutable objeatsl structures that exist as empirical
entities, independent of the observer (Hirschheirkl&in, 1989). Epistemologically,
positivists are concerned with the hypothetic-déigtlac testability of theories;
ontologically, reality exists objectively and inggplently from human experiences; and
methodologically research must be conducted by lmeviaee method (Chen &
Hirschheim, 2004). Mingers (2001) reported thatipost studies are more likely to
collect data through passive observation, measurgshatistical analysis,
survey/questionnaire, experiment, simulation, aadecstudy. IS research can be
classified as positivist if the research has ewdeof formal propositions, involves the
guantifiable use of variables, and seeks to tgsbtheses and/or draw inferences from a

sample to general population (Orlikowski & Barout®91, p. 5).
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Post-positivism

Post-positivism challenges the concept of positivend suggests that when studying
human behaviour and actions, researchers cannmerten about claims of knowledge
(Creswell, 2003). Post-positivist researchers gae limitations within the positivist

stance, and talk about probability rather thanatety (Crotty, 1998). In the post-

positivism paradigm, researchers must be ableadhsewhole picture, and rely not just
on facts but also on the context within which thfzsg#s occur (Ryan, 2006). So, while
post-positivist researchers continue to focus diiggonism, they also take into account

a broader picture than that of the traditional fpast.

According to (Richie & Rigano, 2001, in Ryan, 200@post-positivist researchers
consider that truth is constructed through a diaogrom which conflicting

interpretations may be raised and discussed amdhgsimembers of a community.
Further, they claim that the purpose of data gathes to talk about the issues raised,
to consider the reactions of participants, and dgvan understanding of the way in

which these issues are interwoven.
3.1.2 Constructivist and interpretivist paradigms

Creswell (2003) purports that in the paradigm ofigoconstructivism, individuals
develop subjective meanings of their experiencebhenworld that are both varied and
multiple. Culture and context are important issimesocial constructivism that enable
the researcher to understand and construct knowlddged on this understanding
(Derry, 1999; McMahon, 1997 in Kim, 2001). Creswé€P003) suggests that
individuals develop these subjective meanings tinoateraction with others, as well
as through an individual’s historical and culturarms.

Socially constructed knowledge claims are often lwioed with the interpretative
paradigm (Creswell, 2003) in which the social cahtes identified as critical in
understanding the phenomena under investigationthivthe context of Burrell and
Morgan’s typology (1979), the interpretative pagmdi can be seen to reflect a
subjective ontology. Epistemologically, interpvést research focuses on the full
complexity of human sense making as the situatimerges (Kaplan and Maxwell,
1994), and allows participants to use their owndsand images, and to draw on their

own experiences and beliefs. Ontologically, ithe construction and reconstruction of
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human and social interaction that gives the sulgatneaning to reality (Chen &
Hirscheim, 2004). In this way, the interpretivesgarcher attempts to gain a deep
understanding of the phenomena being investigaaed, acknowledges their own
subjectivity as a part of this process (Darke, 8sa& Broadbent, 1998).

3.1.3 Transformative paradigm

McKenzie and Knipe (2006) draw together the perspes of critical research (Guba &
Lincoln, 1994; Orlikowski & Baroudi, 1991) and thevocacy/participatory worldview

(Creswell, 2006) and encapsulate these within titzmsformative” paradigm.

Critical research perspectives are reflected in ‘ttaelical humanist” and “radical

structuralist” dimensions of Burrell and Morgantarhework (1979). These paradigms
concentrate on the creation of change; they focushe oppositions, conflicts, and
contradictions in society, and seek to undertakeadvocacy or emancipatory role
(Myers, 1997). Creswell (2003) identifies similalements in his definition of

advocacy and/or participatory knowledge claimsthis definition, Creswell posits that
research should incorporate reform that may resuthanges to the everyday lives of

participants.
3.1.4 Pragmatist paradigm

Pragmatists link the choice of approach directlthepurpose the nature of the research
guestions posed (Creswell, 2008).this paradigm, researchers are less concernixd wi
antecedent conditions, and rather focus on thelti@guactions, situations, and
consequences of an inquiry (Creswell, 2003). Tiagpatic approach is often adopted
in mixed method studies where the use of pluralspiproaches is seen as advantageous
to the research outcomes and thus, researchers adegt both qualitative and
quantitative approaches to research (Creswell, R00&shakkori and Teddlie (1998)
posit that the pragmatic paradigm both supportaiieeof mixed methods research and
is applicable to both social and behavioural redeatn essence, the pragmatist’s view
of the world is such that while they accept theifpost and post-positivist belief that
there is an external reality (Creswell, 2003; Gro1t998), they contest the existence of
an absolute truth (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998).
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3.1.5 Justification of the philosophical stance adopted in this study

The adoption of a post-positivist philosophicahsta for this research has been guided
by two considerations; the intended goals of theeaech and the worldview of the

researcher.
Intended goals of the research

The purpose of this research is to develop a bettderstanding of the phenomenon of
knowledge sharing as it applies to the contexthaf public sector. Research has
revealed that a range of perspectives and facidiigence the practice of knowledge
sharing. Thus, in keeping with the post-positig&since of commencing a study with
some element of established theory (Creswell, 200@) researcher has been able to
identify a broad range of a priori factors that applicable to studies of knowledge
sharing, and that form the basis of this explosattudy. The adoption of a post-
positivist stance is also supported through thelagapon and analysis of the study
findings which will enable the researcher to dedwut®t role, if any, these a priori
factors play within the specific context of thedsty(Creswell, 2003).

The researcher’s worldview

The second factor that must be considered in aupgi philosophical stance is the
researcher’'s own world view and recognising theimagdions that enable the researcher
to make sense of the world. Eagleton (2003, innR¥806) asserts that the post-
positivist worldview, though still objective andli@¥ing in a single reality, considers
not just the factors, but also recognises the itanoe of context in deriving meaning
and understanding of a situation. Thus, conteahismportant factor in making sense
of the world (Crotty, 1998). Ryan (2006) argueatthost-positivists “learn from”,
rather than “test” reality. This fits comfortablyith the both the aims of this research

and the way in which this researcher acts withewiorld.

Accordingly, it is the combination of the a pridaictors, and the context within which
they are studied that will form the basis of thedgtfindings. In addition, the patterns
observed in this research will be reflected upondtaw inferences that can be

generalised from the sample to a stated populé&@olikowski & Baroudi, 1991).
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3.2 Research methodology

All research is guided by a defined research metlogy. The methodology prescribes
the methods by which research data are gatheredamaltysed. The overarching
research strategy adopted in this study is casearels. This section provides an
overview of case research, and describes the redeoithe selection of multiple case
research as the research strategy employed witlsistudy.

3.2.1 Case study research

A case study is an empirical enquiry that inveséigaa contemporary phenomenon
within its real-life context, especially where theundaries between phenomenon and
context are not clearly defined (Yin, 1989). Qvelt (2003, p. 15) defines case study
as one where the research “explores an event,itgctprocess or one or more

individuals in depth”.

Case research has been identified as a particutartable research method for
exploratory studies (Trauth, 1987), for investiggtiphenomena within their natural
settings (Benbasat, Goldstein & Meads, 1987). Casearch has been widely used for
exploration and hypothesis generation (Benbasal.et1l987). Table 13 presents a
comprehensive synopsis of the key characteristicease research as identified by
Benbasat et al. (1987).

Case research enables rich data to be collected parvides an “intensive, holistic
description and analysis” (Merriam, 1998, p. 193lthough Yin (1993) opines that
case study can benefit from the prior developmehttheoretical propositions,
development of these theoretical propositions maynbre difficult when there is little

a priori knowledge. Indeed, it is this lack of aop knowledge that is proposed as
justification for a case study (Benbasat et al87)9 Case research is particularly
appropriate for IS research where the focus hasetchévom a study of technical issues
to one that one that regularly focuses on issuesajrganisational nature (Benbasat et
al., 1987). Case research enables IS researcherslérstand the interactions that arise
from the complex interplay between people, orgdiiea and technology (Dube &
Pare, 2003).
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Table 13: Key characteristics of case researchl{@sat et al., 1987)

Key Characteristics of Case Research
Phenomenon isexamined in a natural setting

Data are collected by multiple means
One or few entities (person, group, or organisation) are examined

The complexity of the unitis studied intensively.
Case studies are more suitable for the explorstion, classification and hypothesis development stages of
the knowledge building process; the investigator should have a receptive attitude towards exploration

The investigator may not specify the set of independent and dependent variables in advance.

The results derived depend heavily on the integrative powersof the investigator

Changes in site selection and data collection methods could take place as the investigstor develops new
hypotheses

Czse research isuseful in the study of “why" and "how" questions because these deal with operational
links to be traced over time rather than with frequency or incidence
The focus is on contemporary events

The choice of philosophical stance through whichcase study is conducted is
dependent on the epistemological and ontologiaaicgts adopted within the study.
While case studies most commonly use qualitativeearch methods, quantitative
methods may also be incorporated (Merriam, 1998yeswell (2003) posits that a
mixed methods approach, incorporating both quatgaand quantitative methods, can
help overcome weaknesses of a single methodologigatoach (see Section 3.3.1).
There are several methods that may be used torgddle in case research, including
documentation, interviews, direct observation, sahrecords, participant observation

and physical artefacts (Yin, 2003).

Case study research can involve either single dtipteicases. Single case study is
appropriate for studies where the case is uniguethere the research problem is of an
exploratory nature (Yin, 1989). This view is sugpd by Remenyi, Williams, Money,

& Swartz (1998) who state that a case study alltvesresearcher to obtain a more
holistic perspective because the focus is on lagrabout the organisation’s process.
Merriam (1998) states that policy and practice loardirectly influenced by case study
research because of the rich and holistic insightrovides into the phenomenon.
However, single case study research has beenisgdi@as an inadequate methodology
in terms of inferring generalisability from the Sale to a general population (Lee,
1989; Tellis, 1997). To mitigate the limitationsaase research, researchers can extend

the research to incorporate multiple case studies.
3.2.2 Multiple case research

Conducting multiple case research better suppersmglising the research findings and
helps to strengthen the precision, validity, arab#ity of the research (Benbasat et al.,
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1987; Miles & Huberman, 1994; Yin, 2003). Thesendfdgs can outweigh the

additional time and resource considerations thatlgoting multiple case research can

generate. Benbasat et al. (1987, p. 373) advetentlnltiple case design “is desirable

when the intent of the research is descriptiompmhéuilding, or theory testing.”

Multiple case studies enable the comparison ofexadd, better data triangulation (Yin,
1989), and the use of procedures for coding antysisgLincoln & Guba, 1985; Miles
& Huberman, 1994). The richness of the data cblaalso allows the development of
a strong base for cross-case analysis (Lincoln &&;u985; Miles & Huberman,
1994). Stake (1995) concurs and argues that neulti@se research can produce valid

modification and naturalistic generalisations.

Selection of case study sites is a key consideratiomultiple case research. Yin
(1994) advises researchers to select either sitesensimilar results can be predicted,
thereby adopting a literal replication strategy,sdes where contradictory results are
predicted thus facilitating theoretical replicationEnsuring the cases represent an
appropriate population helps to define the reselmuls and is effective in assisting the

researcher to control irrelevant variations (Eisedh 1987).
3.2.3 Justification of case research methodology

Several factors have contributed to the selectibrmaltiple case research as the
methodology of choice for this study.

Firstly, the exploratory nature of the study fitghain the recommended uses of case
research (Benbasat et al., 1987). While researiththe phenomenon of knowledge
sharing continues to grow, there has been verle li¢search that investigates the
phenomenon in the context of the public sectoris Tésearch aims to provide scholars
with a better understanding of knowledge sharinghiwi the public sector.  The

research questions are concerned with how and wioyledge is shared, and are

therefore exploratory in nature.

Secondly, the context of the research is an impbdapect of the research study. The
extant literature questions whether knowledge sigadpproaches developed in the

private sector are appropriate or suitable foringbe public sector. Therefore study of
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the phenomenon within its natural setting is regpiiin order to better understand the

phenomena in this context.

Thirdly, Yin (2003) posits that exploration of antemporary phenomenon can be
effectively addressed by case research methodolodg. this study, the inter-
organisational context and focus on SC both reptesgamples of contemporary

phenomenon that have not been fully explored.

Finally, Dube & Pare (2003) identify multiple casesearch as particularly suited to
research where there is little established thedityough the conceptual framework has
been established to guide the study and identdigsriori factors from the extant
knowledge sharing literature, there is little eb&hled theory relating to inter-

organisational knowledge sharing in the contexhefpublic sector.

The researcher’s decision to conduct multiple gasearch was made to specifically
address the lack of generalisability arising fromgke case research. The findings
derived from multiple case research enable the eoisyn of evidence across cases,
support better data triangulation, and addresessselated to the validity of qualitative

research.

3.3 Mixed method research

This section discusses the concept of mixed mettdedgn and the justification for its
use in this research. The section concludes bgeptag an overview of SNA as a

research method embedded within the case reseattiodology.
3.3.1 An overview of mixed methods design

The first step toward credible findings from a @sé study lies in the careful planning
of the study itself, and can reduce or limit th#éi@sms stemming from lack of rigour

(Yin, 1993). A mixed method design includes quatitre and qualitative data in the
same study (Creswell, 2003). Quantitative datiats in numerical form, often derived
from surveys or structured interviews. Taylor ket(2995) describe qualitative data as
“descriptive data from participant observation amkhstructured interviews to

information from written sources, such as diaragpbiographies and novels” (p. 632).

Collecting data through a combination of methodsviges a fuller picture of the

89



Chapter 3: The Research Process

phenomenon (Bonoma, 1985). Case research suppurisple data collection
methods, including interviewing, document analypasticipant observation, and use of
surveys (Miles & Huberman, 1994; Yin, 1994). Insthstudy, quantitative data is
gathered via survey and the use of SNA as a spewfiearch method (see Section
3.3.4). Qualitative data is gathered through wwastired interviews and open-ended
guestions incorporated into the survey.

The advantages of conducting mixed methods reseamable the phenomena to be
studied through the use of multiple data collecti@echniques thus enabling the
generation of multiple data sets (Sawyer, 2001)hil&the findings of single method

research may be challenged, findings that are haea developed through a variety of
methods may be more difficult to contest (PetteG&llivan, 2004). Thus, the use of a
mixed methods approach can provide a more compiletare of a research problem
(Creswell, 2003), can help to address issues ofdit)aland rigour, and provide

triangulation of data - often identified as wealgessof the use of a single methodology.

Opponents to the mixing of quantitative and qualiea methods question the

appropriateness of combining methods that have kbmreloped under different

paradigms, where each paradigm is based on diffemssumptions. Mingers &

Brocklesby (1997), however, argue that researcthoadstare able to be separated from
the paradigm from which they emerged.

The adoption of a mixed methods design can alsadinpn the time and expertise
required of the researcher as it requires bothitatise and quantitative skills, and the
collection and analysis of data by several methedikely to require more time than
data collected through single method.

Creswell (2003) proposes four decisions that mestaken in order to determine the
mixed methods strategy of enquiry. Firstly, thesesarch must decide on the
implementation sequence of the data collectione ffinee main approaches to mixed
methods research include the sequential, concuresrdt transformative approaches
(Creswell, 2003). The sequential approach involdes use of qualitative and
quantitative methods one after another. The coantiapproach uses both methods at
the same time. The transformative approach adapttheoretical lens “as an
overarching perspective within a design that caistddoth quantitative and qualitative
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data” (Creswell, 2003, p. 16). The second decisimncerns the priority that will be

given to the quantitative and qualitative dataexdibn and analysis. Thirdly, it must be
decided at what stage the data and findings wilhbegrated. Integration can occur at
collection, analysis, and integration stages. Tihal decision relates to whether the

research will adopt an overall theoretical perspedhat will be used in the study.
3.3.2 The mixed methods design of this study
Implementation sequence

This study employs a sequential exploratory deagyshown in Figure 18. This design
is appropriate for studies of an exploratory na{@eeswell, 2003), and will enable the

researcher to expand the findings derived from @hetse of the research.

Phase 2: )
PhE_S‘E 1 —»| Quantitative/ - F'hE||-5E 3
CQualitative Qualitative Qualitative

Figure 18: Overview of the research phases

Creswell (2003, p. 16) confirms the sequential apph as appropriate for a study in
which the researcher “seeks to elaborate on orrekfiee findings of one method with
another method”. Phase 1 of the study providegdbearcher with an opportunity to
gather contextual data about each of the casegvielop a high level overview of each
case, and the opportunity to fine-tune the surmsyriment that has been developed to
gather data in Phase 2 of the study. The secoadepbf data collection seeks to
generalise the data gathered in Phase 1 to the wamilation. The Phase 2 survey
gathers gqualitative data through the use of opeastipns, as well as quantitative data
through the collection of social network data bagedhe patterns of interaction in each
case, and nominal data relating to the main thevhd®e study. The final phase of data
collection will enable the researcher to discus8 eonfirm the data gathered in the
initial phases of data gathering and to explor¢ofacin greater depth. The specific
research methods included semi-structured intes/i@md a survey incorporating open,

closed, and social network related questions (séxeTl14).
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Table 14: The research methods

Phase Type Method
One CQusalitative Semi-structured interviews
Two Quantitative Social Metwaork Analysis
Survey: closed questions
Qualitative Survey: open questions
Three Qualitative Semi-structured interviews

Prioritisation of data types

The second research design decision relates farithréty or weighting that is applied to
the qualitative and quantitative data. As showrFigure 18, qualitative data is the
predominant data gathered in the study. Qualdéatiata are gathered in each of the
discrete phases of the research through the usenwifstructured interviews (Phases 1
and 3), and open ended survey questions in Pha@ai@ntitative data are gathered only
during Phase 2 of the study and consists of SNA @dad nominal data collected
through closed questions. Accordingly, the majooif data collected in this study is

categorised as qualitative data and greater pyimigiven to this aspect.
Integration of data and findings

Creswell’s third decision point relates to the grion of data. Integration can occur
at one or several points throughout a study dutimg collection, analysis, and
interpretation stages. In this study, data aregwated at collection through use of a
survey incorporating both quantitative and qualiatdata. During analysis, the
qualitative data from both Phases 1 and 3 arernated through the use of NVIVO, and
used to add context and meaning to the quantitaata. Though the social network
data is not formally integrated with the qualitatidata, direct comparisons are made

between the two.
Overarching philosophical perspective

The final decision proposed by Creswell (2003) eons the use of research methods
that have been developed under different philos@bhparadigms. A number of

philosophical perspectives have been detailed wti®e 3.1, and the researcher has
adopted post-positivism as the overarching philbg@®h stance of the study (see
Section 3.1.5).
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3.3.3 Addressing qualitative data validity issues

The predominant method of data collection and amalfocuses on qualitative data.
This data is collected via semi-structured intamgein Phases One and Three, and

through open-ended survey questions in Phase 2.

Issues of validity in qualitative research differ those in the quantitative paradigm.
This study adopts Guba and Lincoln’s (1994) guitedito establish the “soundness” of
gualitative research. These guidelines offer aerrahtive to those undertaken in
guantitative research and offer a more relevantraggh to the epistemological

perspective adopted by qualitative researchersesdhalternatives are presented in
Table 15.

Table 15 : Criteria for assessing qualitative andrgjtative research (Guba & Lincoln, 1994)

Qualitative Research Quantitative Research
Credibility Internal Validity
Transferability External Validity
Dependability Reliability
Confirmahility Ohjectivity

Scholars have argued that case study research nfgedanited scope for
generalisability. Maxwell (1992) contends thatréhes a clear distinction between the
degree to which qualitative and quantitative stsidi@n be generalised to other contexts
and settings. Several techniques which can be tsesbtablish generalisability are
employed in this study. As noted in Section 3.22ltiple case studies enable the
comparison of evidence, better data triangulatiin,(1989), and the use of procedures
for coding and analysis (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Mil& Huberman, 1994). The
richness of the data collection also allows theettgyment of a strong base for cross-
case analysis (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Miles & Hubarm1994). Stake (1995) concurs
and argues that multiple case research can prodhlice modification and naturalistic

generalisations.

Multiple cases also enhance the credibility of tesearch (Lincoln & Guba, 1995).
Credibility in qualitative research, looks to thetablishment of the case phenomenon in
a reliable and believable manner (Miles & HubermB®94; Yin, 1993), through the
composition of a chain of evidence flowing from tlesearch questions through to the
final outcome of the study (Yin, 1993). As undke@ in this study, the prior

development of an interview guide assists credybillYin, 1993) as well as careful
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selection of interviewees and structured procegseboth interviewing and recording
and transcribing of the interview (Lincoln & GulE995). All of these measures have
been adopted in this study.

Dependability is defined as the extent to whichghaly, if replicated “with the same or
similar respondents (subjects) in the same (orlaijncontext, its findings would be
repeated” (Erlandson, Harris, Skipper, & Allen, 399. 33). To maintain
dependability, the researcher must maintain a deooraudit trail that details how the
research has been carried out. This study accalat®® dependability through the use
of a research journal to record actions and detssielating to the research, by setting
out a clear research process, detailing aspectheofesearch such as the interview
protocol and survey, and the creation of full intew transcripts.

Confirmability refers to the degree to which theearch results can be confirmed or
substantiated by others. Strategies to enhancearmatility include implementing a
data audit or locating research cases that cootrpdor observations. In this study, a
data audit was initiated from the outset. Thisiamdludes the raw data, personal notes
and observations, memos, and clearly documented datlection and analysis

procedures.
3.3.4 Social network analysis

The primary research strategy for this study isesaasearch. SNA is an embedded
research method within the overall case researthis section introduces SNA and
outlines the key concepts including the ways inawhtdata may be collected and
analysed. The section concludes by discussingdityalnd ethical issues that should be
considered when undertaking SNA

An overview of social network analysis

SNA is the study of social relations among a seindfviduals (actors) and seeks to
understand the actors’ beliefs and behaviours aination of the structure of
relationships in which they occur. A social netwaonsists of a finite set or sets of
actors and the pattern of relational ties thatteammong them (Wasserman & Faust,
1994). Applications of SNA are wide-ranging andlirde organisational behaviour and
development, epidemiology, terrorist networks, &h. SNA is most commonly used
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as a quantitative method for mapping and visuaisiocial network relations, however
gualitative research on social networks has alsenbeonducted, exploring topics
ranging from community studies to SC (Edwards, 2016 this research, the adoption
of mixed methods research combines the quantit&N@ data with qualitative data

that provides context and deeper meaning to trearel findings.

SNA has also been used extensively in knowledgaaglstudies and has been used in
research streams including SC, knowledge embeddsgdkeowledge transfer, network
organisations, and KM (Borgatti & Foster, 2003; diff & Tsai, 2003; Su, Huang &
Contractor, 2010). Within the sphere of KM, SNAn®st often used to map and
understand the flow of knowledge along pathwayanrorganisation. SNA allows for
pivotal team members to be quickly identified, adlvas determining which actors may
be more isolated within the network. A network iygeh differs to that of a more
traditional, non-network approach. In a non-nekwoesearch approach, actors are
assigned to a common group according to theirstitbecupations, roles etcetera, after
which interactions can be analysed (Haythornthwdi®96). By contrast, SNA allows
the researcher to analyse the interactions in omeassign individuals to a group.
Haythornthwaite (1996) asserts that this type ehdiomy underpins the concepts of

formal and informal exchange of information witlurganisations.

SNA can be conducted at the individual, group, rganisational level and focuses on
the patterns of relationships between actors at ageildentifying available resources
and their exchange (Scott, 1991). At an individeakl of analysis, the focus is on an
individual and the connections of that individudit a group level, it is an excellent tool
to describe the individual aspects of a projecivoet (Mead, 2001), and is particularly
useful for identifying and exploring important asfgeof group interaction (Katz et al,
2004). At this level, it may also serve as thetstg point for study of group structural
properties (Pearce & David, 1983). At an organswti level, SNA enables

organisations to measure, analyse, and describeraation patterns within the

organisation (Cross & Prusak, 2002). SNA is alevant at the inter-organisational
level whereby a clearer picture of direct and iedirinter-organisational relationships
may be seen through the application of a netwongragch (Tichy, Tushman, &

Fombrun, 1979).
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3.3.4.1 Fundamental concepts of social network analysis

There are a number of fundamental concepts witiNA $hat are widely understood
and which are essential to all studies.

Unit of analysis

Units of analysis within an SNA study are refertedas actors: aactor can be an
individual, a group, an organisation, or some fafneollective social unit. Depending
on the number of actors involved in a relationa| the tie will be denoted asigad the
tie between two actors;tdad, the ties between a subset of three actors;soibgroup
which refers to a larger number of actors thaneeithdyad or triad. Aroupis a finite

collection of actors on which ties are to be mead(yWasserman & Faust, 1994).
Ties

A relational tielinks actors to each other. It is through thedational ties that actors
may exchange resources such as information, gautiservices, or financial support
(Haythornthwaite, 1999). The relational ties tbatur between actors may vary in
content, direction, and strength (Garton, Haythomatite, & Wellman, 1997). In
terms ofcontent relationships can include the sharing, deliveryexchange of a wide
variety of resources, including informatiomirection denotes the flow of information
from one person to another. This flow can be uradtional (one-way) or bi-
directional (reciprocal)Tie strengthis indicative of the intensity of the relationship
(Haythornthwaite, 1996), and is often signified thye amount of exchange or the

frequency of exchange between actors.

The concept of tie strength is a key aspect of Sbkearch. Haythornthwaite (1999)
defines tie strength between actors by the extenwlich the strength of a tie is
dependent on the number and types of relationshiipsh a pair maintains, and on the
strength of each individual relationship. Grantse{1973) points to the combination
of time, emotional intensity, the level of mutuanéidence and the reciprocal services
that combine to represent the strength of a tige Strength is important in the
assessment of the overall connectedness of act@is eénvironment and the likelihood
that information will flow from one actor to anothe Tie strength varies along a
continuum from weak to strong. Traditionally stgoties have been understood to be
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particularly helpful in the exchange of informati@s a strong tie denotes a more
intimate relationship. There is also a higherliik@od that these ties will be reciprocal.
Actors with strong ties are more likely to show samties in attitudes, background,
experiences, and access to resources (McPhersath-ISmin, & Cook, 2001). By
contrast, weak ties denote relationships thatrd@requent and distant, but often enable
actors to access more diverse information (Hans889). Granovetter (1973) argues
that in some instances, weak ties can be superi@trong ties as they require less

investment in terms of time and emotional intensity
3.3.4.2 Quantitative social network analysis metrics

SNA provides the researcher with a range of methas can be employed to measure

and assess the characteristics of an entire netaakbgroup, or individual.
Network level

At a network level, typical measures include netwsize, density and distance, and
network centralisation. These can be importanesioh enabling the researcher to
determine how well a network is connected, or hasilg knowledge flows through the
network (Durland, 2003). Network sizesimply denotes the total number of actors
within the network. Hanneman & Riddle (2005) idgnsize as critical for the structure
of social relations based on an actor’s abilityptild and maintain ties. Measuring the
densityof a network describes the overall connectednésheonetwork and gives a
general measure of the health of the network. skenindicates the overall
connectedness of the network by measuring how ncangections there are between
actors (team members) compared to the maximum ljessumber of connections.
Higher density measures indicate a higher levataectedness across the network.
Distancemeasures indicate how long it will take to acdagsmation if an actor is not
directly connected to another. Network centrélgais concerned with the extent to
which the network has a centralised structure arila@refore an indicator of the overall
cohesion or integration of the network (Scott, J99%hile a general level of network
cohesion is identified by the network’s density swea, network centralisation
describes the degree to which that cohesion isst@around particular actors. These

network level measures are summarised in Table 16.
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Table 16: Quantitative SNA measures at the nethedl

Measure Level Description

Density Metwork Measures the overall connectedness of the network by measuring how
many connectionsthere are betweenactors (team members) compared
tothe maximum possible number of connections. Higher density
measuresindicateda higher level of connectedness across the network.
Distance Metwork Distance measures the shortest path to each actor to whom a direct path
does not exist. High distance measures indicate that information will take
longer to travel through the network. Low distance measures indicate
that information is more easily accessible.

Metwork Metwork The mast centralised network is a star shape, where all the people at the
Centralization edge of the network are directly tied to one person atthe centre, but not
to each other. Network degree centralisation compares the observed
centralisation in a network (howfocused itis around particular people)
with this perfectstar-shaped scenario (i.e. with the maximum amountit
possibly could be) for a network of the same size and expressesthisasa
percentage.

Subgroup level

Pearce & David (1983) suggest that SNA may alswesas the starting point for study
of group structural properties as shownTible 17. These measures can be used to
define how communication flows in organisationsgite & David, 1983).

Table 17: Research of group structural propertidajjted from Pearce & David, 1983)

Structural Property Description Original Source
Connectedness Extentto which groups members O'Reilly & Roberts, 1977
identify with the goals of other
members of their groups; a measure
of group cohesiveness

Reciprocity Degree to which there is two way Mewcomb, 1979
communication in awarkgroup
Wertical Differentiation | Degree to which different O'Reilly & Roberts, 1977

organisational hierarchylevels are
represented in a given wark group

network
Horizantal Degree towhich different job areas Mahr, 1979
differentiation are represented in a given work group
Coalitions Perceivedlinkages among several Thibaut & Kelley, 1959

individuals who believethattheir
ability to dominate organisational
relationship is greateras a group than
an individuals
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Individual level

At an individual level, SNA can be used to defihe toles and position of individual
actors within the network (Cross & Prusak, 200By employing a range of centrality
measures, SNA can ascertain how well an indivitkiambedded within a network, as

well as the level of power or influence they akely to hold within the network.

Degree centralitydefines how well connected an actor is within tregwork (Scott,
1991) and is calculated by counting the number tberactors to whom they are
connected regardless of whether that tie is oneawagciprocal. Degree centrality can
be further broken down through the calculatiorineflegreeand out-degreemeasures.
In-degreemeasures calculate the number of incoming cororestihe actor receives.
For example, in an advice seeking network, an astay receives requests for advice
from five other actors would be represented bynatlegreescore of 5. Arout-degree
score refers to the number of request the actoremak other actors. So, if an actor

seeks advice from three others, then thatrdegreescore is 3.

Betweenness centralitpeasures the degree to which an actor lies betoten actors

in the network (Scott, 1991). This measure in@isadn actor’s position within a
network and relates to their ability to controlanmhation by acting as an intermediary
between other actors (Wasserman & Faust, 1994twdenness is often described as a
measure of gate-keeping, and is therefore conslderelenote a position of strategic

advantage and information control (Hawe & GhaliQ20

Closeness centralityneasures the degree to which an actor is neathadt actors in a
network (Hanneman & Riddle, 2005). Actors withthigjoseness centrality are able to
reach lots of other actors within the network (Kitid& Tsai, 2003).

Individual level SNA measures are summarisediable 18
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Table 18: Quantitative SNA measures at the indaidievel

Measure Level Description

Degree Centrality Actor Measuresthe numberof direct connections an actor has. Connections
are broken down into:

In-degrees: The total number of incoming connections (i.e. thase
seekinginformation forthis actar)

Out-degrees: The total number of outgoing connections (i.e. the
number of information seeking requests this actor makes of others)

Betweenness Actor The degree towhich an actor lies betweenotherindividuals in the
Centrality network, and may thereforeactas a broker or bridge between actors
Closeness Centrality | Actor The degree towhich an actor is near all other actors in a network.

SNA sociograms

SNA findings are depicted in sociograms as showhigure 19. Each circle (node)
represents a team member who was nominated byen@am member as someone
they would go to for work-related help or advicEhe colour of the node may depict a
characteristic of that person, such as their gendés, or the team they belong to. The
direction of the arrows indicates the flow of infaation from that node. For example,
in the network below, red nodes represent malespare nodes represent females. Joe
seeks information from Kevin, Kevin seeks informatifrom Jill, and Jill seeks
information from Kevin. Therefore Kevin and Jilave a reciprocal information
seeking relationship. Sandra has no relationskjl Jill, Kevin, or Joe and is
therefore isolated from the network. Joe can bis@onsidered a peripheral player in

the network as no-one seeks information from him.

o
arin
[ ]

Sandrs® Bl .’/'

Figure 19: SNA sociogram

3.3.4.3 Data collection techniques

Depending on the purpose of the research, therseaeral ways in which data may be
collected including questionnaires, interviews, eslation, experiments, and archival
records (Wasserman & Faust, 1994). Of these, tlestopnnaire is most commonly
used to collect data in network analysis studiebwitl be the instrument of choice in

this study. Wasserman & Faust (1994) identify ¢hatdferent question formats:
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Roster versus Free Recall Theroster format can be used when all the
members of a set are known to the researcher forimdmmencement of a study.
These members are included on the questionnaiendo/each participant. By
contrast, dree recall format does not list members of a set, but requesth

participant to identify actors with whom they hdies.

Free versus Fixed Choice Free format places no limit on the number ofgeo
the participants can identify. By contrasixed choice formats require

participants to name a specific number of otheoract

Ratings versus Complete Ranking: As the title indicates;omplete ranking
requiresparticipants to rank a particular thing from topbtattom, least to most,
etcetera, whereas arating requires that they rate a particular

item/person/relationship etc.
3.3.4.4 Issues for consideration in social network analysis use

Borgatti & Molina (2003) raise some interestinguiss that must be considered when
undertaking network analysis. Unlike the majodfyconventional studies, the focus of
network studies is to map relationships among rekgaarticipants - therefore it is vital
that participants be identified. Thus, anonymifyresearch participants at the data
collection stage is not possible (Borgatti & Molin2003).  The researcher must
therefore consider how this is likely to influende data gathered during the study.
One obvious solution, as suggested by Borgatti &imdo is to ensure confidentiality
through the use of disguised names or untracedbigification numbers in regard to all

analyses and reports generated from the data.

Difficulties may also arise if any organisationagémbers opt out of the study, leading to
important gaps in the resulting network analysisirther, active study participants may
still refer to these participants. This raises ptar issues for the researcher in terms of
their inclusion or non-inclusion. Should the resbhar opt to exclude all references to
the non-consenting participant, the analysis may cbesidered incomplete and
potentially flawed. Although Borgatti & Molina (B3) argue that an individual's
perceptions of their fellows and their relationshipith them are essentially their own
opinions, they caution that consideration shouldyiven to overcoming this difficulty

during the ethical consent process.
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Validity, reliability, accuracy or error

With all research, it is important to examine thadidity, reliability, and accuracy or

error of a study. These concepts are of partiagoi@ortance in the domain of SNA as,
in many cases, data is gathered through actorbreqmbrting. Wasserman & Faust
(1994) point out that there appears to have bd#a tesearch carried out on these

issues.

There are two major areas of potential inaccuracsNA. Bernard, Killworth, and
Sailor's (1980, cited in Wasserman & Faust, 199%)ctuded that when reporting on
their own interactions, about half of what is répdris incorrect in some way; secondly,
when the actor is an organisation, rather thamdividual, it is important to ascertain
that the provider of information on behalf of thganisation, is able to provide accurate

information.

Similarly, there is little research on the construalidity of measures of network

concepts, the extent to which it actually measwvbat it is intended to measure. A
variable or concept is presumed to be reliable wthen same results are achieved
through repeated measurements. Wasserman & H&8t)(report that questions using

ratings or full rank orders are more reliable tfizad choice designs.

The difference between the true and observed vasugsnoted by measurement error.
Wasserman & Faust (1994) point to the error thatarésse where data is collected in a
fixed choice format. The error may occur becausei@pants are required to list a
particular number of responses, although they naas thess or more “true” answers to

the questions.

In this study, the issue of potential social netwdata inaccuracy has been addressed
through the adoption of a mixed methods study desighis enabled the researcher to
collect data through multiple methods and thusease accuracy through triangulation
of the data. Further, the survey design incorgal#ite use of ratings as recommended
by Wasserman & Faust (1994).
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3.3.5 Unit of analysis

Selecting the unit of analysis for case researdaulshinvolve consideration of the
purpose of the research and the associated resgaeshions, as well as the types of
generalisations the study aims to develop (Benketsat, 1987). The context in which

the phenomenon is studied should also be consid¥red2003).

This research explores the phenomenon of interrisgional knowledge sharing in the
public sector. Each case consists of a numberdividuals who represent a number of
individual public sector organisations. The mabtus of the researcher is to better
understand how knowledge is shared within eacthefchses. The study will contrast
the formal team structure with the informal struetvevealed in the network analysis,
and will explore the role that ICT and SC play witleach of the cases. The use of
multiple cases will enable the findings to be crasalysed. Therefore the unit of
analysis in this study is the team. However, iamicipated that the study will also

generate findings and implications at the indivicarad inter-organisational level.

3.4 Research design

This section presents the research design usdusirstudy. The section explains how
case study sites were selected, and describesdti®ds and tools used to collect and
analyse data within each phase of the study.

3.4.1 Selection of the case study sites

This study is based on the use of multiple cagdgere are several aspects that must be
considered when making decisions about which désgwhich will be most suitable to
the study.

Establishing the selection criteria

Yin (1984) advises that the selection of cases ultiple case research should focus on
either sites where similar results can be predjdteeteby adopting a literal replication
strategy; or sites where contradictory results meglicted thus facilitating theoretical

replication.
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The broad criteria for case study selection were:

1. Organisations operating within the New Zealand joud#ctor, including Public
Service Departments; Non-Public Service Departmedtswn Entities; Public
Finance Act Fourth Schedule Organisations; the iRed®ank of New Zealand;

Offices of Parliament; and State Owned Enterprises.

2. Each organisation must be involved with one or npardglic sector organisations

in the context of an inter-organisational collaliomraventure.

3. Each participating organisation must have one orremstaff members

participating in the inter-organisational collakiora venture.
4. All organisations involved in the collaboration rhasnsent to participate.

5. Individual members of the inter-organisational tsarmust consent to

participate.

These criteria allowed for the identification ofesi of a similar nature and that would
most likely produce similar results, as requiredlitaral replication strategy (Yin,
1994). In addition, the nature of the SNA neceas$sd the participation of all team
members — otherwise incomplete network data wowdghthered. This added a
significant level of complexity to the identificati and selection of potential case study

sites.

Yin (1994) states that the number of cases seldoted research purpose depends on
the certainty of the results the researcher waatsadhieve. However, practical
considerations often form part of the decision rdigey the number of cases (Pare &
Elam, 1997). In this study, time and resourcérict®ns together with the desire to
adopt a literal replication strategy resulted i@ sielection of four case study sites.

Identification of specific case sites

The researcher commenced the search for case siigdyin November 2005. To
identify specific case sites the researcher andlylse organisations listed on the New
Zealand Government’s State Services Commissioniteeiosmake a shortlist, based on
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the researcher’s knowledge of public sector orgaitis$, of those most likely to be
engaged in inter-organisational collaboration. iAtroductory letter was sent to the
Chief Executives of each of the 44 identified oligations seeking expressions of
interest in participating in the research (see Apipe 1). The researcher followed up
each letter with a telephone call one week labennost cases, a message was left and a
note made to call again after one week if no respamas received. This process took
longer than anticipated, in part due to the Chrastiperiod and also due to the fact that
a general election had recently been held followvigch, due to New Zealand’'s
system of MMP (Mixed Member Proportional), it hadkén some time for the
government to be determined. Twenty-two orgaresatidid not respond to either the
letter or the telephone contact. In twelve instsndetters of response were received
declining to participate in the research. Fouelstwere receiving indicating interest in
participation, and a further six organisations @adied interest through telephone

conversations with the researcher.

By the end of February 2006, the researcher haatifdl six organisations that had
indicated they were involved in an inter-organisadl collaborative endeavour which
would be suitable for the purposes of the study.edch case, a single individual who
had responsibility for the collaborative team wdsntified. A preliminary email was
sent to each of these individuals and this waoWwed up with a face-to-face meeting
with each to discuss the research purpose andresgeints in more detail. As a result
of these meetings, one of the cases was identfednsuitable for the research due to
the specific nature of the case, and another wethidr Four organisations confirmed
they would be happy to proceed further.

At this stage, the securing of cases became phktigicomplex. Although individual

organisations had indicated an interest in padiaig, in order to qualify as a case
study, and to be able to collect meaningful dathprganisations participating in each
collaboration needed to consent to participatetialncontact with members of other
participating organisations was made through thesenoting organisation. In one

instance, the researcher was required to meet améhof the organisations to supply

* The researcher has been employed in a varietgle$ within public sector organisations and hase als

provided consultancy services to the sector thraugtivate consultancy firm.
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further detail and answer the organisation’s spedfiestions. By April 2006, all
organisations had agreed their participation artisugoplied the researcher with contact
details for each member of each organisation ppaticg in the research. In total a list
of 61 contacts was received. Each participantseas an introductory email containing
an outline of the study and details of how theylddae involved (see Appendix 2).
Each of these participants was able to decidehmselves if they wished to be part of
the research. In total, five of the originally mdiéied participants did not take part in the
research. Of these, one declined to particigate,were on parental leave during the
course of the research, one left the team pridhéocommencement of data collection,
and one did not respond. This affected three efcdses. In one case, discussion with
the team leader identified the non-participantaeewvhat removed from the day-to-day
operations of the collaboration and consequentlyewarely involved in day-today
interactions within the team. Thus, omission @f thdividual was unlikely to reflect in
the study results. In the case of the participamts were on parental leave, a decision
was taken to move forward without these individual$is decision had impact on the
collection of social network data and this is dessmd in the data collection section (see
Section 3.4.2).

3.4.1.1 The value of a pilot study

Several scholars recommend conducting a pilot pase to embarking on the full
research study (Stake, 1995; Yin, 1994). A pilodg allows the testing of research
instruments and identifies areas for potentialnesfient (Yin, 1994, Benbasat et al.,
1987). In this research, Case 1 was identifiethagilot case study and data collection
was commenced at the end of April 2006. PhasesdlL2 of the pilot case were
completed, and the analysis of the Phase 2 datdifidd several minor changes that
were made to the Phase 2 survey instrument. ihlaé three cases were confirmed
during the collection of Phase 2 data from thetmlse. Consequently Phase 3 of the
pilot case was completed concurrently with coll@ctof Phase 1 data from the three

remaining cases (see Figure 20).
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Figure 20: Research data collection & analysis limee

This meant that although the pilot case was na &bhbe completed in entirety before
commencing data collection with the other cases,Rhase 2 survey instrument had
been tested prior to its use in the other caség lack of opportunity to complete Phase
3 of the pilot study did not affect the design loé tsemi-structured interviews used in
Phase 3 of the other cases. Phase 3 questionsbased on the Phase 2 findings of
each case, and as such were likely to differ dijgtepending on the individual case

findings.
3.4.2 Data collection and analysis

Due to the multi-phased, multi-method approach ho$ tstudy, the researcher was
cognisant that initial organisation of the data lddoe an important aspect in assisting
the analysis process. Yin (1994) recommends teetia database or repository for the
storage of data as this will help to increase bdiig of the findings. In multiple case
studies, ensuring proper administration of casa gabf particular importance because
the details of individual sites may run togethetiase elapses (Benbasat et al., 1987).
The nature of the data collected in this study ssitated the use of two data
repositories. Qualitative data was stored andyaedl using NVIVO (version 8), and
the social network data collected from the survegsvstored and analysed using
UCINET. These tools are explained further in thiéofving sections.
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3.4.2.1 Phase 1: Qualitative data collection and analysis

This section describes the collection and analylséata collected during Phase 1 of the
research.

Data collection

The purpose of Phase 1 data collection was to ifgegéneral data relating to the

general conduct of inter-organisational collabamtas well as data relating to the
specific case study. The interviews provided infation regarding the structure of the
team, and the use of any mandated processes adum@s and the locus of decision
making. This data was also used in developmetttePhase 2 survey. The design of

the survey was consistent across all four cases.

Phase 1 qualitative data were collected througe-tfadace, semi-structured interviews
conducted with a selected number of participantssaceach of the four case studies as

shown in Table 19.

Table 19 : Phase 1 Interviews

Total No of Total Number of Interviews carried
Organisations Participants out in Phase 1
Case
Case l 2 12 2
Case 2 5 10 2
Case 3 7 14 3
Case 4 8 20 2
Total 22 56 9

Interviews can be carried out with individuals eogps and can be conducted either
face-to-face or by telephone or other communicati@ans (Creswell, 2003). Face-to-
face semi-structured interviews are the most comoase data collection method (Pare
& Elam, 1997), and enable the research to elicé thews and experiences of
participants in their own words (Kaplan & Maxwel94). Creswell (2003) notes one
of the advantages of interviews is that they allthe researcher control over the

questioning.

These initial interviews always included the le#slasf the collaboration and, where
possible, at least one other key staff member. 3émi-structured nature of the
interviews allowed for the prior identification tdctors of interest to be explored in the
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study, but also allowed for unanticipated issuesrnterge during the course of the

interview process.
Before the interview

Each interview participant was contacted by emad @vited to participate in the
interview process. The email included an outlifeth®e research; a consent form
approved by the University's Human Ethics Committaed, an interview protocol.
(see Appendix 2). Participants were then contbictéividually by telephone one week
later to confirm participation and arrange an wigw time and location. In each case,
participants chose to be interviewed within thelacp of work, except for one
participant in Case 2 who requested a meetingiteffas a local coffee shop. During the
telephone conversation the participants were agkibeéy had any questions about the
research or the documents they had received,

During the interview

At the commencement of each interview signed cdasseare collected and permission
was sought (and granted) to record the intervie@n average the interviews took
between 60 and 90 minutes, although in three insgnnterviews extended to 2 hours.
The researcher took notes throughout the intervisgarding any points of note and
perceptions about the participant and interviewcess. In two instances, interviews
were carried out in close proximity to other mensbef the teams and the researcher
was able to informally observe interaction betwtssnm members. At the conclusion of
the interview participants were offered the oppoitiu to add any additional

information they thought relevant to the conversati
After the interview

Following each interview, notes and observationseweritten into the contact sheets
developed for each interview participant (see Agipe). These types of field notes
provide an ongoing commentary about the researem (Maanen, 1988 in Eisenhardt,
1989). In all but three instances, interview tapese transcribed within one week of
the interview taking place. The three remainingetawere transcribed within two
weeks. Special notations were made to denote esigpHaumour, pauses, and other
such events made during the interviews. The rebearalso noted any questions or
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required clarification arising from the transcript& transcript of the interview was sent
to the participant by email, requesting that transcript be checked for accuracy and
asking for any questions or issues to be forwatdetthe researcher. Three responses
confirmed the transcript was accurate and anothéicated that a small part of the
transcript did not correctly portray the participaropinion about the particular topic.
In this instance, a note was made on the transanigptthe email was retained and added
to the material for analysis. No responses wezeived from the other participants.

In addition to the interview data gathered in Phlassecondary data was collected from

web-based sources, and other documentation obt#inmaegh the participants.
Data analysis

Data analysis was acknowledged as a critical dtaghe researcher and was complex
due to several factors. Firstly, the research lirea several cases which were being
undertaken concurrently. Due to the availabilifyir@ividuals involved in each case
and time required for analysis, the researcheroftas involved in collecting data from
one case whilst undertaking preliminary analysiglatfa already collected from other
cases. Secondly, the sequential phasing of thea datllection introduced
interdependency between each of the phases. Fonp&, in order to confirm the
design of the Phase 2 survey, the researcher ndedeglve completed Phase 1 data
collection in at least one of the cases. Thisllefeomplexity required the researcher

to observe strict procedures to guide data analysis

The process of analysis enables the researcheake sense out of the data (Creswell,
2003). Creswell states that during the first staigenalysis the researcher must prepare
the data for analysis by reading through the datgatn a general understanding of what
is contained there before undertaking detailedyarsbnd coding. Miles & Huberman
(1994) discuss the problems associated with dagslaad and data retrieval and the
challenge that a researcher faces in making sehfieeadata. In this respect, they
identify the prior development of conceptual franoeie¢ and research questions as the
best form of defence (Miles & Huberman, 1994). Thaceptual framework developed
in the early stages of this study provided the aedeer with an overarching pathway
through the research process, but also allowedganeissues to be explored as they

arose.
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Early analysis can enable the researcher to travmsveen thinking about the data and
the development of new collection strategies; tentdy and correct “built in blind
spots”; and to generate interim reports (Miles Hadberman, 1994). Early analysis also
enables a researcher to make any required adjusttenlata collection instruments.
Eisenhardt (1989) states that the adjustment @& daliection instruments can enable

the researcher to probe emergent themes.
Early analysis techniques

In this research, contact summary sheets were @teapfor all interview participants.
The contact summary sheet is a useful tool to enti# researcher to consider and
make sense of the contact with a participant. $M8eHuberman (1994) recommend
completion of the contact summary sheet no laten the day following the interview.
While the researcher endeavoured to complete tbes¢he same day or the day
following the research, this was not always possiahd in some instances time
restrictions meant that the contact summary shastiwet completed until several days
after the interview was conducted. However, theesidthat had been taken during the
interview were always re-read and additional thasigldded immediately following the
interview and, although not formalised immediatiélgough the contact summary sheet,
this initial review helped to ensure that importanints were not lost. The summary
sheet incorporated points and ideas relating th eathe key areas of the research, as
well as identifying emergent themes and generatlogions. The summary sheet was
stored in the case study database held in NVIVOraxetwed after the full interview

transcript had been completed.

Document summary forms were used to summarise dacpmlata (see Appendix 4).

The amount of secondary data collected in thisystuas limited, in some cases due to
the confidentiality of the projects in questionhelTuse of the summary form helps to
put documents in context and enables the researcleamsider its significance (Miles

& Huberman, 1994).

The penultimate stage of early analysis involvesdibding of data. Coding represents a
key data management tool for researchers (Parea F1997). Coding involves taking
data in its various textual or visual forms andamiging it into chunks (e.g. words,

sentences, phrases, and paragraphs) that candgersed (Creswell, 2003). Miles and
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Huberman (1994) define codes as tags or labelsctrabe applied to the data chunks.
The coding process used in this study was suppdtexlgh the use of NVIVO
software (version 8), a software package specificisigned by QSR International for

the analysis of qualitative data.

Coding was applied to all the qualitative data gegd in the study: interview
transcripts, contact summary sheets, secondary alatiadocument summaries. Initial
coding was developed prior to data collection. sTboding was derived from the
conceptual framework developed at the outset ofthdy. The framework identified a
number of factors from the extant literature thadrevconsidered to be of potential
importance to this research. These codes wereubeth to undertake initial analysis of
the data. Further analysis of the data identiieat a greater range of codes were
required to further break down factors identifiedthe conceptual framework, and to
accommodate emergent themes and ideas identifiedigh data collection. The
analysis process also identified that data washoftdevant to several codes, and in
these cases, the data were appended to multipéscod

During the coding process, the researcher was drtu struck by potential
relationships between data and themes, as wel &ehs about various aspects of the
research that might be useful to consider durirg dhalysis process. To avoid a
proliferation of paper notes and to ensure thathalughts were captured inside the
research databases, these were added as memosrealadicaship was made to the
interview or document to which they referred. Meanaye essentially conceptual in
nature in that they can be used to tie togetherehis chunks of data and are of the most
powerful sense-making tools available to the redear(Miles & Huberman, 1994).

The conclusion of the analysis of Phase 1 dataleddbe researcher to complete two
significant tasks. Firstly, the researcher produaéigh-level, descriptive summary of
each of the case studies. The summaries contémeelley themes pertinent to each
study, and displayed both narrative data and thegration of data through tables,
matrices, and bar-charts. This enabled the date@d¢ome easily accessible in terms of
presentation (Miles & Huberman, 1994). Secondhg tesearcher used the analysis
from Case 1 to refine the design and content o§timeey that was to be used in Phase 2
of the research.
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3.4.2.2 Phase 2: Quantitative and qualitative data collection and analysis

The purpose of Phase 2 of the research was torgathre in-depth data relating to the
main themes of the study, to generalise the firgleagyoss the study population, and to
gather social network data. To facilitate thesesaidata were gathered through the use
of a survey (see Appendix 5). Initial developmeithe survey was undertaken prior to
commencing data collection in the pilot study, lbasa& factors identified from the
literature and encapsulated within the concept@héwork. The survey was adjusted
following conclusion of the collection and analysisPhase 1 data from Case 1. The
adjustments included minor formatting changes te $lurvey's presentation. Two
guestions were removed from the survey as theyphaed difficult for respondents to
complete.

The survey was designed to maintain the confidiytief each participant and a code
was assigned to each survey sheet prior to dissgimm This code was recorded
against the participant's name in the central detabof participant information
developed by the researcher.

At this stage, the researcher had only limited Kedge of participants’ access to
technology and little understanding of their teclahexpertise. Accordingly, the survey
was printed into an A4, 4 page format, and semiaith participant by post. A stamped
addressed envelope was included with the survegrder for participants to easily
return their completed documents. The survey dedua return-by date and one week
prior to this date a reminder email was sent to paltticipants who had not yet
responded. Approximately half the surveys wereeikexl by the stated return date.
Two days after the stated return date, phone wate made to all participants who had
not responded. In most instances the participaa$ available and promised to
complete and return the form. In one instanceardigipant in Case Four indicated he
would not be completing the form as he did not wishparticipate in the research.
Further phone calls or emails were sent to indi@isluwho still did not respond.

Although timeframes varied between projects, iktao average of about two months to
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receive completed surveys. The overall response i@ the survey was 97%

Individual case study site response rates are siowable 20.

Table 20: Phase 2 survey response

Case Mo. of surveysissued | Mo. of surveys received Response rate
Case 1 12 12 100%
Case 2 10 10 100%
Case 3 15 14 03%
Case 4 21 20 05%
Total | 58 56 97%

Data collection

The survey collected several types of data inclyudinsmall amount of demographic
information and data collected through open andedoquestions. The survey also
included questions relating to the SNA aspectshef study.  Although the overall
contents of the survey remained the same for akksathe network-related questions
were case specific in that they required the ppdits to identify the team members
with whom they interacted. Accordingly, a sepaisievey was created for each case
incorporating the names of each of the team mengm@ateipating in the case. Use of
the same format (apart from names of individuatg)bded cross analysis of the research

data and assisted generalisability of the study.
Demographic information

The researcher had already received some demograpformation when the

participants had been identified by team leadengrefore a limited amount of
demographic information was requested from pawicip. Information requested in the
survey included an individual's tenure in their grar organisations; position title;
whether they had been part of their respectiveaboliation for the entire lifetime of the

endeavour and, if not, when they had joined thesint.

5 It should be noted that while this appears to erg high response rate, participants had in tagtgeed to participate in the study
at the outset.  This was largely to ensure tlatprehensive network data could be collected. pladicipants declined to

participate at the outcome, then the project incivtihey were involved could not have formed pathaf study.
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Responses to the demographic information contaseeéral errors: some participants
had omitted details; others included the name eir tharent organisation, rather than

their tenure within the organisation.
Social network data

Wasserman and Faust (1994) identify the survep@sniost common method of social
network data collection. Surveys provide quantitatSNA data that measures the
structural properties of social networks (Carrimgt8cott, & Wasserman, 2005). In this
study, the social network questions gathered ad#img to both network configuration
and interactions (ties) within the network. Thesulted in the collection of data about
the individual interactions between team membemsealsas data relating to the overall
network structure. The data provided both visuad guantitative measure of how
knowledge is actually shared within each case. rékalting networks can be directly

compared to the formal structure of each case.

The survey adopted a roster format whereby all gasécipants are known to the
researcher and their names are included on theguovenable participants to select
those individuals with whom they interact. Theteogormat was chosen as it helps to
ensure that all ties are documented, and is léssmtren the recall of the participant.
Specific network questions were developed to idienthformation flows and
communication within the case and to determineettistence of multiple ties between
participants.

Closed questions

The second part of the survey asked participantegpond to a number of questions
using a scale of 1-5, where 1 represents “StroBggagree” through to 5, “Strongly
Agree”. Questions were loosely grouped into faect®ns based on the key themes of
the study. The first section requested informatglating to the formal structure of the
collaboration, the existence of mandated processes procedures, and decision
making; the second section focused on factorsimglab SC; the third section explored
individual knowledge sharing behaviours; and thwlfisection related to ICT. The
purpose of the sections was to indicate to padrdip the underlying purpose of the

questions, rather than to act as formal constructs.
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Open-ended questions

The survey also contained three open-ended qusestiofihese questions required
participants to respond using their own words. Titst question asked participants to
describe how they defined knowledge. The secorstopn asked participants to list
the three greatest challenges that, in their opinieere faced by participants engaged in
inter-organisational collaboration. The third ci@s required participants to identify
their perceptions of the three key barriers to Kedge sharing in inter-organisational

collaboration.
Data analysis

Both qualitative and quantitative data was collécte Phase 2 and, accordingly,

analysis was undertaken separately.
Quantitative data: Social network data

Analysis of the SNA data was undertaken using tpecilist software applications,
UCINET® and NetdraW developed by Analytic Technologies. These are ofuthe
most commonly used applications for the analysiSNA data. UCINEY enables
quantitative analysis of the data to be undertakehile Netdraw supports the
visualisation of the data into sociograms, ofteflemred to as network maps (see Figure
19, p. 96). Quantitative analysis of the netwoakadis fundamentally different to that
undertaken in standard quantitative analysis (Wasse & Faust, 1994). SNA data
analysis focuses on ties between actors and umugripjeasures pertaining to the

network structure such as cohesion and centrality.

The data was entered into UCINETsing text files in the form of nodelists and VNA
files (see Appendix 6). The edgelists compriseté dalating to the participant (actor)
and the VNA files supplied attribute data such agoisation and seniority. This data
was then converted to sociograms using NETDRAWA number of measures were
calculated on the data including density and de#aand network centralisation. A
number of analyses were also conducted at the &etet, including the centrality
measures for actors. In addition to these quanttaneasures, sociograms of each case

network were created. These sociograms enableeearcher to quickly identify
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specific aspects of a network that can be furthgioged through the quantitative

measures outlined above.
Quantitative data: Closed questions

The second stage of analysis focused on the clgsestions contained in the survey.
The data obtained from these questions was analygad SPSS© 14.0 for Windows.
SPSS© was used to obtain descriptive statisticd, the ordinal data entered was
transformed to nominal data by recoding participardsponses. The categories 5
(Strongly Disagree) and 4 (Disagree) were recodet] tThe neutral response indicated
by 3 was recoded to a 0, and responses 1 and 2d¢Aand Strongly Agree) were
recoded to 1. Data was presented graphicallygusan charts that show the response
rate, mode, and variance for each que&tion

Qualitative data: Open questions

The final stage of analysis of the survey involueeé open-ended questions. The
responses for each question were organised intocemt Thematic analysis was then
conducted on each matrix using keywords derivethftibe conceptual framework and

analysis conducted in Phase 1.
3.4.2.3 Phase 3: Qualitative data collection and analysis

The purpose of Phase 3 data collection was to durttkplore the largely quantitative
data gathered during Phase 2, and to drill downentigeply into this data. Phase 3
enabled the researcher to explore the specificreeqpees and beliefs of individuals and
to derive a more in-depth understanding of theihavéours and perceptions,

particularly in relation to their identified pogihis within the case networks.

6 The researcher acknowledges that more extensiogsanaf this data could have been undertaken. évaw the analysis

undertaken met the needs of the study as desdnbib@ research questions and objectives. Coupl#dthe extensive nature of
data collection, the complexity of the SNA and tisgent to conduct both within case and cross aisgbyscluded more complex
analysis of the data collected in this sectionrtiar, more extensive analysis is expected to loentaken at the completion of this
thesis.
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Data collection

Data were collected through a series of one-onsena-structured interviews similar to
those carried out in Phase 1. In Phase 3, patitspwere purposively selected based
on three factors: (a) their placement within théwoek map (for example, did an
individual play a very central role in the netwdHhat required further exploration); (b)
that they had not been part of the interviews cotetiin Phase 1; and (c) where
possible they represented an organisation thatnoddeen part of the Phase 1 data
collection process. These criteria were met foreGds 2 and 3, but were not able to be
achieved in Case 4. Participants in Case 4 weadd throughout New Zealand and
due to participant availability and time and coshsiderations, interviews were only
able to be conducted with Wellington-based pardiotp. In total, Phase 1 and 3

interviews produced 208 pages of single spaceddrguts.

The collection of data followed the same formatlinatl in Phase 1, including the
signing of a consent form, the recording of themiew and return of the transcript for
checking by the participant. Table 21 summariges key details of each case

including the total interviews undertaken in Phasd the study.

Table 21: Phase 3 Data Collection

Total number of Total numberof | Interviews carried out

Case organisations participants in Phase 3
Case 1l 2 12 3
Case 2 5 10 2
Case 3 7 14 3
Case 4 8 20 2
Total 22 56 10

Data analysis

Interview transcripts were entered into NVI¥@nd coded in alignment with the codes
identified during the analysis of Phase 1 data.alysis of the data confirmed some of
the emergent themes that been identified in eastages, and also introduced some new
elements. Accordingly, some original codes werngaexed in line with the additional
data, whilst a small number of new nodes were addéte completion of this analysis
enabled the development of the final coding tremwsh(see extract in Appendix 7).
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3.4.2.4 Integration of the data analysis

To complete the within-case analysis, it was nexrgst® consider the findings within
each phase of the study. For example, how didcgaanhts’ comments (derived from
interviews), their position in the network (derivdttough SNA centrality measures),
and their perceptions about trust levels (deriveainf closed questions within the

survey) combine to provide an integrated view efitifluence of trust in each case.

Although some integration of the data had been tiakien throughout the course of the
analysis - for example, qualitative data had beeegrated through the use of NVIVO

" data integration at an overall level was still ®undertaken. It was not possible to
import social network data or the data derivedubiothe closed question section of the
survey into NVIVC, neither was it possible to import the qualitatilata in UCINET.

In some instances, memos were created in NVAWDhold textual summaries of the

findings from the SNA data and these were codealdd the researcher to re-examine
data collected in different phases before finalcbasions were drawn. Therefore, to a
great extent, this was an iterative manual proaesisthe continual cross-referencing of
the data collected in each phase helped the rdémgatc draw conclusions about the

research.
3.4.3 Cross-case analysis

The use of multiple cases adds to the validity gexeralisability of research findings
(Miles and Huberman, 1994). The adoption of a csslection strategy, that is,
replication logic, is also advantageous (Eisenhait®39; Yin 1994). Miles and
Huberman (1994) define cross-case analysis asrtdeegs through which patterns and
relationships between different cases are idedtifieThe purpose of the cross-case
analysis was to identify similarities and differescbetween the cases through the
application of pattern matching. Pattern matchwrag also used at the earlier stage of
analysis where each case was analysed againsteiimaipary codes identified from the
conceptual framework. The cross-case analysistadojm this research enabled a

systematic review and comparison across the faesa

Miles & Huberman (1994) suggest three methods ofluoting cross-case analysis: (1)
by identifying categories or particular areas ofeiast and comparing within-case

similarities with cross-case differences, (2) bleskng pairs of cases and listing the
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similarities and differences between each pair, @ydby dividing the data according to
the nature of data source. The researcher adopeefirst strategy by categorising the
characteristics of each case, for example typeppfaach, and then identifying the
differences across the four cases. Secondly, dsescwere compared based on the
factors identified through the conceptual framewankd emergent factors derived
through the within-case analysis. The researclssr adopted the third strategy and
divided data into qualitative and quantitative setswhich cross-analysis was then
conducted. The nominal data gathered throughuheeg was converted to bar-charts
during the within-case analysis and these charte wgtended across the four cases.
Aspects of the qualitative data had been concapaghthrough within-case matrices on
which thematic analysis was conducted; these nestricere extended to incorporate
findings across all cases. Miles & Huberman (198@)e that this latter strategy
enables the researcher to gain unique insightstidalata both through corroboration
of findings and the ability to reconcile confliajrfindings. In addition to the use of
bar-charts and matrices, the researcher also dmaeklecatterplots to map relationships
between factors. For example, a scatterplot wasl ue identify the relationship

between “frequency of interaction” and the “physmaximity” of case participants.

Cross-case analysis of the social network dataumndsrtaken to identify patterns of the
networks and actors and to consider these agdiastharacteristics of each network.
These patterns were depicted through the use adggams. The characteristics of the
within-case networks were compared across eacheottases to identify patterns of
similarity and to identify differences. These fings were considered in the broader
context of the qualitative data relating to the mi&iemes of the study.

3.5 Summary of Chapter 3

This chapter has presented epistemological andadelbgical considerations of the
research process, and the specific research dasggtts of this study. The adoption of
the post-positivist paradigm supports the objestioé the research, and reflects the

researcher’s view of the world.

The research methodology section includes discassfothe benefits of case study
research and the use of multiple case study. Aipheiicase approach is justified as an

appropriate methodology for undertaking this reslear
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This chapter also discusses mixed methods desighpatlines the researcher’s choice
of a mixed methods approach incorporating the usegualitative and quantitative
research methods, with a predominantly qualitatoeis. The concept of SNA was

introduced.

The chapter outlines the specific research desigdirgy this research and the data
collection and analysis undertaken in each phaskeofesearch. The chapter closes by

outlining the cross-case analysis strategy empldyeithe researcher.

The next chapter presents the first Case in thiystu
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4 CASE 1 RESULTS

This chapter presents Case 1, the first of the ¢ases in this study. The results of the

data have been analysed through the developmetdbbds, figures, and matrices.

Some of these are included in the Case; othersertaled in the Appendices.

The chapter is divided into five main sections:

The first section presents an introduction to e@else; it outlines the Case’s
purpose, the structure of the inter-organisatiadeaim, and details of the Case
organisations and participants as well as any fbpracesses that pertain to the
Case.

The second section focuses on participants’ peepof knowledge.

The third section discusses the knowledge sharictvittes of the inter-

organisational team.

The fourth section discusses the availability asd of ICT tools within the
Case.

The fifth section focuses on SC. It presents tbsults pertaining to the
individual factors relating to the relational armoitive dimensions of SC. The

structural SC results, obtained using SNA, are pissented.

The chapter concludes with a summary and discussitre key findings of this case.

Overview of Case 1

This section provides an overview of structure ppse, and activities of Case 1. The

section also documents the number of participabirgganisations, a breakdown of the

members from each organisation, and the phasedhefrdsearch in which they

participated.
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Case 1 is based in the New Zealand (NZ) educa#gotos whose services are provided
through seven key organisations, two of which pguéited in this case; for reasons of
confidentiality they are referred to Edul and Edu2

Case 1 represents an inter-organisational colléibarghat is undertaken within a
broader work programme between Edul and Edu2. brbader work programme
focuses on the collection, analysis, and releasspetific aspects of New Zealand
educational data. @ Each participating organigsatsoresponsible for the collection of
particular aspects of the educational data. THetals must then be shared in order for
each organisation to have a complete understardittge segment of the New Zealand
educational environment in which they are engag€éde purpose of Case 1 is to deal
with a subset of the overall data, and to sharecandrdinate the release of this data to
the general public. The nature of the data is dhel it attracts significant media
interest and, because of this, both Edul and Edhy2 the release of this information as

a high risk exercise.

In Case 1, the details of the educational data gdaeach year, therefore the
collaboration is an annual occurrence that geneladits for approximately two months,

and follows the same process as showrigure 21

Each year, Edul collects a range of educationa @tatn a number of educational
institutions throughout New Zealand. Edul collates data and, using a statistical
analysis software application, performs a numbermdlyses to derive the specific
information they require. The data is then shamth Edu2 who performs further

analysis on it, based on their organisation’s negments. Edu2’s analysis is performed
using a different statistical analysis softwarel@pgpion. During this time, individuals

from each organisation collaborate to discuss @neleato aspects of the data prior to its

release to the public.

" Due to the small size of the New Zealand publictare specific details relating to each organisatio

have been omitted in order to protect the confi@dityt of both organisations and participants
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Figure 21: Case 1 Process Diagram

This collaboration is conducted under the auspaéesMemorandum of Understanding
(MOU) that exists between the two organisationkis MOU is a high level agreement
that sets out the individual roles and responsigsliof each organisation, and outlines
guidelines relating to interaction between themhe T™MOU provides direction at a
strategic rather than an operational level andglation to this case specifically, there
are no formal guidelines, project charter, writtagreements, or processes and

procedures that define how operational-level wotlklve carried out.

All of the activities undertaken within the collailation are considered to be “business-
as-usual” activities. As such, there is no forfoalding or resource allocation assigned
to the collaboration and all activity is conductesl part of the day-to-day activities of

individuals.

A total of 12 individuals across the two organisas$i are involved in this Case. Nine of
the team members are employed by Edul, and thamemahree by Edu2. Although
both organisations categorise this as an interrsgtional collaboration, there is no

formal structure that brings Edul staff and Edu@ffstogether into a single inter-
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organisational team. Rather, the two organisatior@ntain their existing team

structures and operate independently within theeCas shown ifrigure 22

The inter-organisational team does not have a dated leader. The members of Edul
report to Matthef; who is the most senior member of the Edul teagaged in the
collaboration. The exceptions to this direct réipgrline are Andy and James, who sit

outside of Matthew’s direct team, but do becom®ived in the collaboration.

In Edu2, the two team members report to Barbamsémior member of the team. The
structures within each organisation reflect themwadrreporting structure for day-to-day
activities outside of this case. In the inter-oigational context, communication

between the two organisations is conducted thrddigtthew and Barbara.

Both Matthew and Barbara have extensive experiancetenure of service within the
education sector. Prior to taking up his rol&dul, Matthew worked at Edu?2 for ten
years in a research-focused position. He has sixemexperience managing projects
with multi-disciplinary teams and has been involvMedseveral inter-organisational
collaborative endeavours. Barbara has been wdti2 Since 2004, prior to which she
spent six months at Edul. As a result, both Mattaed Barbara have considerable

experience within the sector as well as within aass both organisations.

Edul Edu2
andy p_____ .,| Matthew |< ______________________________

Formal reporting relationship
————— Line of comamunica tion

Figure 22: Formal collaboration structure

® The use of pseudonyms has been employed to nmath&ianonymity of participants.
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Other participants are employed in a range of gpliesearch, and information-related
roles. They occupy a range of levels within thieBpective organisational hierarchies,
from administrative to senior roles. Participantiso have been employed in their
current roles for more than twelve months have beeolved in this Case before, due
to the fact that it is an annually recurring codiedttion; therefore they have multiple

experiences of involvement in the case. Particglaaterage tenure within their

individual organisations is approximately 5’2fears. The average tenure of staff
across the public sector as a whole is 8.2 yeaad 2609 (SSC, 2009). A breakdown
of the roles and tenure of Case participants, bhadt participation in specific phases of

the research is included in Appendix 8.

The nature of the collaboration is such that alffomembers of the group do meet
face-to-face, these meetings are generally outbeleontext of this Case and are more
often concerned with the wider programme of woikt ils being undertaken by the two
organisations. Thus, this Case is characterised stual collaboration whereby the
participants rarely or never meet face-to-face tbe specific purpose of the
collaboration. The specific characteristics of €asas detailed above are summarised
in Table 22.

Table 22: Case 1 Characteristics

Characteristic Case 1
Physical Type Virtual
Number of Organisations 2
Number of Individual Participants 12
Duration of Collaboration 2 months
Frequency of Collaboration Annual
Allocation of staff resource Part-time

4.2  Perceptions of knowledge

At the outset of the Case, participants were askedefine knowledge, and its role
within the Case. The purpose of this request twaancourage individuals to actively

consider knowledge and enable the researcher tuiflesimilarities and differences

° This figure is based on the tenure of 7 participavho responded to this question, and is skewea by

single participant with a tenure of 16 years.
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between individuals’ perceptions, and to help deiee the value and role that
knowledge plays in the Case. A full list of pagents’ responses is included as
Appendix 9.

Some participants, particularly those who were gedain the analysis of raw data,

refer to the knowledge hierarchy of data, informatiand knowledge:

The insights and conclusions gained from analysagrmation. A continuum of
data, information and knowledge.

Building on this perception, other Case 1 partiotpaextend this thinking to refer to
knowledge as information that has been further ggsed to contain meaning and

context, and that could be applied or used:

A set of understandings or strategies about thenmngéulness of information, and
the context in which it can be used which are dyonand mutually reinforcing
and lead to better understandings or applicatiompadctices to solve significant

issues or learn about a particular phenomenon.

Information of which someone is aware, has an wtdading of and acts on for

specific purposes — such as performing their job.

Some participants, notably those in less senioesfokuggest that knowledge is
something that is discussed and used at more siewels, and in fact, their role is to
supply the information that would lead to that kiedge:

We [analysts] supply the data, the information.effthey [management] discuss

it and ask questions. All we do is supply the faots.

Case 1 participants confirm that use of the termoVidedge” is not common within the
inter-organisational team, or within their respeetiorganisational teams. They are
more comfortable discussing information, and areereasily able to identify the role
of explicit knowledge in the inter-organisationabllaboration. Participants place
considerable emphasis on ensuring that the datanémwination is correct. This data
forms the basis of what is derived and releasadfasmation to the Minister and to the
general public, therefore any errors in the datalead to errors in the information that

is released.
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4.3 Knowledge sharing activities

At its most basic level, participants regard thedlaboration as a relatively simple
transfer of information whereby the explicit datllected by Edul is forwarded to
Edu2. To facilitate this transfer, the data aspied onto a CD and manually delivered
to the team at Edu2. However, there are a numbeaxctovities that occur over the
lifetime of the collaboration that support the datansfer. These activities relate to the
analysis of the data; issues relating to the usspetific terminology; interpretation of

the data; and how the data will be used and shar¢le organisations.

The majority of sharing occurs around informatioKnowledge is considered to be
almost a by-product of the collaboration and knalgke sharing is something that

occurs if team members have difficulties understamthe data. As Heather states:

Quite often what we do is in the first instancewi¢ share information ... and go
back to them [Edul] if we don’t understand ... [knedge] it's all stuff that you
know somewhere but | suspect most of it is in theads.

Matthew proposes information sharing as an “opemnali’ action, whereas knowledge

sharing is something that is done at a more “sireit®r “higher” level:

We draft a report and do an analysis [and] we wgitlare it with other people in
the team and we will look at the implications ahdttknowledge sharing is done

at a higher level like at a management level ootlyh a specific internal group.

This confirms other participants’ views of knowledgharing as a more tactical or
strategic activity. So, in most instances, data amformation is determined by
operational level staff, and value is derived anideal at a senior level.

Members from each organisation (i.e. within Eduid within Edu?2) report that sharing
is actively encouraged within their individual ongsational team, and is a regular
occurrence. Within these teams, sharing takeegt@ough scheduled and/or informal
meetings, through the exchange of email, and tlirdeigphone conversations.

Sharing is less evident across the inter-orgawisatiteam. At the inter-organisational
level, it is not routine practice to share knowledgcross the team, particularly

knowledge that is more tacit in nature. Ratheteriorganisational sharing is more
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likely to be driven when an aspect of the inforrmatior the sharing process, requires
further clarification or assistance. That is rsay that knowledge is withheld; but that
knowledge sharing occurs on an ad hoc, as-requbasis rather than a matter of

everyday practice.

Other factors that impact on the degree of knowdedgaring include individuals’
proximity to other team members, and lack of timd human resourcedn relation to
physical proximity, individuals from the two orgaations are housed in different
buildings; therefore there is little opportunityr foasual, ad hoc, meetings between
participants to occur. Physical proximity is alassociated with how frequently
individuals interact. The highest number of intéi@ns takes place between individuals
located on the same floor of the same building (ihin the same organisation) and
these individuals are most likely to interact olacday or more. Individuals located in
different buildings (i.e. different organisatiorigglicate they are less likely to interact
with individuals in other buildings, and of thoselividuals with whom they do interact
the frequency of the interaction reduced to leas ttnce a week.

Time constraints also influence knowledge sharicgvidies. Individuals may be
working on multiple projects concurrently and thesaivities can restrict time for
sharing. An Edul participant states that multi-tagks an everyday practice for team

members:
The team can be working on 15 or 16 projects.

One participant views the pressures caused bydac&source as a positive influence

on sharing:

We're both under-resourced and if we're able to kvaogether we actually

increase our resource that way.

Participants confirm that in many cases knowledwgrisg activities take place in the
context of the wider work programme, through whietlividuals take the opportunity
to liaise specifically on this collaboration. Thwas resulted in the development of
networks between team members that, while not sacés focussing on the specific
aspects of this Case, do contribute to the ovdealelopment of relationships between
participants. These networks have provided paditis with informal opportunities to
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discuss the Case and these opportunities oftenlesinmadividuals to learn morthan

through formal meetings. Two-thirds of participamiote that they often learn more
from an informal chat than through a formal meetisge Appendix 10). This
preference for informal meetings is reflected ie findings relating to participants’

choice of communication channel.
4.3.1 Choice of communication channel for knowledge sharing

Participants’ choice of communication channel floareng information and knowledge
is impacted by three factors: channel availabilityg relationship with the recipient, and

the nature of the communication.

In Case 1, participants have access to basic comation channels such as face-to-
face communication, telephone, and email as showitable 23. All participants
indicate that, where possible, they try to meeefax:face with others. However, this is
not always possible, particularly when communiaativith a participant from outside
the organisation, where physical proximity is asues In these instances, email is most
often used to communicate. Only four participaanes likely to use the telephone for
communication purposes. ICT tools, such as instegsaging, shared workspaces, or
other technology collaboration tools are not usgéiy participants. (The use of ICT

tools is explored in the following section).

Table 23: Choice of communication channel

Total Mo of
Channel Interactions | Individuals
Face-to-face 22 8
Email 19 ]
Telephone 7 4
Shared technology (i.e.shared workspace, electronic collzboration tool) 0
Other 0 0

The majority of face-to-face communication takeacpl between individuals from the
same organisation and consists of scheduled andfymal meetings between two or
more individuals. In Case 1, formal meetings foe inter-organisational team are
rarely scheduled. There are however, instancesppbrtunistic meetings, and these
often come about through participants’ involvemierthe wider work programme. For
example, the two team leaders may be in a meetingother work, and take the

opportunity to talk about aspects of this collattiora(Case 1) informally:
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We do have regular face-to-face meetings. | meay tlappen quite regularly

rather than they are regularly scheduled.

Face-to-face communication between other Casecpmatits is also largely informal
and opportunistic, unless they work in close praginto each other. Edul team
members confirm that they do have team meetingshiese are generally in relation to
all the work the team is engaged in, rather that aspects of this Case. Similar

meetings occur in Edu?2.

The previous section identified that the lack afefdo-face interaction across the inter-
organisational team is influenced by physical pmugy. However, in the Case of Edu2
participants, this also seems to be something @om@scious decision about how
knowledge will be shared. Edu2 participants repoat, in a formal respect, they are
reliant on Barbara (Edu2 team leader) to sharernmétion sourced from Edul.

Barbara confirms that she is the official commutiwa link between the two

organisations. However, this has not precludecestablishment of informal networks
between individual participants within the two angaations. As Edu2 leader, Barbara,

points out:

One of the people in my team has very strong liekaand made sure that she

keeps in contact with Chris at Edu.
This informal networking is confirmed by Heathed(R):

He [Chris] used to come over here and meetings {oafaboration related]

...and he was quite similar with his line of thimgiand stuff.

Discussion reveals that these networks focus onvitler aspects of the work in which
individuals are engaged, rather than on Case-$peaspects, but still provide

opportunities for participants to communicate almage-related issues.

The nature of the relationship between individuallso impacts on their choice of
communication channel. Sixty-seven percent ofigpents indicate that the better they
know an individual, the more likely they are to commicate with them face-to-face
(see Appendix 10). In this Case, most participanave already established a

relationship, or know of each other through theivaolvement in the wider work
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programme, therefore in the majority of cases pigdints have had previous contact
with, or are aware of, other participants. Howevee relationship with the participant

becomes a secondary consideration when proximaisis an issue.

4.4  The use of Information and Communication Technology

There is currently no shared ICT infrastructurewsstn Edul and Edu2. Each
organisation has individual information systems d&hdre are no connections or

integration between them.

The results of the exploration of ICT focus on thain uses of ICT in the cases, and a
combination of individual, organisational, and sedtactors that influence individuals’
awareness and use of ICT for knowledge sharing.

The first use of ICT relates to the analysis of daga collected by Edul. The data is
analysed using a statistical software analysisiegpdn, SPSS. Once the analysis is
complete, the data is shared with Edu2 who contthéat own analysis using alternative
statistical analysis software, SAS. The transfértlze data between the two
organisations is facilitated through the copyingraf data onto a CD which is then hand
delivered to Edu2. One participant notes that th@nual transfer is due to the
extensive size of the data files that are shaned,vehich cannot be facilitated through

any other means.

The second use of ICT in Case 1 is for communinaporposes, through the use of
both the telephone and email. Email is the masjufently used channel when face-to-
face communication is not an option, and emailaied the most common method of
communication. Participants regard the existesfcan audit trail as an advantage of
email communication. This is seen as helpful iduseng risk by being able to have
clear records of discussions and decision-makiriigy-€ight percent of participants

also believe that email communications help buidstt between individuals (see
Appendix 10).

Several participants prefer email to the teleph@specially if the choice is between

leaving a voice message and sending an email:

I'll generally go to email rather than leave a rsage on the phone.
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| very rarely just email people unless they wetrdinére, and/or unless it was a
complicated and | found it quicker to deal withuyknow... like if | needed to

write it down, then | would email it.

Therefore if an individual feels it is important tave documentation relating to a
communication, then email is viewed as the mosr@pgate method for facilitating
this. It also appears to enable participantstma the item and allow them to move on
to other tasks.

Several factors were found to influence an indigiuawareness and use of ICT tools.
Within this Case, there are no collaborative ICdldcsuch as bulletin boards or shared
drives or networks available to individuals. Cagmeticipants confirm that in most
cases they do not have any experience of using ttypes of collaboration tools. In
some cases, participants are unaware of what theteare, or if they are available to

them, or if tools of these types are being useahiynother part of the two organisations.

We do document sharing and things like that butler@t have any shared access

to anything apart from our mutual websites.

Despite the fact that few ICT tools are availabtethis collaboration, participants
believe that the available technology is effectameg are undecided about whether there
is any benefit from having access to a greateraafglCT tools (see Appendix 10).
The participants demonstrate limited knowledge &abmitiatives such as the
Government Shared Network (GSN) and Shared Workspand how these might be

used by their organisation. As members of EdulEhe? point out:

There is work towards getting something like thediility to share data via ICT].
It would be a mechanism to share data and be ctamisamongst all

organisations...but it's not at a point where I'veahd enough about it.

“I'm not trying to be disparaging of the technicsblution or anything at all, I'm
just saying that | wouldn’t want to see technol@g/the answer to something
where it is a bit more about engagement betweearosgtions which is not just

in our team, it's an enabler for that rather tharetdriver for that.”
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Despite participants’ lack of ICT knowledge and whoow, they believe that ICT
assists information sharing and agree that bothebrganisations collaborating in this
endeavour place a strong emphasis on using IChacesnformation (see Appendix
10). This suggests that participants acknowletigevalue of ICT to share information,
and are used to using it within their parent orgaimon. Consequently, it could be
expected that these opinions would positively iefice ICT use within the inter-
organisational team. However, this was not the @asl participants were unaware of

ICT initiatives both within their organisation aadross the sector.

They [Edu2] are pretty slow about getting informat like that out.....A lot of

people don’t know it exists.

In summary, the reasons for the low use of teclyylo the Case appear to be a
combination of individual, organisational, and secfactors. Firstly, individuals
demonstrate low levels of personal awareness of tlidls and how these might be
useful within the collaboration. Though proficiantthe use of analysis applications
and basic communication tools such as email, paaits appear to lack knowledge,
and in some cases, confidence about wider useschftlogy. At an organisational
level, few tools are available and a lack of comimaition from senior leadership about
ICT initiatives and tools means that participants ot actively aware of ICT-related
advances that might be occurring within the orgatios. At a sector level, initiatives
such those relating to e-government are not webwknto Case participants. While
some know about these at a general level, theyotleee how they could be linked to
the work in which they are involved and view itsmnething outside the sphere of their

own roles.

4.5 Social capital

This section outlines the aspects of Case 1 tHatereo SC and how it influences

knowledge sharing in this Case.
4.5.1 Relational social capital

The relational dimension of SC is concerned with ‘tithy” and “when” of knowledge
sharing (Huysman & Wulf, 2004), and studies mogerffocus on factors such as
identity, trust, norms, and obligations and exp@ats.
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Identity

Identity is defined as the process whereby indiaidudentify with other individuals or
a social group (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998), or thieer to which individuals feel a
connection to other individuals (Widen-Wulff & Giram, 2004).

In this case, the most prevalent identity-relaiedihgs were associated with the wider
work programme, and the education sector as a wihalleer than in relation to this
specific collaboration.

Participants’ comments regarding the nature of ¢bdaboration between the two
organisations indicate that there is little sen$egup identity in relation to this
specific Case. In fact, several participants caminthat, in their view, there is not a
“formal”’ collaboration as such. As Barbara poiots:

The project[collaboration] is more part of an ongoing relationship between
[Edu2] and [Edul] ... the release of the data is jastmall part of that.

This is compounded by a lack of formal title, omme for the collaboration, which
means that participants are unsure how to refethto collaboration, and as a
consequence, often refer to the wider work progranand the activities that occur
within the wider programme. This raises questicearding the legitimacy of this
venture as a representation of an inter-organisalticcollaboration.  However,
discussion with Matthew (Edul) confirms that, desgiome participants’ perceptions,
the senior leadership of both organisations resmytiiis Case as a valid instance of an

inter-organisational collaboration.

However, while the collaboration suffers from akla¢ identity, there is some evidence
of a sense of group identity in relation to the @vidvork programme in which members
of Case 1 participants are engaged. This oftenlweg individuals participating in
several working groups responsible for specificeasp of the work programme. One
participant points out that though the nature efc¢bllaboration is somewhat undefined,
overall individuals “seem to be able to work witlich other which is a plus rather than
a minus”. Another notes the value of recognitioattis built up when an individual is
involved in a number of different groups focusedrelated matters, for example being
a part of a wider team working on related matters.
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The analysis also suggests an association betweatity and the nature of the work in
which participants are engaged. During the ineammprocess, several participants made
reference to their commitment to the educationaeahd the importance and value of

education. For example, Cliff notes that:
You do thigtype of work]because you really believe in it....it makes a idiffee.

Therefore, a sense of identity also appears toskeceted with the education sector
itself and that participation within the sectorleefs members’ commitment to the field

of education.
Trust

All Case 1 participants agree that trust is an irtgsa factor in inter-organisational
collaboration and fifty percent of participantsibeé that trust levels within the inter-
organisational team are above average (see Appd@ixXTrust is developed through
demonstrations of individual competency and thropgticipants’ commitment to the
collaboration and its value in the wider sectorrust is influenced by factors at the

individual, team, and organisational levels.

In this Case, trust is based on how competentqgyaatits perceive the individual to be,
rather than how well they know the individual. Gmetence can be assessed through an
individual’'s demonstration of their capability aexpertise observed through interaction
with the individual, or an individual’s contributioto, or delivery of, case-related

outcomes, as noted by an Edul participant:

You build up trust over time...by working alongsident you get to know what

they do well.

Given that the majority of interaction appears adket place between individuals from
the same organisation (rather than across the-ang@mnisational team), participants
find it more difficult to assess the competency indlividuals outside their own

organisation, and this can affect trust acrossaam:

| trust everybody here [Edul] ... but to be hondst, fEdu2] team | don’t well

enough to say. | don’t know how competent they are.

136



Chapter 4: Case 1 Results

Edul participants confirms that achieving higherels of inter-organisational trust
requires an increased level of interaction betwearticipants from the different

organisations:
Having people work together more. Having morediattion].

| would want people to be contributing ideas, amdairaging people to consult
with one another over their work....Getting to knomatvone another do, what

one another are good at, what one another can vip.

Email is viewed by the majority of participants@se method of helping to build trust

between individuals, particularly in the absencéaog-to-face interaction.

Trust between Case participants is also influenbgdan individual's sense of
commitment to the field of education. Particigmerceptions of the value of the
work mean that they are more likely to trust anvitial, than not to trust them. This
finding was reaffirmed through participants’ iddictition of knowledge sharing

barriers where trust was not considered to be @ebdo sharing.

Participants’ trust in an individual can be affectby the level of trust in the

individual’'s parent organisation. Participants nirdooth Edul and Edu2 express
reservations about the way in which the two org#tioeas sometimes handle
information and knowledge that has been shared de#tvihe two. One participant
relates a story where information had been shaedd/den the two organisations
(outside of this collaboration) and the informatibad been used by the recipient
organisation without the permission of the orgamsafrom which the information had

originated. In instances such as this, a t#dkust in the organisation can over-ride a
participant’s trust in an individual. As Matthewtas:

When [Edul] staff saw the fact sheet they camenz@pinto my office and said
what’s happening here because they were highlygatléo any information going

out before our proper procedures were followed.

Participants confirm that in such instances, wthiky may trust an individual, concerns
about the organisation may lead them to be less ti@n they would normally be with

the individual.
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Trust in the organisation appears primarily focusedisk associated with the release of
information to the general public, and to the Mieis The interviews reveal that
participants in both Edul and Edu2 perceive theteethigh risk in the information that
they deal with, and that this risk leads them tovigdlant and more likely to display

risk-averse sharing behaviour.

It is simply about... trying to manage what inforroatigoes out from the
organisation, how the public perceives us, the tretship with the Minister....
We don’t want the Minister ... to hear things throwugtother party ... without

having had first the chance to explore those issuitsthe Minister [ourselves].

Timing and issues relating to the wider context als® considerations that the two

organisations take into account:

The rules of engagement about information that aweehbeen producing have
tended to vary depending on the product, the tinsind how it sits into what's

going in the wider environment.

There was also some evidence of trust issues atinta-organisational level.
Participants from both organisations recount houwermal knowledge sharing is

sometimes limited or inhibited by decisions madghbr in the organisational hierarchy.

| was told that it has to be checked, or the timg'tiright to share that

information.

There was an incident where there was a high lagetement that they didn't tell
anybody about until we were about to push somethmdy it turned out they’d

agreed that nothing would be shared.

This finding is confirmed through participants’ md#ication of knowledge sharing
barriers, where issues relating to management eadetship decisions are noted by

several individuals.

In summary, Case 1 findings relating to trust shibat at an individual level trust is
primarily based on competency, but also relatesano individual’s belief in or
commitment to the work in which they are engagétiere are issues of trust between

the two participating organisations that can affsaring within the collaboration
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although, to a large extent, individuals attempovercome these limitations. Trust is
also an issue at the intra-organisational leveknetsharing can sometimes be inhibited

by directives from senior leadership.
Norms, obligations, and expectations

Scarbrough and Carter (2000) posit that obligatiand expectations can manifest as
commitment at the individual or organisational levim Case 1, the influence of norms,
obligations and expectations is most clearly dermatesd through individuals’
identification of factors that motivate them to sha&knowledge with other team
members. Participants were asked to identify th@nnmotivation for sharing
knowledge with each of the individuals in the teamth whom they had indicated a

knowledge sharing relationship (SEgble 24).

Table 24: Motivation to Share

Total No of
Motivation Interactions | Individuals
Commitment to the collaboration 20 4
The belief that the recipient will share their knowledge with me in return 17 7
The feeling | am able to help that person 16 6
Trust in the individual 6 4
Recognition of my knowledge and expertise 1
Presence of technology that makes sharing easy 0 0

64

In total, participants identify 64 sharing inteiaos. The three most common
motivations are individuals’ commitment to the eblbration (although this was later
determined to be their commitment to educationanegal); the belief that knowledge

sharing will be reciprocal; and the feeling of lgeable to help an individual.

This chapter has already identified the strongsefi€ommitment that individuals feel
towards the importance of the education sector agdassociation, their role in the
work in which they are engaged. Commitment to ¢b#aboration is driven by a
participant’s sense of professionalism and dedioat the subject domain as evidenced
through the enthusiasm and deep regard for the Keatand education system as

vocalised by an Edul member during the interviews:

You choose towWork in educatiohbecause you have a particular way of thinking

about people and your place in the world.
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This sense of commitment to the field of educafemd by default to the collaboration
in which they are engaged) influences individualstivity with other individuals and
can assist the development of trust between paamts. It also reflects the finding
relating to “Identity” which shows that participahsense of identity is based more on
their connection and commitment to the field of eation than on the collaboration
itself. This type of affective commitment has\poeisly been linked to an individual’s
identification with an organisation or feeling ofmetional connection to the
organisation (van den Hooff & Ridder, 2004). IistCase, it manifests at a sectoral

level, and is demonstrated through an individuadsymitment to the field of education.

A further example of this aspect of relational San the expectation that knowledge
sharing will be reciprocal. In this way, individsaare motivated to share knowledge

based on the expectation that they will receiveskadge in return.

Finally, some participants identified that beindeato help a fellow team member is
influential in their decision to share knowledg&Vhile this can be described as an
example of altruistic sharing, it also signifiesubconscious obligation on the behalf of
an individual to share with another. This appéised to the sense of identity and
commitment that relates to the work in which thetipgpants are engaged and which

provides the shared context within which the Cakeg place.
4.5.2 Cognitive social capital

Cognitive SC relates to “what” is being shared,dwample the purpose and goals of the
inter-organisational collaboration. Research iis threa has commonly focused on

shared language, shared vision, and a sense @dsbature (see Chow & Chan, 2008).
Shared language

A lack of shared language both at the team anchasgonal levels is raised by several

Case 1 participants, and cited as a key barrikendaviedge sharing.

The two organisations use different terminologyéscribe aspects of educational data,
which can cause difficulties in communication ahdrgng:
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We had to spend a bit of time learning what eatleromeans, and because we
already had a set of jargon and definitions, we hadsort of invent new ones
when working withEdul].

These differences relate to very basic languagmesies. For example, the term
“student” is defined and analysed differently witlgach organisation and this can lead

to confusion.

The lack of shared language causes difficultiescése participants and has a negative
impact on the time available for interaction betwdeam members. Rather than
spending time discussing the outcomes of the estdm members must focus on

ensuring that errors that are due to language sistamcies are avoided and eliminated:

They [Edul] use language we don’'t and we use laggubhey don’'t. So that has

probably been the most time consuming and mostsaepiece of work.

Discussion with participants who have been involirethis collaboration over several
years indicates that, despite the acknowledgedctudlfies that a lack of shared language
has caused, there has been no action to addreissiiee

The lack of shared language indicates a degreeispbimtedness across both the
organisations and the education sector as a wlokingle shared language would

facilitate ease of information and knowledge shabetween organisations.
Shared purpose and goals

The purpose of Case 1 is to share and releasdispamiicational data. Though some
participants suggest that Case 1 is more an actnithin the wider work programme
than a discrete collaborative endeavour, they k@@ @bout the goal of the interaction.
Therefore, in the context of this case, theressrase of shared purpose about what is to
be achieved, particularly in the case of the reffpeteam leaders of Edul and Edu2.

The notion of shared purpose and goals becomescylarty problematic at the
organisational level. Though the two organisatiares both engaged in activity in the
education sector, an Edu2 participants points betetis a clear difference in their

respective purposes:
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We have different aims, different focuses, andsitsometimes difficult to

understand each other.

Matthew notes that these differences affect shawirtigin the collaboration and across

the greater work programme.

“There’s a definite sort of tensions abdthe fact thatjwe have different ways of
working and the different things that we end upndpiand sometimes these
conflict.

These differences are evidenced through the eantemple whereby the term “student”
is interpreted differently by the two organisaticarsd, as such, can lead to confusion
including the way in which the data is collectedd aanalysed. Each organisation
approaches this differently, and as an Edu2 ppéditi states:

We think our methodology is better and they tltiekr methodology is better.

Though a single example, this reflects a lack ofststency and level of difference that
one would not expect to be evident where two ogions are engaged in working
within a single educational system, and where tatkawn from the same population.
These differences reflect the cultural differentetween the two organisations as

detailed in the follow section.
Shared culture

At a team level, neutral or non-response to théupeHrelated survey questions (see
Appendix 10) indicates that fifty percent of Caspatticipants are unsure about culture
and its role within the collaboration. Discussianth participants revealed two

potential reasons for this lack of clarity. Firstbther than at a leadership level there is
little inter-organisational interaction betweentmapants. Secondly, the fact that nine
of the inter-organisational team members are frioensame organisation means that in
many respects, participants do not feel like theypart of a larger inter-organisational

team, and are unlikely to experience specific caltdifferences.

However, exploration of culture issues with themel@aders of Edul and Edu2 does
identify cultural differences at an organisatiofelel, and these are perceived by the

team leaders to influence the nature of inter-agdional sharing. These participants
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have worked within both organisations, and areetioee able to contrast the differences
in organisational culture; ttheir thoughts and cants on the differences between the
two organisations are based on in-depth experiencéhey perceive the two
organisational cultures as quite different, andigmiicant challenge to overcome,
particularly when it comes to sharing knowledgeluEis seen as more open to sharing,

whereas Edul has traditionally been less openpeatesenior leadership levels:

I've been at national meetings where people hawe ame it would be really
good if [Edul] could be a wee bit more transpareiith processes and so on...

but I think in the last six months we have beertiteas more transparent.

Edu2 is a much more open culture ...whereas heeectliture is open in the
management team but in terms of going beyond thadt so much.

Referring to general collaboration and sharing eetwthe two organisations, one

participant states that:
Our biggest challenge is language and the diffecertures.

However, both participants believe that in respectthis case, the way in which

individual participants approach sharing and imieyanisational collaboration does
alleviate some of the issues that can arise froltural differences, and helps to ensure
that cultural differences between the two orgarosatare not a predominant issue for

the inter-organisational team.
4.5.3 Structural social capital

Structural SC denotes the “who and how” of knowkeddparing. In this research,
structural SC has been approached from two peigpscttheformal structure (who
reports to whom), and thaformal structure (who interacts with whom)rhe purpose

of exploring these formal and informal structuresswo compare and contrast the two.

The formal structure was detailed in Section 4itlshowed that participants have not
adopted a formal inter-organisational structure amahtinue to work within the
boundaries of their individual teams, with the exdfve team leaders providing formal

communication links.

143



Chapter 4: Case 1 Results

The informal structure was explored using SNA. tiBigants were asked to identify
those individuals from whom they sought collabanatrelated help and advice. The

data was explored to:

» Provide a sociogram of the informal sharing netwankplace within the

collaboration

» ldentify characteristics relating to the configuwat of the informal network

(network level results)

» ldentify characteristics relating to the relatioipshbetween individuals engaged

in the Case (individual level results)

Figure 23 presents the visual network of Case e sociogram depicts the structure of
the informal network and the ties between individacors. Each actor is depicted as a
circular node, and the colour of the node dendtesgpairent organisation to which they
belong. Line colour depicts the direction of tlee tOne-way ties are shown in blue and
reciprocal ties are depicted by red lines. Tiergith is indicated by the thickness of the
line, and the associated values which indicatefribguency of contact from both the
initiator and the receiver of the tie. A simpleagyple taken from the map shows that
Rob and Matthew enjoy a reciprocal tie (thin rawe)iwith each seeking information
and advice from the other. The values show thab Rsually seeks advice from
Matthew once a week (2.0), however Matthew goelRdb less frequently at less than
once a week (1.0). By contrast, Matthew and Antljicate a strong reciprocal tie
(thick red line); with each indicating that theyedikely to consult the other more than

once a day (5.0).

The resultsshow that information and knowledge is more commatiared among
participants from the same organisation than adiwssnter-organisational team. This
suggests that individuals within each organisatiteem work independently, or within
their own organisational silos, rather than as diath collaborative team. In this
respect, the informal network reflects the forntalure of the team described by the
respective team leaders of Edul and Edu2 and skeawier in Figure 22. The results
also show the presence of 10 reciprocal relatigusshiIn reciprocal relationships

participants both seek information from, and previaformation to, each other. These
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relationships are considered to be an indicatotiefstrength between individuals

(Hanneman & Riddle, 2005). Tie strength is diseddater in this chapter.
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Figure 23: Case 1 informal network

453.1 Network level results

Network level measures provide an indication of ltealth and overall connectivity of
the network. The network data gathered in Casacluded the size, density, and
distance measures as shown in Table 25. (Exteshelsatiptions of these measures can
be found in Chapter Three.) Also included are ssveescriptive statistical measures

derived from the univariate statistics calculatedGase 1.

Table 25: Network level measures

Measure Result
Size 12
Total Ties Prezent 44 000
Density (Mean) 33.33%
Distance 15

Std Dewviation 0471
Variance 0222

The network size of 12 indicates the number of ipgents within the inter-

organisational team. In networks of this sizes ieasier for individuals to get to know
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others than in networks that include a greater rermndb participants. The network
density, or overall connectedness, for Case 1 %.33his means that approximately
one-third (or a total of 44 ties) of the total pb&sties are in place across the network.
This is a relatively low density for the network/gn the small size of the network; the
fact that participants indicate that they are feanivith other team members at least by
name, but many by sight; and, that this is an ahnuecurring collaboration, therefore
several team members have participated in thelmiégion before. For these reasons,
it might be expected that individuals would haveager interaction with others and this
would be reflected by a higher density measuree [otver density measure might also
suggest that task allocation within the collabamatis clearly defined such that in some
instances there may not be a need for certairo$@tgividuals to interact.

The average distance between individuals, or tmebeun of people they would need to
go through to gain information if they were noteditly connected to that individual, is
1.5. This suggests that despite the low densitgso®, individuals are easily able to
seek information via others when required. Dutheosize of the network, and the fact
that only two organisations participate in the abdration, it would be unusual for a

higher distance measure to be in place.
45.3.2 Individual level results

Three centrality measures were selected to an#iyeséies between individuals in the
network. The first measure, “degree centralitygswsed to measure the number of
direct connections an actor has. The second measloseness centrality”, was used
to measure how close the actor is to all otherractathin the network, irrespective of
direct connections. The third measure, “betweenmestrality” was used to measure
an actor’s strategic position within the networkuller descriptions of these measures

can be found in Chapter 3.
Degree centrality

Degree centrality measures the number of direchections an actor has. A full list of

degree centrality degree scores for Case 1lisiie 26
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Table 26: Highest and lowest degree centralityescor

Degree Formal
Centrality | Actor Role Organisation | NrmOutdegree | Nrmindegree MrmDegree
+ Matthew | Leader Edul 36.364 723727 T2T727
Andy Member Edul 45455 54 545 63636
Rob Member Edul 36.364 63636 63636
John Member Edul 45 455 45455 54 545
Jane Member Edul 45455 0.091 54545
Barbara | Leader EduZ 36.364 45455 54 545
Chris Member Edul 36.364 45455 54 545
Joyce Member Edul 27.273 18.182 45455
Peter Member EduZ 36.364 o091 36.364
lames Member Edul o091 27.273 36.364
- Cath Member Edul 27.273 0 27273
Heather | Member Edul2 18.182 o091 18.182

These measures show a wide variance between theshignd lowest scores of actors,
and indicate that some individuals may find itidififit to source information within the
Case. To derive greater certainty and clarity &bodividual measures, degree
centrality was analysed further to determine thasuee ofin-degrees and out-degrees.
In-degreesdenote the total number of incoming connectionsinésrmation-seeking
requests made of the individu@ut-degreeslenote the number of information seeking
requests that the individual makes of others.

Matthew, Rob, and Andy received higherdegreescores than any other individuals in
Case 1. This indicates that their advice is sougbte often than other individuals’
within the network, and that they may be considetedbe experts and/or more
knowledgeable than other individuals. Alternativehey may act as gatekeepers within
the network, controlling the flow of information.In social network terms, these
individuals are more prominent or prestigious tb#rer individuals. Conversely, Cath,
Jane, Peter, and Heather received very low in-a@eggeres, indicating they are seldom
sought out for information and advice. Indeed,hGaas not sought out by any other

members.

The highest out-degree scores were achieved by Alahn, and Jane. Although high
out-degree scores can represent an individuallaante within a network, analysis of
the Case 1 out-degree scores suggest that in Jeasgsjob role and tenure may also
play a part in the scores attained. As Jane isivelg new to the team, it is surmised
that her high out-degree rate is due to the neeghtier information to which others

may already have access. At the opposite endeo$dhle, Heather and James scored
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lower out-degree scores than any other membelrsedkem. Further, despite Barbara’s
leadership role within Edu2, both her in-degree antidegree scores signify that she
does not occupy a key role within the overall netwo

From the overall degree scores, it is clear thatiia and Andy play powerful roles
within the network, while Heather and Cath are l@sfi-connected. In Heather’s case,
this is particularly significant as both her in-deg and out-degree scores show that she
has less interaction with others and is somewloddtisd from other participants. Cath’s
low degree score is most likely due to her roléh&ssole administrative person within
the collaboration. While she does need to seebrnmdtion from others, Cath’s in-
degree score reflects the fact that it is unlikely thathets will go to her for
collaboration-related help and advice, and als@ssig that the type of help and advice

others seek is technically-orientated.

It is also notable that the highest scoring actwesall members of Edul and, of these,

each has significant experience within the sector.

Network centralisation was also measured as artiaddi point of reference for the
social network data. Network centralisation meesuthe global or macro level
centralisation of the network and is indicative lmdw unequal the distribution of
centrality is in a network or how much variancer¢his in the distribution of centrality
in a network. In this Case, network centralisatiwas derived from the degree

centrality scores as shown in Table 27.

Table 27: Degree Centralisation Index

Centralisation Index Result
In-degree 42 975%
Qut-degree 13.223%
Total 56.20%

The overall degree centralisation index of 56.2ficates that the network is centralised
across a number of individuals. Hanneman & Rid@@95) states that the star network
with a centralisation index of 100% is represem&atdf the most highly centralised

network. Analysis of these results by in-degreé aut-degree shows that the number
of information requests that are made is directeal small group of individuals and is

therefore highly centralised. There is less cdisaion of those seeking requests and
these requests tend to come from across the netwattier than a selected group of
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individuals. Taken as a whole, this indicates thatpower of individual actors differs
significantly and that those in more central posi§ are likely to be more positively
positioned than others.

Closeness centrality

Closeness centrality measures the degree to whictttar is close to all other actors in
a network (Hanneman & Riddle, 2005). While degceetrality considers only the
immediate ties of an individual, closeness cenyraliso takes into account indirect ties.
Actors with high closeness centrality are abledach lots of other actors within the
network (Kilduff & Tsai, 2003). Degree centralitgpresents an individual's local
position within a network, whereas closeness cbtytiadicates an individual’'s global
position. A full list of closeness centrality seeris included in Table 28.

The closeness scores indicate that Matthew hoklsttiongest global network position,
and is closer to other actors than any other anttine network. The closeness scores
also focus on Edul team members, and reflect tge Hegree scores achieved by
Matthew and Rob. Once again, Edu2 team memberthéteand Peter are distanced
from other actors; however, Joyce holds the weghkesition in the global network and
is somewhat isolated from colleagues. As the tatlicuns are done on directed data
(indicating the direction of ties), an overall ma@sof network centralisation cannot be
calculated.

Table 28: Closeness centrality scores

Closeness Formal
Centrality | Actor Role Organisation | inCloseness | outCloseness | TotalCloseness
+ Matthew | Leader Edul 78.571 16.176 04,747
Rob Member Edul 73.333 16.176 29509
lohn Member Edul 64.706 16418 81.124
Andy Member Edul 64.706 16418 81124
Chris Member Edul 64.706 16.176 80882
Barbara | Leader Edu? 61111 16.176 77.287
lames Member Edul 55 15.278 70.278
Cath Member Edul 8333 275 35833
lane Member Edul 0091 23 404 32405
Peter Member Edu? 0.091 22917 32.008
Heather | Member Edu? 0091 21569 30.66
} loyce Member Edul 10 18.644 28.644
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Betweenness centrality

Betweenness centrality is often described as a uneasf gate-keeping, and is
considered to denote a position of strategic adggnand information control (Hawe &
Ghali, 2007). A complete output of betweennnessescfor Case 1 is shown in Table
29.

Table 29: Betweenness centrality scores

Betweenness Formal
Centrality Actor Role Organisation | BetweennessN
+ Matthew | Leader Edul 6.545
Barbara | Leader Edu2 6.409
Andy Member Edul 6212
Rob Member Edul 6.091
lohn Member Edul 5.212
Chris Member Edul 253
Peter Member EduZ 1545
lane Member Edul 1430
loyce Member Edul 0.985
lames Member Edul 0.303
Heather | Member Edu2 i
" Cath Member | Edul 0

The results show that there is variation betweenldlwv and high betweenness scores.
The highest scores are achieved by Matthew andaBarland this indicates they may
exert a degree of control over information withive tnetwork; this is supported by
comments received during the interview process lwimclicated that all information

into and out of Edu?2 is controlled by Barbara:
| am the contact, everything’'s supposed to comautiiin mgBarbara]

Yes, everything is channelled through Barbara —dea’t really have much
contact with thenfEdul] at all.

Andy’s high degree score, together with his higtwleenness centrality suggests that he
is placed in a strategic position within the netkvand is likely to be highly influential

in the flow of information and knowledge. Howevenlike Matthew and Barbara who
appear to be formal gatekeepers of informatiors likely that Andy plays more of a
brokerage role. His high tenure (16 years) algbcates that he has accumulated a
wealth of experience that will be highly sougheatby others, but that he is unlikely to

have to seek assistance from other team members.

150



Chapter 4: Case 1 Results

Cliques

The data were also investigated for evidence afuel within the network. Cliques
represent subsets of the network in which actesnaore intensely linked (Hanneman
& Riddle, 2005) A minimum number of three actors is required focligue to be

identified. Three cliques are identified in thetwiork as shown in Table 30. Statistics

relating to these cliques are included in Apperidix

Table 30: Case 1 cliques

Cliques Members

Clique 1 Andy lohn Matthew Rob
Clique 2 Andy Chriz Rob

Cligue 3 Barbara John Matthew

In common with other individual measures analysethis research, the cliques in Case
1 are dominated by participants from Edul. Thaglsirexception to this occurs in

Clique 3 where Barbara (Edu?2) was identified asigu€ member.

Clique 1 represents the largest and most dominargreup of actors within the Case,
and the members of this clique are also notablér high centrality scores. Each of
the two smaller cliques overlaps with Clique 1ptlgh the membership of Andy, Rob,
John, and Matthew, who are each members of at teastliques. Although Barbara
and Chris are identified as members of only onethaf three cliques, their high
betweenness scores mean that they are strategucaiffoned to the other cliques and
are likely to have access to the knowledge shagtsden members of the other cliques.
By contrast, five team members are isolated fronthaée cliques and this is likely to
impact on the extent to which they receive infoioratand knowledge from within the

network.

There is some evidence that cligue membership neaselated to gender, tenure, and
organisation. Though almost 50% of the overakmarganisational team are female,
Barbara is the only cligue member who is femalej & the most senior female
participant within the Case. In relation to tenusgh the exception of Chris, all other
cligue members have in excess of 3 years tenuretiir respective organisations. All

cligue members, other than Barbara, are membédfsaf.
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Tie strength

The strength of ties between actors is dependentthen number and types of
relationships which a pair maintains, and on thengjth of each individual relationship
(Haythornthwaite, 1999). Tie strength is importamtthe assessment of the overall
connectedness of actors in an environment andkikkhbod that information will flow

from one actor to another.

Analysis of the strength of ties between actorGase 1 ties was based on two factors:
1. Whether the tie was reciprocal
2. The frequency of interaction between the indivigual

The strongest ties are represented by thick rex$ I[reciprocal with high frequency of
interaction), while the weakest relationships aepicted as thin blue lines (one way
with low frequency of interaction). Frequency wagasured through individuals’

reporting of the number of interactions with otkeam members.

The overall measure of reciprocity for the netwask 37.5%. This means that
approximately one third of total possible ties geiprocal, with individuals enjoying a
mutual exchange of information and knowledge. Hmmvethe remaining two-thirds of

the network is characterised by non-reciprocaiesl ti

The two strongest ties extend between actors inlEdady and Matthew; Andy and
Chris). These reflect these actors’ strong ceahgralcores and membership within
cligues and endorse the dominant role of thesesactiahe network. Matthew has the
highest scores in each centrality category, andbeaseen as a powerful member of the
inter-organisational team. He is strategicallycpth within the network and has a high
degree of control over the flow of information assahe network. Advice-seeking is

centred on Matthew, and it is likely that this ntigisult in a degree of overload.

The data also reveals that the tie between BadratdMatthew is a weak tie. Although
these actors enjoy a reciprocal relationship, teguency of interaction was indicated
by both actors as being less than once a weeks, Their relationship is not as strong
as other actors such as Matthew and Andy, who edgay a reciprocal tie but have a

higher frequency of interaction. This suggests Matthew and Barbara are likely to
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share more diverse information (Hansen, 1999), #uwad the relationship does not
require the amount of time or emotional intensitgttdenotes strong ties (Granovetter,
1973). This result also supports comments madddithew that while he and Barbara
lead their respective teams, Matthew’s role is nsesiior in relative terms. As such, he
commands a stronger individual role within the teaoggesting that tie strength may

be linked to hierarchy:

| am the Manager of ... hefg&dul], but therg Edu2] that would probably be the

equivalent of two management positions up.

A strong tie also exists between Heather and Peter Edu2. This tie indicates that in
their isolation from other members of the netwdhlese two actors have forged a strong
reliance on each other. This may have eventuats the surprisingly weak tie
between Barbara and Matthew. Despite the fact Beer seeks information from

others, the majority of these attempts represeakuies.

4.6 Summary of Chapter 4

This chapter has presented the key results angsasmalf Case 1 of this research. The
first section presents the findings related to @thin the Case. The chapter continues
with the findings related to SC and specific aspeat relational, cognitive, and
structural SC that play an influence within the €asThe chapter also identifies the
informal network evident within the Case and présdyoth visual and quantitative
measures to describe the configuration of the nd&tvaad roles of individuals within
the network. The chapter concludes with a summag/ conclusions drawn from the
main findings from Case 1.

Analysis of the case results indicates that knogdesharing in Case 1 typically occurs
between members of the same organisation ratharabiss the inter-organisational
team. This was reflected in participants’ intewieomments and through the informal
network mapped using SNA. This organisationalsion characterises all interaction
in the collaboration and, in many respects, lints potential benefits that could be
derived from collaboration between members of eaganisation. Participants’ length
of tenure and range of experience in the educdiedd are extensive and provide a
valuable network of expertise. However, the infarmetwork shows that this expertise

and experience is mostly limited to interactionhwvitthe respective teams.
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The exchange of educational data is the key fodush@ collaboration, and this
dominates the interaction between participants.odadge sharing is most likely to
occur through face-to-face communication (betweemivers of the same organisation)
and via emalil (across the inter-organisational jeaiihe focus of interactions between
participants in less senior roles relates mainlglaoifying aspects of the data exchange,
whereas senior level interactions reflect issudataed to deriving meaning and
understanding from the data, and are more closkgneal with the sharing of
knowledge. The findings suggest that informati®rcontrolled by the respective team
leaders of the two participating organisations dhdt this inhibits the flow of

information to some members of the team, partitpiarEdu2.

Although the Case recurs annually and some paatits) including the team leaders,
have been involved in several instances of theaboHtation, there appears to have been
little change in the way the collaboration is cocigd, despite the issues revealed in this
research. The development of a shared termincdmglythe ability to integrate ICT
systems would clearly facilitate improved infornaatiand knowledge sharing. The fact
that this has not happened suggests that eithercdiiaboration is not deemed
sufficiently important to warrant this investmeat,that individuals in this collaboration

are not significantly positioned within their orgsattions to instigate change.

The lack of ICT tools available to participantsaissurprising outcome of this Case,
given the government’s historic commitment to I@ifough its e-government project,
and related initiatives. The Case has no accesbkared drives, shared workspaces, or
other collaborative tools, and this limits partens’ options for communication.
However, this is not an issue for participants vexpressed a preference for greater

face-to-face communication rather than accesgtreater range of ICT tools.

The main barriers faced by participants in Caseefivd from organisational level

issues, such as a lack of a common language betivedwo organisations; differences
in the overall purpose and goals of the organisati@nd decisions made at a senior
management level. The majority of these barrelate to aspects of SC, which plays a
key role in Case 1. The findings suggest theresaxeeral opportunities whereby a
greater emphasis on SC at an organisational pergpesould enhance the inter-

organisational collaboration. For example, focugsn the development of a shared

language across the organisations, and ideallysadie sector, would provide a solid
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foundation for the capture, analysis, and sharindaba between the organisations. It
would help to alleviate much of the time-relate@gsure that participants currently
face, and would provide more opportunity for papémnts to derive greater value from

the collaboration, rather than focussing on engutie correctness of the raw data.

It is to the credit of individuals and their commént to their work that the issues
encountered by participants in this Case do nagurtea greater obstacle than they do.
There is a belief that working within the sectomoies a sense of value through
individuals’ contribution to the development of theew Zealand education system.
This commitment to the education sector (and camsetly to the collaboration)
underlies motivation for individuals to share knedde, and provides the basis of the
sense of identity that is associated with both tiheer work programme and
participation within the education sector. Howewehile these findings indicate that
issues of SC are considered important to indiveliaid to the inter-organisational
team, organisational-level issues means that the @non individuals to foster SC, and

that this is not always supported from individueganisations.
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5 CASE 2 RESULTS

This chapter presents Case 2, the second of tec&ses explored in this study. The
presentation of the findings follows the structpresented in Case 1.

5.1 Overview of Case 2

This section provides an overview of structure,ppse and activities of Case 2. The
section also documents the number of participadirgganisations, a breakdown of the
members from each organisation, and the phasedefrdsearch in which they

participated.

Initiated in 1996, this Case is based in the Newl&®d Justice Sector. The sector is
comprised of six organisations that form the cdreéhe justice sector system (MOJ,
2010). This Case represents a single collab@atwnture within a broader programme

of work relating to the Justice Sector’s informatgirategy.

This Case involves five organisations and is ledigl who were the instigators of the
collaboration and who are responsible for overggaimd co-ordinating it on a day-to-
day basis. Each of the participating organisatmperates in locations throughout New

Zealand.

The purpose of this Case is to support the sectoftamation strategy through the
development and maintenance of a shared data rieyio The dictionary enables all
organisations participating in the sector to adibygt same terminology. Due to the

ongoing nature of this collaboration, the Casertwafnite lifetime.

The impetus for the collaboration arose from a maway from a sector-wide shared
information system, to an approach where each @gaon implements and maintains
individual systems, thus risking an inconsistendy terminologies used between

systems.

The dictionary defines all the data shared acrbsscommon information systems
within the sector, but is limited to those partdhe# data model that are common to two

or more organisations. Therefore, if an individeaganisation implements a new
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information system in, for example, the human resesi department, they are not

obliged to use the standard terms defined withendita dictionary.

Initially, the business of the inter-organisation@am was conducted on a relatively
informal basis, with no formal structure, sharedogisses, or recordkeeping. Over time
this changed and the collaboration adopted a nared approach. This includes a
formal terms of reference, and standardised preseasd procedures that guide the
activities of the collaboration. There are alsgutar meetings that team members can
attend, and papers and discussion points are disatd prior to the meeting. Minutes

of meetings are recorded and made available tecmamts.

No formal reporting structure exists within the einbrganisational team, and the
collaboration is structured as a committee withaanimal Chairperson. The Case
operates on a consensus basis with co-ordinatiothe@fgroup undertaken by the
Chairperson who, for the last three years, has lbhenmost senior of the Jusl
representatives. The need for consensus ensusdsetth participant has an
opportunity to represent their organisation’s viem suggested changes to the
dictionary. In many cases, this is actioned tgtoa simple agreement to the suggested
change. In other instances, where participantnaloagree or need to debate the
change, a more in-depth interaction with otheripigdnts is required and represents a
more extensive or comprehensive exchange of omnibecisions that have an impact
in the wider government environment or on spedficups within the sector are often
referred to other committees comprising individumilsmore senior roles than those

within this team.

A total of ten individuals participate in this Caseive of the participants are employed
in Jusl, the lead organisation in the collaboratrt work in different business units
within the organisation. As such, there is no fakmeporting line between them. Other
organisations are represented by either one orimndividuals (see Figure 24). A
breakdown of the roles and tenure of Case partitgp@nd the role in specific phases of

the research is included in Appendix 8.

Participants in Case 2 are geographically dispersedl participants are located across
two locations in central Wellington; Jus2 participmare located within the Wellington
region; the single Jus3 participant is also locateaentral Wellington; participants
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from Jus4 and Jus5 are both located outside thdingtein region (see Figure 24).
Consequently, due to distance, it is more diffi¢attparticipants from Jus4 and Jus5 to

meet with other participants.

Jusi Jus2 Jus3 Jus4 Juss
Martin (Wi f-——- Sally pwr) f-——- Pam (W) [~ Katy [OR) [ ——— Zoe [OR)
Donna (W) 1eff [WR)

loe (W)

Cliff () + Chairperson

Peter (w) _ — —. Line of communication
Location
W= Central Wellington

WR = Wellington region
OR = Other NZ region

Figure 24: Case 2 Team Structure

Each of the Case participants has an informationage@ment or technical background,
and holds a related role within their respectivgaoisation. These roles vary but
include data architect, applications support managed information manager.
Despite the difference in roles, there is littlfetience in the levels of seniority within
the group. Participants’ average tenure withinirthadividual organisations is

approximately 5.8 years.

Case activities are conducted as part of the pgatitcs’ normal day-to-day
responsibilities; thus there is no formal resourcdunding allocation assigned to the
collaboration. Despite the geographic distributminCase participants, face-to-face
meetings are scheduled on a monthly basis, althdgughrare for all members of the
team to be present. This is particularly the daseparticipants who are based outside
the Wellington region. In this respect, the Caspredominantly conducted as a virtual
collaboration, and is categorised as such. Theifspeharacteristics of the Case are
noted in Table 31.

1% This figure is based on the tenure of 9 participavho responded to this question, and is skeweal by

single participant with a tenure of 19 years.
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Table 31: Case 2 characteristics

Characteristic Case 1
Physical Type Virtual
Number of Organisations 5
Number of Individual Participants 10
Duration of Collaboration Ongoing
Allocation of Staff Resource Part-time

5.2 Perceptions of Knowledge

The Phase 2 survey asked participants to define/llegige using their own words. The
purpose of this request was to encourage individioahctively consider knowledge and
enable the researcher to identify similarities athfferences between individual's
perceptions, and to help to determine the value raledthat knowledge plays in the

Case. A full list of the participants’ response#icluded at Appendix 8.

The core of this Case is concerned with the wawhich information is described and
categorised within the Justice Sector. Consequerghrticipants contend that
information rather than knowledge forms the badissloaring activity within the
collaboration, and this is reflected in their calesation of the concept of knowledge.
In this respect, most participants use informataanthe basis for their knowledge
definitions.

Information is described as the basis from whiclovidedge is built or developed,
through a combination of its use and applicatiorcamjunction with an individual's

experience and expertise:

Information, of which someone is aware, has an tstdading of and acts on for

specific purposes — such as performing their job.

Participants also perceive knowledge as tacit tnreaand note that, in some instances,
knowledge cannot be written down:

Sometimes things that can’t be written down bec#iusg are difficult to describe

— intuition.
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Participants were familiar with the term “KM”, atihgh opinions about the value of the
concept are mixed. Some individuals indicate timatheir opinion, KM is the current
“buzzword”. By contrast, a Jusl participant obssrv

In this building, which is more policy, they totalinderstand KM and that team
has done a very, very good job selling good KM ficac

At an individual level, discussion revealed thatréhare two very distinct knowledge
types in evidence within this collaboration. Hysparticipants exhibit stronggchnical
knowledge. Technical knowledge is related to tkeer and depth of participants’
understanding of subject domain knowledge, and kviscdemonstrated through the
ease with which team members make decisions toopseap changes to the data
dictionary. Secondly, discussion with interviewrtgapants reveals the extent of
institutional knowledge that individuals have acquired. Botndlepth and range of this
technical and institutional expertise have beemémt through the participants’ long
tenure within the public sector, in a variety dffelient organisations. These knowledge
types manifest in different ways. Technical exigeris most commonly demonstrated
through the discussions that are conducted inioeldb proposed changes to the data
dictionary. By contrast, when the members confena meeting, there is likely to be
much deeper debate on issues other than thoseamél&y this specific collaboration,
thus reflecting the breadth and depth of partidganstitutional and sector knowledge.

5.3 Knowledge Sharing Activities

An initial evaluation of the Case interview datggests that knowledge sharing in the
collaboration is relatively straight-forward. Asotad in the previous section,
pparticipants demonstrate a shared understandingh@f/lledge through their use of
similar descriptors (see Appendix 9). They alsoeagthat knowledge sharing is
actively encouraged across the inter-organisatiteaah (see Appendix 12)However,

further analysis reveals several participants arstfated with the collaboration. This
has impacted on individuals’ attitudes to knowleddparing within the venture, and
several participants consider that the overall afpan of the collaboration could be

vastly simplified.

Knowledge sharing activities in this Case are atétil by a proposed change to the data

dictionary. This is undertaken using one of sdvé@i-based tools available to
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participants. Subsequent activities involve thehexge of opinion and discussion
relating to the proposed changes, and are underthkeugh a combination of face-to-
face and ICT-facilitated communication. An ovewief these activities is depicted in

Figure 25.

! Shared Workspace i
PROPOSE o Upload to i |
CHANGE " workspace ! Change :
: Control -+
. ! System !
T ——
Individual T
communication with S !
- (if individual 1
selected participants tert s=t up) !
I
¥ ¥
Email Initiate
members [ ®ow. chanee 7T alert
Update change
control system
jmm T o st s s e
I Meeting !
I i
| - -
: Discuss i —_— Mar.rdatnrgr a.ct.n.rrt]r
: change : ——=-- Optional activity
I i
i i
i i
__________________ i

Figure 25: Knowledge Sharing Activities

As Figure 25 shows, a participant uploads a pregpashange to the change control
system that is located on the shared workspaceugied further in Section 5.4). The
shared workspace has the ability for individualdéoautomatically alerted if any new
documents are loaded, or changes to the dictioa@proposed. However, the alerts
are user-driven so each member is responsibleetting up the individual parameters
for alerts to be sent to them. To compensate figr members who have not set up
alerts, emails are sent from the initiator of tharmge to members each time a document
or change is posted. If no-one opposes the chatnggsare deemed accepted and
actioned. If the proposed changes are opposegbrmrate significant email discussion,
they are scheduled for discussion in more detdhamnext monthly meeting. In some
cases, team members will discuss the proposed ehaadgelephone, email, or face-to-
face communication with other Case members befoséiny it on the workspace. One

participant comments that this is seas ‘a more effective way of getting things done
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Initial activity most often focuses on sharing imf@tion relating to the proposed
changes. Tacit knowledge is most likely to berstiavhen changes are not accepted
and there is a need for more in-depth discussi®he majority of tacit knowledge
sharing takes place through formal rather thanrmé activities, specifically through
the monthly meetings. These meetings are mostgnded by members in the
Wellington CBD and greater Wellington region. [Rapants located outside of
Wellington sometimes join the meeting via telecosfee.

More than two-thirds of participants state thatythearn more from an informal chat
than a formal meeting (see Appendix 12). Howewgportunities for informal

interaction are limited due to the geographic disipg of Case participants which
precludes the likelihood of opportunistic meeting®iscussion with Case participants
indicates that several participants have diffegrihions about the frequency of team
meetings. Some believe they occur monthly, otlkerssider them to occur on a two

monthly basis:
Sometimes we meet every two months, sometimesgegsa month.
We meet monthly.

We've been meeting monthly, but they're over irf lhal hour, nothing really

happens so we now meet two-monthly.

These comments show that participants are unsuoet ahe actual frequency of
meetings, and suggest potential issues with infoamdlow within the team. It also
suggests that participants do not attend meetiegslarly. In fact, most participants
had reservations about the value of meetings, hesetreservations extended to the
value of the collaboration in general:

A lot of people who were members of the group ditlmh up an awful lot and

couldn’t understand why they were there becausaniso slowly.

We don’t actually have to meet for all the changed®e made; that can occur
virtually but we do continue to meet monthly jastliscuss the changes.

To be honest, nothing comes out of this collaborati

162



Chapter 5: Case 2 Results

Only two participants suggested that there are tipesiaspects to the meetings,
particularly in enabling members to get to knowreather better and as a mechanism

for individuals to assess others’ honesty or criétlib

| think there is value in the group meeting ... hseathey meet each other and
actually what they do is bring their own knowledyel their background to the
table.

You get a sense of whether people tell you thdewthath and nothing but the

truth, or manufacture something, or whatever.

They build up credibility amongst one another, seytgo back and they get an
email the next week saying so and s¢Jus2]is questioning this change to the
data table. They respect one another; they know twat person is.

In summary, several participants consider thatniloathly meetings, and other formal
aspects of the venture havlted the real collaboration; and that the rigidity of the
venture serves as a reminder to individuals abbeir taccountabilities within their

parent organisations, and leads to more cautidasaiction.
5.3.1 Choice of communication channel for knowledge sharing

Case 2 participants have access to a range of msaoig including face-to-face
meetings, email, telephone, and communication teotssided through the shared

workspace.

Email is the most commonly used communication ckhrand is the preference of the
majority of participants (se&able 32. Only two participants are likely to use the
telephone for communication purposes. Althoughpadicipants indicated that they
make use of the collaboration tools available wia $shared workspace (email, shared
calendar), the interview process did reveal thamall number of users access the

workspace from time-to-time. (ICT use is discussefection 5.4).
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Table 32: Choice of communication channel

Total Mo of
Channel Interactions | Individuals
Face-to-face meetings 12 4
Telephone 2 2
Ernail 17 8
Web-based technologyli.e. shared workspace, electronic collaboration tool) | 0 a
Other i i

31

In this Case, the predominant influence on a ppeit’'s choice of communication
channel for knowledge sharing is concerned withrtheire of the knowledge. More
specifically, different channels are selected basedhe strategic or operational nature
of the knowledge, or the complexity of the knowledgOperational level knowledge is
easily discussed face-to-face or via the telepHmuause it will generally be easy to

explain or resolve:

The lower level the piece of work is the more imetdi you are to just talk to

someone about it.

For knowledge that is more strategic in nature, emasequently more complex, it is

unlikely that a conversation will suffice:

If it's a really high level piece of work, for expla a strategic plan, they are
designed to be very, very accessible and pick therand spend half an hour
reading them and get a huge return from them. diua fact if you phone the
person who wrote it they won’t talk to you becai'sejust too risky to try and

unpack it all verbally.

Participants indicate that, in general, the bdttey know an individual, the more likely
they will be to communicate with them face-to-fdsee Appendix 12); however fifty
percent of Case members also indicate that goodkimgprrelationships can be
developed without face-to-face contact (see Appehd). Analysis of the relationship
between Case participants shows that, in the ntygjofiinstances, participants met for
the first time on this collaboration, and were #fere unfamiliar with each other.
Therefore, while participants indicate a positigsaciation between familiarity with an

individual and choice of communication channels thias not evidenced in this Case
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due to the fact that a priori relationships weré aygparent in the inter-organisational

team.

5.4 The use of Information and Communication Technology

In Case 2, ICT is used both as a storage mechamisimformation repository and a
communication tool. These activities are faciéththrough the use of three main ICT
tools that are used to support the Case, includinthange control system, shared

workspace, and the use of email and telephoneofmnmunication purposes.
Change Control System

The change control system, although referred talbifeam members as a database, is
an excel spreadshégt This forms the basis of the data dictionary @rithe mechanism
by which proposed changes to the dictionary caninigated. The spreadsheet
maintains a list of the agreed terminology betwegganisations, and is viewed as a

good method of facilitating the proposed changes:
It's easy to use...l use it often.

The other system which we use, which is a straighhge control system, is just

terrific.

One drawback of the change control system is msitdid mandate within the
participating organisations. Though the systemuesss consistency of terminology,
these terms are only mandatory in the use of indtion systems that are common to
two or more organisations. It is not compulsory foformation systems that are
relevant only to individual organisations, suchaasess databases that may be used

within individual business units:

The dictionary only applies to data that is shakextween the agencies. So for
example if somebody comes into the Ministry ofideisinto the Department of
Corrections to build a new human resource informatsystem, then the data

dictionary does not apply.

" There is currently discussion on using Microsadtéss to store the data in a database format.
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Overall, the change control system represents plsitool and does not require users to

have a high degree of technical knowledge to use it
Shared workspace

All participants have access to a shared worksplaaeis administered by Jusl. In

addition to the change control system, the workspsiores and makes available
meeting agendas, minutes, and other documentauthaelevant to the Case, as well as
a list of contact details for participants in tidase as well as those in the wider work

programme.

The impetus to initiate the shared workspace afos® Jusl's past experience in

collaborative projects. As Matthew notes:

We used to host information using a crude webkdéwery much gave a sense of
the organisation telling the sector what to do...v8e used the e-government

environmenit....it sort of seems neutral and independent.

The workspace is part of the e-government envirorinand this is perceived as
removing ownership from any individual organisatiand increasing a collective sense
of ownership or involvement in a collaborative eantgur. The majority of participants
are aware of initiatives such as the Governmenteshéletwork (GSN) and shared
workspaces, and one participant points out thet Bas been an early adopter of the use
of shared workspaces:

| would say generally that | think ofdusl]use of itfshared workspaces still
fairly rudimentary but if you talk to e-governmehey will say that we are one of

the highest sector users of the shared workspace.

However, the experience of individuals in this Casggests that the use of e-
government does not influence use; participantsrtelpnited use of the workspace,

due mainly to difficulties interacting with it. Fexample, because some members have

2 The e-government environment relates to the egovent strategy and related initiatives initiatad i

2000 (see the literature review in Chapter Threerfore details).
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not initiated alerts, the individual proposing aobe must ensure that each participant

receives an email about it.  This results invidiials needing to duplicate work:

| put it up on the shared workspace but then Il Bave an accountability to
ensure our own recordkeeping requirements, son fhast it within our internal

document management system. So | do it twicentextra piece of work.

It's user driven so what we still do is post theten@al up [on the workspacelut
we're still sending the emails to say we've jusstpd up the agenda, because we

can't be certain that every person has set up antal
Participants reveal other reservations about th&space:

| find the shared work space difficult. | alwagsdget my password and it’s just a
really busy page and you've got to find your owougr and then you’ve got to
stick in the right thing and if you don’t put inethright thing then you're off

somewhere else.
| personally don’t use it very often. It's not easy

A further difficulty arises from the maintenance tife Case contact list on the
workspace. While changes to the group (replacewreatidition of members) are noted
on the workspace, those who do not use it willbetlerted to these changes. Thisis a
concern for some members who are unsure whethee sadividuals were still

members or had left the collaboration, and who tiey been replaced by.

These findings indicate that even when a workspme®ailable in a collaboration, this
does not necessarily lead to individuals usingritysing it consistently. In this Case,
several participants choose not to use it for asks other than to access the change
control system, citing difficulties relating to &ss and page layout. So, the success of
workspaces cannot be measured simply by the nuofoewnrkspaces that have been
implemented; rather analysis of actual use of tloekepace must be undertaken to

determine if the workspace is regularly and coesity used.
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Email and Telephone Communication

Finally, ICT plays a role in facilitating communt@an between participants. As shown
in Table 32 above, email is the most frequently used charemad, sixty percent of
participants consider that email communications daip build trust between
individuals (see Appendix 12). However, as indidahbove, some participants believe

that email is most effective once a face-to-fatatianship has been formed:

They go bacKafter the meetinghnd they get an email the next week saying so
and so in [Jus2] is questioning this change to tla¢a table. They respect one

another, they know who that person is.

Email is used for two main purposes: firstly a®al to notify participants of proposed
changes to the data dictionary; and, secondly, genaral tool for discussion about
aspects of the Case. There are some difficutsseciated with the use of email as a
notification system. For example, participants wlawe signed up to email alerts via the
shared workspace, receive duplicated notificatialesting them to proposed changes.
Participants must also ensure that they maintaaim trganisational email contact list to
reflect any changes to membership of the Case selblkeanges are maintained through
the workspace but, where automatic alerts are moplace, these changes are not

routinely updated to members.

Participants also use email to discuss changesrtagtoe more contentious than others.
Though the monthly meetings were developed to entdbs debate, participants are
more likely to action this through an electronicntounication channel. Most

participants prefer email to the telephone, esfigdafathe choice is between leaving a

voice message and sending an email:

Sometimes | will try and ring someone but if theyiot there then I'll put it in an
email because | may forget to ring them back omgithem a message when they

ring you back and you’re not there and you can glagne tag for three days.

This suggests that email communication benefitsviddals by enabling them take
action on a particular task and move on to othévides and is, therefore, viewed as

more efficient than other channels such as thehelee.
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Overall, participants agree that ICT makes it easieshare information and confirm
that within their parent organisations there igrargy emphasis on using ICT to share.
Eighty percent of participants think that the I@Dls available to them in this Case are

effective.

5.5  Social capital

This section explores SC and how it influences Kedge sharing in Case 2.
5.5.1 Relational social capital

Findings relating to relational SC were derivedirthe interviews conducted with Case
2 participants and survey responses. During theniiew process, some participants
appeared reluctant or unsure about how to disouse |aspects relating to relational
SC. The basis of this reluctance and uncertaiqgigear to be related to two

considerations: firstly, whether their comments l@oidentify them in any way; and,

secondly, a perception that the collaboration dessnecessarily require relational SC
to function and that, and comprise an additionarbgad (additional demands on the

individual’'s time) that is not required.
Identity

The majority of Case 2 participants do not consitiet the inter-organisational team
demonstrates any sense of group identity. Indeed, participant believes that the
ability to generate a sense of group identity ibljgusector inter-organisational projects

per se is negatively impacted by the sector’s agpgrdo collaboration:

The accountabilities are very much on agenciesylsen you get a collection of
organisations together, although there may wellabmandated leadership role,

[individual's] accountabilities are to the agencies

This places members of inter-organisational teanthe position of needing to ensure
that any information or knowledge that is sharedhwoether team members is in
alignment with internal organisational policy. Vhmust feel confident that use of the
information by other participants or their paremganisations will not place them or

their organisation at any risk.
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The absence of a sense of a group identity stemns tinree main factors: the nature of
individual’'s involvement in the collaboration; camaos about the purpose of the
collaboration and the way in which it is undertakand allegiance of the participants to

their parent organisations.

Participants have joined the collaboration at uaistages of its development, and their
involvement is driven solely by their role withineir parent organisation. So, as people
change roles the membership of the group also @sang

People tend to join this group and stay as longh&y’re in the sector; one of the
things that was hard to get going with the groupswiiaat people tended not to

want to join.

Participation, then, is regarded as an obligatonty drather than a voluntary
commitment. This has impacts on both the individnaerms of their commitment,
and the ability of the inter-organisational teantéwelop a sense of connection between

members.

This is compounded by the fact that there is non#drintroduction to the inter-
organisational team, other than a change to théacbfist maintained on the shared
workspace. It is feasible that if a participantess with all proposed changes, and does
not attend the team meetings, they may have neoactten with other team members.
Such instances are likely to further impact thefedack of identity.

Only Martin indicates a clear sense of alignment, identity, with the inter-

organisational team. He states:

It [data dictionary]is widely regarded as being a very significant cpieof
work....So people have a real sense of value d?ebple have got a desire to be

around the table and to be associated with it.

Martin’s involvement with the collaboration diffecgiite significantly from that of the
other Case participants. He was heavily involveth whe inception of the data
dictionary, at a more strategic level, and feedtrang sense of commitment and identity

with the maintenance of it. This suggests thabivement at a strategic level, or from
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the outset of the development of a collaborativaleamour, may increase an

individual’'s sense of identity with a collaboration

Identity is also adversely affected by individudisistrations about the collaboration,
particularly in relation to the processes and &ads. As a result, participants perceive
some of the activities of the collaboration, padfacly attendance at meetings, as
unnecessary interruptions to their working day, dhd impacts on the sense of

connection that individuals feel toward the group.

Discussion relating to identity indicates that jgfpants are most closely aligned to the
identity of their parent organisation, and thatstiban impact both their ability and
willingness to share knowledge with other Casei@pents. Several individuals note
that sharing information can sometimes expose inatividuals and their organisations

to risk:

If I share information with a colleague, then itsy accountability and | am

answerable within my organisation - not to anyref bther agencies.

This appears to reinforce the participants’ con@drout protecting both themselves and
the organisation. This manifests through intéoactvith other participants. In some
instances, interaction is driven more by individuabncern about “being seen to do the

right thing”, than by a sense of identity or comment to the inter-organisational team.
Trust

Case 2 participants consider trust an importane@spf collaboration. Despite this,
participants perceive actual trust levels in this€to be average or below average (see
Appendix 12).

Analysis identifies several factors that contribtddrust levels in this Case including a
lack of interaction between team members and thengial for conflict arising from

organisational accountabilities.

Survey responses indicate that while forty perodrgarticipants base their decision to
trust a team member on the competency level ofriti@idual, twenty percent believe
that trust is based on the relationship with ofberticipants and how well they know

them. This suggests that eighty percent of paaitis build trust through some kind of
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interaction, whether that is based on getting tovkran individual, or through an
interaction that enables competence to be demoedtraThis is an issue for this
collaboration, in which, theoretically, members qamticipate without interacting with
others. In these instances, individuals lack thenflation elements on which a trust
relationship can be built. Therefore this lackowokrall interaction may contribute to

participants’ perception of less than optimum ttesels within the Case.

The type of interaction does not appear to infleehaist levels. Although several
participants indicate that, in their experiencastris strengthened through face-to-face
communication, survey responses indicate that fifiscent of participants consider that
good working relationships can be established withface-to-face communication.
This finding is reflected in participants’ lack sfipport for team meetings, which are

not considered conducive to building trust:

The first three times | turned up | just couldiiure out why it was so slow, why
people weren’'t simply doing the job and | then il that it was really a trust

issue.

| mean there are people around who believe thabrimétion is power and

knowledge is power and so on, but | haven't gottang for them.

However, one participant believes the meetings igeoa good opportunity to build
trust by getting to know other people and becormmailfar with their experience and

expertise.

They[the meetingskan help people get to know each...they are an oypity to
build relationships.

Further, this building of trust can change the wi@gt individuals respond to ensuing

electronic communication that they receive fromeosh

They've got an understanding that that person dbtuhas got twenty years

experience...sfihey] are not going to log a frivolous or unnecessaryuest.

Issues related to organisational accountabilityd@siled in the previous section), also

impact knowledge sharing in inter-organisationabjgets.  Participants note the
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potential risk arising from sharing information arkthowledge with other team

members, and believe that this inhibits the devekqt of trust in the team:
The risk[of information sharinghll resides with the individuals in the agency.

Therefore, without a clear mandate to share froeir ttespective organisations, it is

likely that individuals will be less inclined to m@nstrate open sharing behaviours.
Norms, Obligations and Expectations

Group norms represent an agreement or consensugygrdicipants about the way in
which the group operates. In this Case, factelating to norms, obligations, and
expectations act to both support and inhibit knolyke sharing among members of the

inter-organisational team.

The formal nature of the collaboration, and the wayhich documented processes and
procedures are in place to guide participants, nieainthere has been little opportunity
for Case participants to establish their own setafns. This is ironic given that this
level of formality was introduced to aid collabaooat but has, in most participants’
opinions, effectively inhibited a natural sense aofllaboration that could be built

through the opportunity for the group to develgatvn norms.

The obligatory nature of individuals’ participatiom the Case also affects knowledge
sharing within the collaboration. Case members @bkged to participate in the
collaboration as a responsibility stemming from irtheole within their parent
organisation. While this in itself is not an issaencern about the value and purpose of
the collaboration has led to some resentment regapdrticipation, and some members
indicate that if it were not for their obligationa tontribute, they would be unlikely to do
so. This is also evident from the analysis ofwdlials’ motivation to share knowledge
which shows only three of the ten participants m&ivated to share through their
commitment to the collaboration (s€able 33. It is likely that this sense of obligation
also negatively impacts participants’ identificatizvith the Case, and thus inhibits the
development of a sense of group identity.
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Table 33: Motivation to Share Knowledge

Total No of
Motivation Count Individuals
Trust in the individual 2 2
The feeling | am able to help that person 10 2
The belief that the recipient will share their knowledge with me in return 5 3
Commitment to the collaboration 10 3
Presence of technology that makes sharing easy 0
Recognition of my own knowledge and expertise 0
27

During the interview process, two participants ssgjgd that the monthly meetings
provide an opportunity for individuals to build ogmition and respect amongst team
members, through the demonstration of their expegeand expertise. This suggests
that the expectation of respect or reputation Imgietould facilitate knowledge sharing
between participants; however this was not founddoan important issue for the
majority of Case participants who appear more corezkewith the functional aspects of

the collaboration than potential enhancement tow grefessional reputation.
5.5.2 Cognitive social capital

Cognitive SC focuses on issues of shared langusgeed purpose and goals, and a

sense of shared culture.
Shared language

The development and maintenance of a shared larqa@gss the sector is the primary
purpose of this Case. In this respect, particgpamt clear about the importance of
shared language and believe that it provides amiitapt asset for the sector; an asset
that supports sector-wide communication enablewichehls to use terminology that is

consistent regardless of what organisation an iddal belongs to.

However, despite best intentions, the existencthe@fdata dictionary does not ensure

that terminology is consistently applied in alltersces:

There will also be examples wherjdata dictionary]is not used...you just can’t

control everything.

Evidence of this can be seen at an organisatieval,|where mandated use of the data
dictionary applies only to ICT systems that holfbrmation that is shared across the

sector, that is, between two or more organisatidiiis means that information systems
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developed solely for internal organisational use aot formally bound to use
terminology consistent with the data dictionary.hi\& this may not be important for
systems that hold information relating to employ@es Human Resource Information
Systems), or finance (e.g. Financial Managemermrinétion Systems), it is inevitable
that other systems will be developed in-house thihile not formally intended for use
across the sector, will contain information thalates to the subject domain. For
example, development of Microsoft Access databagesstore subject matter
information within teams is common in organisationdlot applying the mandated
terms set out in the data dictionary is likely tause confusion and information

redundancy.
Shared Purpose and Goals

The early stages of data gathering (Phase 1 iet@sjiindicated that the purpose of the
Case was clearly set out in the documentationimglad the collaboration, and that this
is intended to create a sense of shared purposegapasticipants. This is not the case.
Participants report that they and their organisetiare supportive of a shared data
dictionary for the sector, and to this extent ggsants understand the project’s purpose.
However participants’ actual experiences have hent to question the the way in
which the collaboration seeks to achieve this psepand the value of the project.
Some participants believe the venture is over-exggied and could be significantly

simplified:

| couldn’t understand why we were making it so harthe reason that people are

there is to give the process legitimacy.

It's very hard because I’'m never really sure whwa purpose of the working party
is. | mean | know theoretically what it is, butd’ been involved 18 months now

and to be honest nothing’s come of this ... particgtaup.

These concerns are also reflected in participalots’ level of commitment to the
collaboration (se@able 33 above), which is, in turn, associated with trestels and

the level of interaction between participants.

In addition to the issues outlined above, partibgrain the collaboration must be
incorporated into everyday activities and, at timeg difficult to allocate time within
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busy workloads, particularly to attend monthly nreggt. Several participants believe
that the collaboration could occur without such ighhlevel of formalisation, and
without any need for meetings. This opinion isl@sed by survey responses which
indicate that Case participants believe good wagykielationships can be established
without face-to-face contact. This suggests thate may be scope to redefine how the
collaboration operates, and that this could ultetyatead to a better sense of shared
purpose and higher levels of commitment towardvérgure.

Shared Culture

Participants observe that the culture of the jestsector is one that operates

conservatively, and has a regard for hierarchy:

The Justice sector generally is a very conservajieip of agencies which you

know you might expect. Hierarchical.

However, some participants note that sub-culturessgident within the overall justice
sector, and that this can bring diversity to irdeganisational projects, even those that
contain a majority of organisations from a single-sector:

Even within that general framewoikhe Justice Sectorfhere are very strong

cultures. So each person brings quite a, a diffefeel to a working group.

Participants who are not Jusl members believeldinst is characterised by a level of
bureaucracy and process that is less evident witiein own organisations:

We[Jus 3]don’t have so many levels of authority.
They[Jusl]are very cautious...there’s a lot of bureaucracy.

This is supported by survey responses which shat sixty percent of the team
consider that the culture of the inter-organisaldeam differs from the culture within
their own organisation (see Appendix 12). Furtlservey responses show that fifty
percent of Case participants also believe that @lssubset of the inter-organisational
team determines the dynamics of this inter-orgaioisal team (see Appendix 12).
Analysis shows that the majority of these respormes attributable to non Jusl

members. This implies that Jusl members haveleehigvel of influence on the way
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in which the collaboration operates. This findneflects the role of the Jusl within the
collaboration, holding the informal leadership matedand comprising half the inter-

organisational team.

One participant suggests that a mechanism forragatith culture differences is to be
aware of what issues other organisations may begaand how this could be affecting
the current cultural climate within their organisat This can help to ensure that
participants understand the pressures that otbdenduals in the team may be facing:

We [Jusl] try to be very, very conscious about issues that aiffecting the
organisations that we are dealing with. | meas itery hard to be really aux fait
with culture if you're not part of it; but we do ke very strong efforts to be at
least aware of what current issues are being fanexh organisation.

Although notionally a positive approach, it does appear to succeed in practice. Jusl
members, as the majority group and the informatl leeganisation, clearly have a
higher level of influence on the way in which thalaboration operates. This may lead
other participants to feel disenfranchised, leatb¥eer levels of commitment from non

Jusl participants, and influence the levels oft ibesween team members.
5.5.3 Structural social capital

Structural SC focuses on tf@mal structure (who reports to whom) and thérmal
structure (who interacts with whom)The formal structure detailed in Section 5.1,
identified that the collaboration operates as arodtee where decisions are made by
consensus, and is guided by a nominal Chairpergbe.collaboration is also guided by
a formal terms of reference, and are documentedepses and procedures that guide

how work will be carried out.

Figure 26 presents the informal network depicted in the aliswetwork of Case 2. The
results show that while interaction does occur ketwCase participants, the frequency
of interaction is limited, and most interactiongwcless than once a week. The results
also show the presence of eight reciprocal relaliggs, where participants both seek
information from, and provide information to, eacther. There is only 1 clique
evident with the network (Joe, Cliff, and Martimdicating that, in general, information
flows through the network based on need rather tie&cause some actors are more
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intensely linked. However, Martin provides the g cutpoint in the network; he

provides the only connection between Peter andetsteof the network.

& sl e Unreciprocated tie
& sl — Reciprocated tie
&
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& s
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Figure 26: Case 2 Informal Network

Analysis of the network identifies findings at bdtre network and individual levels,

and these are presented in the following sections.
55.3.1 Network level results

Table 34 provides an indication of the health and overalhasion of the network.

(Extended descriptions of these measures can Ioel iouChapter 3, Section 3.3.4.2.)
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Table 34: Case 2 network level measures

Measure Result
Size 10
Total Ties Prezent 290000
Drensity (Mean) 03222
Distance 1692
Std Deviation 0467
Variance 0.218

The network size of 10 indicates the number of iggdnts within the inter-
organisational team, and identifies as the smatlestork in this study. In networks of
this size, it is easier for individuals to get twokv others than in networks that include a
greater number of participants. The network dgneit overall connectedness, for Case
2 is 32%. This means that approximately one-thorda total of 29 ties, of the total
possible ties (100) are in place across the netwo@ven that there are only 10
participants in the network, and that five of thematicipants belong to the same
organisation, this density is lower than would Beexted for a network of this size.
The density level supports the earlier finding thatthis Case, it is totally feasible for
individuals to have no direct interaction with athgarticipants. For example, if an
individual accepts all proposed changes then thay @o so simply by indicating
acceptance through the change control system,reimg any need for interaction with

other team members.

The average distance between individuals, or tlggegeof separation, is 1.692. This
suggests that should individuals require infornmatio assistance that is not available
from actors to whom they are directly connectedgytltcan generally find this
information with relative ease. So, despite thve level of cohesion across the network,
individuals are able to quickly access collaboratielated help and advice when
needed.

55.3.2 Individual level results

As in Case 1 the three measures - degree, closarebdetweenness centrality were
applied to Case 2. (Fuller descriptions of thesasares can be found in Chapter 3,
Section 3.3.4.2))

179



Chapter 5: Case 2 Results

Degree Centrality

A full list of normalised degree centrality degréscores for Case 2 is shown in Table
35. These measures show a large variance betweehighest (88.889) and lowest
(11.111) scores of actors, and indicate that sord&iduals are likely to find it more

difficult to source information within the Caset i$ interesting to note that both the
highest and lowest scoring members of the inteawiggational team (Martin and Peter)
are members of Jusl, but work in different locatiohis suggests that co-location is

more influential than organisational identity imnes of network ties.

Table 35: Case 2 degree centrality measures

Degree Formal
Centrality | Actor Role Organisation | NrmOutdegree | Nrmindegree | NrmDegree
+ Cliff Member Jusl 2B BEOD 33333 28.BED
Martin | Chairpersan | Jusl Bb.667 55556 28 B8R0
Pam Member Jus3 55556 11.111 B66.667
leff Member Jus2 33.333 33333 44 444
loe Member Jusl 33.333 44 444 44.444
Sally Member Jusl 22222 44 444 44 444
Zoe Member Juss ] 44444 44444
Danna Member Jus2 ] 33.333 33.333
Katy Member Jusd 11111 22222 22222
- Peter Member Jusl 11.111 a 11.111

Martin and Peter's positions in the informal netwoalso reflect the level of

commitment and enthusiasm that these participarticate toward the collaboration
during the interviews. While Martin is very pos#i Peter indicates a high level of
frustration about the collaboration and its worlking These findings suggest that
individuals’ attitudes towards aspects of relatloB& may influence their interaction

with other group members and affect their rolenim informal network.

To derive greater certainty and clarity about degrentrality, measures were analysed
further to determine the measureimfdegrees and out-degrees. In-degrdenote the
total number of incoming connections, or informatgeeking requests received by an
individual. Out-degreesdenote the number of the number of information se&gpk

requests that the individual makes of others.

¥ Normalised scores divide simple degree by the mami degree possible and enable cross case

analysis to be undertaken on networks of diffesizgs.
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There was very little variance (2.09) betweenitihdegreescores of individuals. This
IS representative of the qualitative data finditigst note the equal status of individuals
and the evenly balanced nature of their skills exjkrtise. It suggests that interactions
are needs-based. For example, changes may bespbpy any actor, therefore queries
and discussion regarding a particular change arst thilely to be directed at the
individual proposing it. As such, information seekwas evenly distributed within the
network. One obvious exception to this findingates to Peter, from whom no
participant sought information or advice. This \pdes support for the earlier
supposition that, where participants demonstrateetolevels of relational SC, their

interaction with other Case patrticipants may bet&chor inhibited.

There was a higher variance betwemrt-degreescores (6.49) indicating that some
individuals seek information more often than othersr Case 2, Martin, Cliff, and
Pam’s out-degree scores are significantly highan tinost other members. Out-degree
scores are often indicative of an individual's ughce within a network; analysis of
these out-degree scores, and consideration of catsmebout these participants,
suggests they are highly respected within the lootiztion. It should be noted that both
Donna and Zoe indicate that they do not seek irdtion from others within the
collaboration; it is likely that these members gemerally accepting of most proposed
changes and do not therefore need to seek infaymatiassistance from others.

Degree centrality was also used to measure netwoaktralisation.  Network
centralisation measures the global or macro leeatralisation of the network and is
indicative of how unequal the distribution of ceity is in it. For example, high
degree centralisation scores indicate that netwarks dominated by one or a few

central actors. Case 2 network centralisation nreasare shown in Table 36.

Table 36: Case 2 network centralisation index

Centralisation Index Result

In-degree 2503%
Out-degree 62.06%
Total degree centralization | 50.00%

The overall degree centralisation index (50.00%l)dates that although no single actor
plays an overall controlling role within the netikpthe network shows some reliance
on a small subset of actors. This is likely tdaeff the fact that some participants (e.qg.

Martin and CIiff) reflect a higher degree of ideéptwith the inter-organisational team
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and a greater sense of commitment to the work efitker-organisational team than
others. Thus, they interact more frequently withire network and play more
influential roles. Overall, the degree centralmatscore is representative of a network
of this type that operates as a committee and tggemm a consensus basis. It denotes

the equal status and the high degree of equalitydmn Case participants.
Closeness centrality

A full list of the actors’ closeness centrality maees are shown in Table 37. As
evidenced in the distribution of degree scoresetierelatively little variance between
the closeness scores of actors. Although bothiMartd Cliff are situated in closest
proximity to other actors, the overall measuresgssg that the majority of actors
occupy favourable positions within the network.

Table 37: Case 2 closeness centrality measures

Closeness Formal Total
Centrality | Actor | Role Organisation | Closeness
+ Martin | Chairperson | Jusl 74032
Cliff Member Jusl 74032
Pam Member lus3 68 6E4
loe Member Jusl 67.5
Sally Member lus2 67.255
leff Member lus2 61458
Katy Member Jusd 61458
Peter | Member lusl 57.368
- Donna | Member lusl 50.909
Zoe MMember Juss s0.209

Betweenness centrality

The results shown in Table 38 identify that Matiwids the most strategic position in
the network, and is able to exert a degree of obmiver the information that flows
through the network. Although Martin refers to hmminal leadership role during the
interview process, he confirms that this is not thay in which the collaboration
operates and that it is his belief that consenasgd decision-making is a more useful

approach to collaboration and sharing:

We have a formal mandate but we don’t lean on thahdate very much. We
prefer and we believe that it achieves a betteell@f buy-in to lead through

consensus agreement.
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Five members of inter-organisational team repomo zketweenness scores. This
indicates that their positions in the network hawe strategic advantage and it is
unlikely that other actors depend on these actonsake strategic connections for them.

Table 38: Case 2 betweenness centrality measures

Betweenness Formal

Centrality Actor Role Organisation | nBetweenness

* Martin Chairperson | Jusl 24 306
Cliff Member Jusl 20.833
loe Member Jusl 7630
Sally MMember lus2 3.241
leff Member lus2 2.315
Donna Member lusl 0
Katy Member lus4 |
Pam Member luss 0
Peter Member Jusl 0
Zoe Member luz3 0

The centrality measures detailed above indicateMaatin, Cliff, and Pam hold more
central roles in the network than other case ppeids. To a large extent these
positional advantages can be explained by the rblas individuals play, or have
played, within the network. Martin acts as the mahchairperson of the group and is
responsible for its overall co-ordination; it is lte expected that he is positioned in a
central position within the network. CIiff alsoags a co-ordination role and holds
responsibility for the technical co-ordination dketchange control system, and thus is
likely to have a somewhat higher degree of intevactvith other actors. Finally, prior
to Martin taking up the Chairperson role, Pam waesrtominal chair of the group and,
as such, is seen as an experienced member whidl iafgtential within the network.
So, despite the potential positional advantagebedge actors, deeper understanding of
their roles, together with the level of variancéwesen actors supports the conclusion
that the informal network is largely reflective thie formal team structure that operates
as a consensus-based committee. Finally, theat#pntmeasures indicate that both
members of the team who are outside the Wellingegion (the location of the
majority of actors), are within the lowest four se® in each centrality measure. It is
therefore surmised that physical proximity of astamfluences their role within the

informal network.
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Cliques

One clique, comprising Martin, Joe, and CIiff, Mdent within the network. Cliques

represent subsets of the network in which actasnaore intensely linked (Hanneman
& Riddle, 2005). These three actors all belonglisl and occupy roles within the
organisation whereby it is likely that they willroe into contact for matters other than

just the inter-organisational team.
Tie Strength

In general, the network is characterised by weeg; tinteractions that are infrequent
(less than once a week), and non-reciprocal. Esslt suggests that, for the most part,
interactions are informational-based and relata fmarticular change that is proposed,;
thus unless further debate is required, they &edylito be discrete events rather than an
ongoing sharing of information. It also suggedttparticipants do not regard this
collaboration as one that holds long term ben&ditshem as individuals, and so place
limited emphasis on investing in SC and the buddai enduring relationships with
other team members. The overall measure of regtyréor the network is 31.82%;
approximately one-third of individuals enjoy a maitexchange of information and

knowledge.

The sharing of complex or tacit knowledge is makely to be undertaken where ties

are strong, and the nature of the tie is reciproGéle two strongest ties extend between
Sally and Jeff, and Cliff and Martin. In both iastes, actors come from the same
organisations (Jus2 and Jusl respectively); suggesiat tie strength may be related to

organisational membership, although this does alat tnue for all Jus1 members.

5.6 Summary of Chapter 5

This chapter has presented the key results angsasaf Case 2. The first section
presents the findings related to ICT within the €asThe chapter continues by
presenting the findings related to SC and speesfigects of relational, cognitive, and
structural SC that have an influence within the &Ca3he chapter also presents the
informal network evident within the Case, and bagual and quantitative measures to

describe the configuration of the network and ratesdividuals within the network.
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This inter-organisational collaboration arose frardecision within the sector to move
from a single shared information system, to indmadinformation systems within each
of the sector organisations. This change expdsedéctor to the risk of inconsistent
terminology being used by individual organisationsTo mitigate this risk, the
collaboration was initiated to standardise languagess the sector and ensure that data

remained consistent across each organisation and be easily shared between them.

ICT tools available to participants are generallgnsidered effective, although
availability does not necessarily lead to use asvshby participants’ perceptions and
use of the shared workspace. The results showkti@tledge sharing is most often
conducted through email, and is likely to occusldsan once a week. Other than the
monthly meetings, there is little ad hoc interacti®tween group members and face-to-
face communication is not considered to be an itapborelement of this collaboration.
In some instances, participants operate within todlaboration without direct
interaction with other members. This is reflectadvarious participants’ interview

comments and through the informal network mappamuSNA.

The findings show that SC within the group is nokey consideration of Case

members, and this is particularly apparent in thdifigs relating to both relational and
cognitive SC. In general, there appears to beusioh about the purpose of the group
and the way in which it operates. Some team mesnbelieve trust is the key issue,
while others consider that the formality of the twea has “killed the real

collaboration”, and that the rigidity of the verguserves as a reminder to individuals
about their accountabilities within their parenggamisations which leads to often

cautious interaction.

185



Chapter 6: Case 3 Results

6 CASE 3 RESULTS

This chapter presents the third case in the stullye results are presented using the
same format as for Cases 1 and 2.

6.1 Overview of Case 3

This section provides an overview of the structymerpose and activities of Case 3.
The section also documents the number of partiagairganisations, a breakdown of
the members from each organisation, and the phafséise research in which they

participated.

Case 3 is based in the New Zealand justice secidre sector is comprised of six
organisations that form the core of the justicea@esystem (MOJ, 2010). This core
sector group also fosters linkages with other agdions who are not part of the core

justice sector but who have a shared interestarsdctor.

This Case involves four of the core justice seotganisations, three organisations from
the wider sector, and two independent externalsadsifrom the justice field. The
collaboration was initiated, and is led, by Judticdt commenced in 2005, and takes

place over a six month peritd

The collaboration is concerned with a critical danal justice issue in New Zealand.
Current approaches to the issue are not considerbd effective, and the purpose of
the collaboration is to make recommendations abtiatnative approaches to address
the problem. The collaboration is considered tovéey high profile: the team leader
reports directly to the Prime Minister who is peutarly interested in the subject area.
The nature of the issue is such that it receivgh hnedia attention, and it is often the

focus of negative publicity.

The key driver for the collaboration, and the reasor the tight timeframe, is the

government’s intention to make decisions aboutiskae at a pre-designated time. In

' To ensure consistency across the case studies, Tiasreported in the present tense, despiteaitte f

that, unlike the other Cases in the study, it isamoongoing project and has been completed.
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order to make those decisions, the government blasdafor a range of alternative
approaches to be researched and developed, arstipnalated that this must be done
within the current timeframe. In other circumstasic work of this nature would

probably be undertaken over a 2—3 year period, tiissadds to the pressure placed on

the inter-organisational team.

The team comprises fourteen members. Eight ofrtembers represent Justicel, the
lead organisation in the Case; three members aptoged within other core justice
sector organisations (Justice2, Justice3, andcéud)i one team member represents an
organisation from the wider public sector; and teenaining two participants are
external advisors who provide independent advicihéoteam. Figure 27 depicts the

structure of the inter-organisational team.

All members of the team, except the independerdgreat advisors, are co-located in a
single, centrally located, office. The office istrhoused within the lead organisation’s
building as is often the case with inter-organai teams, and as such, is seen to be
independent of any particular organisation.

Rebecca (Justicel) leads the collaboration anchathbers of the inter-organisational
team report directly to her. Rebecca was selebteitd on her prior experience of
running large, multi-disciplinary collaborative tares. She acknowledges that this
collaboration will attract much more media scrutanyd has tighter deadlines than any

she has worked on previously. Thus she notesrdsspre is formidable.

Working Group Justicel
x Rebecca
' f
1
) | |
Justice1 Justice2 Justice3 Justiced Justice5 Ind1 Ind2
Matthew Katy Diana Grant Tony Brendan Mike
Bruce
Angela
lackie
Molly Core Justice Sector Organisations Formal reporting relationship
Jostin ¢ = | ====-- Line of communication
lohn

Figure 27: Case 3 team structure
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Other participants within the team are employedainange of policy and advisory-
related roles in their respective organisationsom& participants hold more senior
positions than others, but in this Case, other tttan leadership role, no formal
hierarchy is in place. The average tenure of gigeits in their parent organisations is
6.64 years. Four participants indicated tenure®xoess of 10 years within their

organisations.

Team members were purposively selected based on dkperience and expertise.
Rebecca had worked with some individuals previausty other instances, individuals
were recommended or Rebecca was aware of their thookigh contacts in her wider
networks. The majority of participants are enghddl-time in the collaboration,

although at least two individuals have only beele &b participate on a part-time basis

due to pre-existing commitments

The inter-organisational team also has linkagesa taorking group comprised of
members from a range of organisations associatéld aspects of the Case. The
working group provides a liaison role between tinéerrorganisational team and
participating organisations. For example, if agamisation wants specific information
about the collaboration they can access this thrdhegir working group member. The
working group member can also connect team mentbasther specialists within their
organisations. The nature of the relationship betwthe core collaboration team and
working group is reciprocal, and the working grqupvides a key brokerage facility to

Case members.

The collaboration is guided by formal terms of refece but, other than this, there is no
official documentation that directs how work on ttw#laboration should be undertaken.
The onus is on individuals to take responsibiliy their roles in the collaboration and
to undertake associated activities based on theereence and expertise. The specific

characteristics of the Case are listed in Table 39.

'3 |dentity of these participants was not revealed.
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Table 39: Case 3 characteristics

Characteristic Case 3

Physical Type Co-located

Number of Organisations 5 + 2 independent advisors
Number of Individual Participants 14

Duration of Collaboration Six months

Allocation of Staff Resource Full-time

6.2 Perceptions of knowledge

Case 3 participants presented definitions of kndgdethat were similar and consistent
across the team. Textual analysis of the defimgtimlentifies that participants perceive
knowledge as contextual, to be associated with viddals’ experience and

understanding, and for value to be derived fronajiglication.

The contextual nature of knowledge provides indigid with a specific reference point
or connection to a specific body of knowledge teaables them to participate in an
activity such as an inter-organisational collabiorat

Knowledge is the ability to understand, use andextualise information.

The set of understandings | have about the Minigioyernment processes, the

law — the things that give me a context for thikatxmration.

Context is also associated with the applicatioms® of knowledge, and where this is
able to be communicated effectively, can lead teeist being able to use, apply, or

understand that knowledge:

A combination of information and experience notessarily documented in one
place. Knowledge requires ability of a person tomeunicate relevant
information in context in a meaningful way so tbdters may use it or be able to

understand it.

Experience is also considered a key aspect of ledyd, and participants identify that
receipt of knowledge can expand an individual's ezignce, while an individual's
experience can contribute to bodies of knowledgg th turn, are shared with others.

The ability to transfer data into information rebeu for decision and the ability to

make decisions that guide future actions, usingnieg and experience.
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A detailed understanding derived from informatioml @xperience.

Participants in this collaboration have been pukabg selected based on the
knowledge, experience, and expertise that theyribome to the Case. In several cases,
participants have acquired a vast range of knovdedgerms of the justice sector and
its operations, as well as specialist knowledgetiment to their particular area of
expertise. This knowledge is considered criticalthe collaboration, particularly
because the six month timeframe means that thex@ tisne for participants to learn on-

the-job; rather they must be fully operational aide to contribute from the outset.

6.3 Knowledge sharing activities

Case 3 identifies as knowledge intensive, wherigla degree of sharing is necessary to
achieve the collaboration goals. Knowledge shaminfluenced by organisational
factors such as the timeframe of the collaboraton the physical proximity of
participants.  Individual factors such as famitariwith others and preferred
communication styles also influence knowledge siggin Case 3.

The main knowledge sharing activities support gguirement for the team to provide
the government with recommendations regarding ajlstyce issue. This is enacted
through the development of specific papers for Geabithat detail potential new
approaches to the issue. The development of thagers is dependent on both the
individual areas of expertise that participantsn@rito the collaboration, and the

collective knowledge that is developed from the boration of this expertise.

A majority of participants agree that they are\ad{i encouraged to share knowledge
with other team members, and eighty percent ofigipaints expect that knowledge
sharing will be reciprocal. It is considered thabwledge is readily shared with others,
although a third of Case members noted that someipants share knowledge more

readily than others.

Specific organisational factors such as the tinm&aof the collaboration and the
physical proximity of participants influence the yvm which Case 3 members share
knowledge. The tight timeframe imposed on théboration means that there is little

time for non-essential sharing. As a result evdormal or casual conversation is likely
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to focus on aspects of the Case, and participaatmelined to focus sharing activity on

individuals who will be able to make use of thaiokvledge. As one participant notes:

I’'m not going to spend a lot of time discussing knpwledge on a topic with

someone who isn’t going to be able to use it.

The physical proximity of the inter-organisatiortabm also plays a role in sharing
among team members. The single team space erablegrticipants to have line of
sight with each other. It has access to severallsneeting spaces, as well as a larger
meeting room. Participants believe that the ptayspace in which the team is located

facilitates spontaneous communication, and thieilucive to knowledge sharing:

| think having everyone around you means you cahlgan over a divider and
ask for help, or just call out and say ‘what do ybunk about it'.

Participants’ familiarity with other Case membersdaindividual communication
preference also influence knowledge sharing agtiviMost participants indicate that
they are more comfortable sharing knowledge withséhwith whom they are more
familiar, although this would not preclude themnfrgharing with others. Participants
express no clear preference regarding the benwfitsrmal and informal knowledge
sharing; although some note that they are more aaaffie sharing in informal, rather

than formal, situations.
| prefer informal smaller groups than big meetings.

Knowledge sharing also occurs between the intesrosgtional team and the working
group that is in place to support the collaboratidRegular face-to-face meetings are
scheduled with the working group, and ad hoc, migy sharing also takes place as and
when required. These meetings are held in the-organisational team’s meeting

room and this is seen as helping to establishdixetity and purpose of the group:
So we're the team here - come for a meeting here.

The “noise” that occurs in ensuring that all orgations have an opportunity to
contribute and communicate their position is seea potential downside of knowledge

sharing in this and other inter-organisationalalodirations:
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Each agency has to have its point of view heardiaodrporated and that makes

it enormously time consuming and often it is naidpictive.

There is a high level of interaction, with mosttgapants communicating once a day or
more. Much of the driving force for consultatiornsas from the need for transparency
and accountability, and is a particular featurdghaf public sector where organisations

and the government have a high level of accouritpbil the general public.
6.3.1 Choice of communication channel for knowledge sharing

In Case 3, participants have access to a rangeowimeinication channels, and
knowledge sharing among team members is underthkeugh a variety of formal and
informal mechanisms including face-to-face commati, email, and telephone.
Participants also have access to a shared infavmedpository and a shared workspace.
The choice of communication channel is influencgdhe physical proximity of case

participants, the nature of the communication, wxedavailability of individuals.

Participants were asked to identify the communacathannels they most commonly
use to communicate with each of the other partidpavith whom they had indicated a
knowledge sharing relationship. The results shivat face-to-face communication is
the preference of the majority of participants (Sesble 40). The two external
advisors, both of whom are located in differentldings to the inter-organisational
team, indicate that they most commonly use emaitéamunication purposes. Email

is also used by other participants if face-to-fecsmunication is not possible.

Table 40: Choice of communication channel

Total Mo of
Channel Interactions | Individuals
Face-to-face meetings 68 12
Telephone 1] 1]
Ernail 19 3
Web-based technaologyli.e. shared workspace, electronic collaborationtool) | O 1]
Other 0 0

87

Eighty percent of participants consider that fawdéaice communication is an important
factor in developing good working relationships this Case, there is a high level of

informal face-to-face communication and this igg&y due to the co-located nature of
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the team. Participants report a high degree diax opportunistic sharing and this is
supplemented by weekly meetings for the entire teamaddition, Rebecca has one-on-
one fortnightly meetings with each participant.

Although face-to-face communication is most commgoused, there are instances
where the nature of the communication influencesviduals’ choice of channel. For

example, email is particularly beneficial becausprovides a mechanism to go back
and check details, and enables participants to rpekgress on a task and move on to

other activities:
You can go back to confirm what deadlines whereedyror whatever.
If they look busy, I'll drop them an email .... | rran to the next issue.

Although participants indicate that, in generag thetter they know an individual, the
more likely they will be to communicate with theacé-to-face (see Appendix 13), this
does not appear to influence interactions in tagec While the majority of participants
met for the first time on the collaboration, eightlividuals indicate that they knew
between one and three participants prior to thaimolvement in this endeavour. In
these instances, the established connection rdsfiiten having worked together
previously, or from participating in the same besis networks. Two participants also
indicate that they knew each other through non-wet&ted connections. An analysis
of frequency of interaction and familiarity withhatrs shows no evidence of higher
levels of interaction between those who had knoachether prior to the collaboration.
There is a high level of interaction, with mosttgapants communicating once a day or

more.

6.4 The use of information and communication technology (ICT)

In Case 3, ICT is used for information storage fonccommunication purposes. These
activities are facilitated through the use of aretarive that serves as an information
repository for collaboration-related informatiomdathe use of email and telephone for
communication purposes. Participants also havesacto a Shared Workspace that is

administered by Justicel, but no participantsstithe workspace.

193



Chapter 6: Case 3 Results

Seventy-one percent of participants are satisfighl the range of tools available for use
in this collaboration, with only seven percent gating that it would benefit from a
greater range of tools (see Appendix 13). Howewaty fifty percent of the
participants consider that the existing tools affecéve. This suggests that for
participants the effectiveness of ICT tools is mimn@ortant than increased variety of
tools. This is supported by participants’ use GT Itools on the collaboration and
opinions (detailed later in this section) regardingir usefulness.

At the outset of the collaboration, it was intendkdt the shared workspace would be
used to support the team as both an informatioonsiggry and communication tool.
The workspace is available to Case patrticipantsisooot used by any individual. This
is due to initial difficulties associated with magithe workspace operational and has
resulted in participants’ reliance on the sharededas an information repository.
Rebecca believes that the initial difficulties ettshg up the shared workspace led to

participants expressing cynicism about it. Rebatates:

It [shared workspacelvasn't ready on time and we got absolutely nonirag
from anybody in-house or anything like that; it viiasu’re on your own’ and with
this project | just haven’t had time to nurse peopito using it and saying it's

there, it's absolutely fantastic, it would be realiseful.

Discussion with other participants reveals that; gmme, this is not their first
introduction to the concept of Shared Workspaces, grevious experiences have

resulted in a lack of enthusiasm and doubts aleutvdlue of this tool:

I've worked on other projects where we’'ve had stdamerkspaces. | never went
into them because there was this big proceduregmland | had to remember

and go and check for updates.

We do have a shared workspace...but it hasn’t beesh msich, and isn’t working

particularly well I think.

Workspaces are perceived by participants as diffitn use and this has led to
participants choosing not to use them. Howevés, ¢bntrasts with Rebecca’s positive

experience and her enthusiasm for workspaces. ré€xs®n for these contrasting views
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may relate to individuals’ levels of technical pesg, as well as a lack of formal

instruction about the workspace. As one partidipares:

| didn’t actually have the time to learn how to usfthe workspaceproperly, so
while it could be useful, it can create short tavarriers. Then you find people-

to-people workarounds and you don’t need the teldgyosso much.

The shared drive is managed and maintained bycé&dsénd is used by all participants
to store Case related information - although omgigi@ant notes that she also keeps
information on her personal drive as it is quictefind and still available if the shared

drive crashes.

ICT also plays a role in facilitating communicatidretween participants, and is
particularly useful for communication between mersbef the team who are not
located in the same physical location. Accessntaikis facilitated through Justicel,
which has provided email addresses for each paatiti Participants indicate that, in
most cases, they still have access to their ensadumts in their parent organisations,
but that collaboration-related communications areatled through the Justicel emalil
system. Email is most often used by the exterdaisary members of the Case. For
other participants, email use is mostly limitedmioen participants are not available for
face-to-face communication, or when the nature haf interaction requires written
communication. Fifty percent of participants dot monsider that emails help to
establish trust between individuals. One particigzelieves that it could be useful in

building relationships that have already been édistadd:
| think technologyemail] can be used to build relationships that exist.

Another participant believes that email can assétionship building, but cannot
provide the depth of communication that establisttesng working relationships, and it

is easy for emails to be misinterpreted:

I’'m very conscious that you can dash off an emadanse you're in a hurry and
you don’t stop and think about how you said sometland it can be taken the

wrong way.
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6.5 Social capital

This section explores SC and how it influences Kedge sharing in Case 3.
6.5.1 Relational social capital

Participants place a high degree of importancespeds of relational SC, as evidenced

through both the interview data and the data ctdtb the Phase 2 survey.
Identity

Case 3 participants demonstrate a strong senskeofity both in relation to the inter-

organisational team, and to their individual orgations:

We share a goal...I think making the effort is walting...people [in this team]
really respond to ifconnecting with others]

We're doing[this collaborativework and everything else comes second.

This sense of identity appears to be connectetleémature of the work in which they
are involved, and is a consequence of participastiteng sense of commitment to the
collaboration, the intrinsic value of the work thiaits being undertaken, and purposeful

action on behalf of Rebecca, the team leader.

Table 41 details the factors that motivate Caséqgyaants to share knowledge. The
high levels of commitment to the collaboration &< the primary motivator for
knowledge sharing, as indicated by eleven of theté@n participants.

Table 41: Motivation to share knowledge

Total

Motivation Count Individuals
Trust in the individual 18 5

The feeling | am able to help that person 3 2

The belief that the recipient will share their knowledge with me in return 5 2
Commitment to the collaboration 56 11
Presence of technology that makes sharing easy

Recognition of my own knowledge and expertise 0 0

82
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Rebecca’s leadership, and decisions taken by lae hlso contributed to the strong
sense of group identity. At the outset of the atmdration, Rebecca took several
decisions that have assisted the development d¢f maividual’s sense of belonging

and commitment to the venture. The first decistoncerns the co-location of team
members. Rebecca considers this to be a crits@a of the collaboration, enhanced

by the fact that the shared team space does rmidped Justicel, the lead organisation:

Essentially it's an independent area, independédrthe influence of Justice and

their way of doing things...it breaks down any ofthmter-agency things.

The second decision relates to the selection oh teembers. Although Rebecca was
not able to get all the participants she would haeally selected, she was clear about
the importance of getting the right people with tight experience and expertise. She
considers it is important that participants arevittials who are able to focus on the

goals of the collaboration, rather than act as/thee of their parent organisation:

It's about having people on board to focus on thebfem at hand and try to
avoid them representing their organisation. So tteelyere for their own expertise

rather than as representatives of their organisasio

In the majority of cases, individuals’ inclusion the collaboration has arisen from
voluntary commitment in response to organisatiaaBng for volunteers for the inter-
organisational team. In one instance, a memberomagpted onto the team having
returned from leave. At the outset, this individoansidered that this was because the
organisation was unsure what to do with her, buthascollaboration progressed she
came to the conclusion that her inclusion in tiarnevas based on the contribution that
she was able to make to the group, and that thigribation differed to the

contributions that other team members make. RMaatits noted:

| wouldn’t say I'm representing Justice2. I'm dmetteam to help the project

[collaboration]
| feel like I'm a making a real contribution to wifeabeing achieved here.

Only one participant voiced a different opinion.n Diana’s case, the loss of

organisational identity was a key concern, to tkierd that she requested to be lent to
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the collaboration rather than formally secondedhe Believes that this results in a

different experience:

The difference is maintaining my identity as represmg Justice3’s interests as
against being taken over by the over-riding mentpref this project, which is

Justicel.

Considering that the Case is not only led by Ja%tend also involves several members
of Justicel, it seems reasonable for Diana to asshat the collaboration would reflect
the identity and influence of Justicel. Howeverttds analysis identifies, participants
from Justicel were employed across a number oéréiffit business units and most did
not have previous knowledge of each other. Thiggests that, despite the presence of
group norms and individuals’ sense of obligatiord axpectations, the intellectual
capability of the group ensures robust debate ascusision that avoids the type of
groupthink that can occur when a strong sense eftity is forged between team
members. It is also likely that Rebecca’s shamute with Justicel means she has not
yet taken on the identity and culture of Justicedd is unfamiliar with other team
members. As a consequence, no one organisaticaespo influence the identity of

the group.

Rebecca’'s focus on team building, and support fog tnitial development of
relationships between individuals has also helpedi¢am to forge a sense of identity.
At the outset of the collaboration Rebecca helihéormal social function at her home
to enable participants to socialise and get to keaeh other. As the collaboration has
progressed, some participants choose to get tagethdrinks on Friday evenings, and
Rebecca provides lunch when the team needs toduneeg a lunchtime period, which

sometimes happens when there is no other timeadeil

A strong sense of self, as exhibited by the indiald interviewed in this Case, has also
positively influenced the strong sense of groumidiy.  Interview participants are
aware of how they, as individuals, can contribatehie collaboration, and believe that
the combination of their individual expertise p®$ an advantage in ensuring that
each paper developed on the collaboration ben&fits the different strengths of
individuals. While a strong sense of group idgntan lead to groupthink which can
inhibit innovation (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998), iase 3 the specific depth and breadth
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of experience has proved to be advantageous tgrthg by promoting rigorous debate

that has been beneficial to the work.

Participants also indicated that they closely idgntith their individual organisations.
In Diana’s case (outlined above) this led her pgudtion in the collaboration to be
structured such that she maintained strong linksetoparent organisation despite full-
time engagement in the inter-organisational tean@ther participants have worked
within the parent organisation, or the justice sector periods in excess of 10 years
during which they have built up a high degree a@csglist knowledge. The work they
undertake within their parent organisations relatespecific aspects of the justice
system and has enabled them to become expertese #reas. This suggests that it is
the particular justice-related aspects of the wrkvhich they are connected, rather
than the generic area, research, that drives ¢msesof identity and retains them in the

respective organisations.
Trust

Trust is an important issue for Case 3, and igedléo other aspects of SC, such as the
sense of group identity, and agreement about thgopa and goals of the collaboration
and how these can be achieved. Participants itedibat trust has the potential to be
the greatest barrier to knowledge sharing in puldector inter-organisational
collaboration (see Appendix 13). In this Casesttig a key motivational factor in

encouraging individuals to share their knowledgthwihers (see Table 41 above).

All participants consider trust to be an importagpect of collaboration, and sixty-four
percent of participants perceive the level of thettveen Case participants to be above
average. (see Appendix 13). This level of trugtesps to derive from the sense of
commitment that individuals feel toward the colledtmn and the value of the work it is
undertaking, as well as the fact that they aretdruso do their job and are not

constantly monitored:

I've found that the best policy is where you testryideas out on your workmates
and others, because the more minds you get arouptbllem, the better the

solution.
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She[Rebeccajust lets you get on with it. She is an incregigtrong leader; she’s

also remarkably effective and really got the begtad everybody.

Given the strong sense of identity shared by ppéitds, the researcher expected that a
greater proportion of participants would considerst levels to be above average.
Further analysis of the survey data indicate thhilevJusticel participants perceive
trust levels to be above average, for the most gast sense of trust was not shared by
participants from other organisations. This suggésat individuals from the same
organisation are more likely to trust each otheeneif they do not work within the

same business units.

Case participants indicate that trust can be boilseveral ways such as through
individual competence, but do not identify any amethod as better than others.
Interviews with participants reveal that individwaimpetency is important in this Case
because, as one team member notes, individuals toeéit the ground running’
However, some participants also believe that ggtt;nknow other team members is
important. Relationship building is something tkkstse members consider can occur
during the course of the working day, and doesnead to be specifically engineered
through social functions or events outside of tloekplace. However, it does require
an investment on behalf of the individual, and ssisted when individuals are co-
located:

It's like an investment really. You invest a bitlanpays off.

We spend a lot of time just chatting and to me’shabt wasted time. It's
developing the group and often the chat is worltesl, and | think from that
point of view this team’s moulded well. There’s clear exclusion of people.

There is value in sitting round the tea table bessagenerally talk is about work

and it develops.

Some patrticipants suggest that Rebecca trusts sesme members more than others,
and that those who are more highly trusted aregmasdi specific activities that other

team members are not involved in:
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| picked the two or three people that she just bathplete trust in and those
people tended to pick up a lot of the more diffidrts of the project or the
external relationship management that wasn’t béiagdled by her.

There may be several reasons for the perceptianRebecca trusts some more than
others, including pressure to deliver collaboratiaricomes within a short timeframe,

and previous experience working with others:

In this project | couldn’t afford to hand hold.... ¥qust have to have a certain

trust in theirfmember’s]professional ability that they will get the jobrao

Given the pressure on Rebecca and the team tceddhie required outcomes within a
short period of time, it is possible that she W@l more confident that those with whom
she has previous experience of working will be ablaccomplish a specific task. Her
purposeful selection of these participants ind€aa a priori level of trust in these

individuals.

Several participants agreed that there is a degfrgeise” that occurs at the outset of a
collaboration, while individuals are working out ere they fit in the inter-
organisational team and whether they are able tst tparticipants from other
organisations. However, the accumulated experiafceiorking in several multi-
agency collaborations can also help to build thettveen individuals from different

organisations:

With multi-agency projects such as this, you dotget position after you’'ve been
operating for a while with the organisations, tagt one and other and that makes

it easier.

In summary, trust is an important issue in thiseCasd has been contributed to by a
range of factors including the combination of tpeafic decisions and actions taken by
Rebecca in relation to the co-location of team mensbteam member selection and
team building activity; the collaboration timefranitee strong sense of group identity;

and the perceived value of the work in which theyyengaged.
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Norms, obligations and expectations

Collaboration constraints (specifically, the tinaefre); expectations of individual
competence; and levels of commitment to the cofiaioan all contribute to the
development of behavioural norms, and obligationd axpectations that influence

knowledge sharing in this Case.

The non-negotiable conditions of the collaboratisunch as time constraints, have lead
participants to develop unwritten norms and expgegta regarding the way in which
work is undertaken, and has influenced individugdiepensity to share knowledge
among team members. As previously mentioned, Ralgcexpectation is that
individuals can operate effectively with minimalidance; this is confirmed by team
members who expect that other participants williveel the tasks they have been

assigned.

There are no guidelines that outline how work ire tbollaboration should be
undertaken, and Rebecca does not consider thatstmangroject management is
necessary when working with experienced individualShis has resulted in Case
participants accepting responsibility for tasks hwihe expectation that they will
complete the task by the most effective and efficimethod, and has established a

strong sense of co-operation.

“There is a bit of reliance on individuals and thackgrounds they bring in terms
of working in these sorts of areas and the dayay decisions they make. So it's

about counting on what we have rather than a maoéido’s and don’ts.”

Individuals’ levels of commitment to the collabaost also influence knowledge
sharing in the Case and act as an implicit oblgatin participants to contribute to the

collaboration, and the expectation that others aalthe same.
6.5.2 Cognitive social capital

The analysis of cognitive SC focuses on issuehafesl language, shared purpose and
goals, and a sense of shared culture.
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Shared language

In this Case, analysis of the research data doeseweal any significant issues, either
positive or negative, that relate to shared languaglthough participants note that
language can be an issue for inter-organisatiooliddhmoration, they do not believe that

it is an issue for this Case:

You get other agencies who don’t like what youagrsg to them...I think you can

do a certain amount by being neutral with the laaggl that you use.

They all want to be completely consistent with yémng else and with their own
ministers. So there’s quite a lot of wording therand it's not, it's often not about

the core substance.

In Case 3, possible reasons for the lack of conemgarding language are the nature of
the work that is being undertaken, and the abdityndividuals to easily consult with
others as required. As most participants are eyeglavithin policy roles, it is likely
that while their specific areas of expertise manyythe generic language of policy does
not. On occasions where differences in terminolotgy be present, the co-located
nature of the team enables these differences ttidoessed at the time that they arise,

and so are not identified as issues with the Case.
Shared purpose and goals

The purpose of Case 3 is to develop a range of rpaff@at inform and make
recommendations for new approaches to an exististicg issue. This purpose was

clearly understood and supported by participants:
I’'m on the project to help the project
We have a shared goal.

This sense of shared purpose is supported by thierdindings relating to the strong

sense of group identity and commitment to the wadrthe collaboration (see Table 41).
In addition, the purposeful selection of team memlad the outset of the collaboration
helped to ensure they were likely to be predispdsdtie goals of the venture, and this

careful preparation has contributed to the coNectiense of purpose. In most instances,
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participants believe that the collaboration is adding an important issue and they

indicate that they want to contribute to findingtbesolutions:

There was a remarkable level of gelling betweerpjgeand I think a lot of that
was down to people just being willing to get dowd a@o the job which | think

says a lot about the team.

This suggests that specific attention to the sielecdf team membership may help
agreement of shared goals and limit the presencelnidual agendas.

Shared culture

Fifty-seven percent of Case participants consilderculture of the inter-organisational
team to be different to the culture in their owrgamisations (see Appendix 13).
Analysis of this response indicates that the diffiees between group culture and
individual organisational culture are predominardlyserved by participants who are
not members of Justicel. In fact, the majorityudticel members chose not to respond

to this question.

Participants also show a high level of optimismegard to the ability to blend different
organisational cultures within an inter-organisasibteam. More than fifty percent of
participants considered that blending culturesas an issue for inter-organisational
teams. However, analysis identified that the nmigjaf Justicel participants disagree
with other participants and consider that blendmgtures in to a single inter-

organisational team can be problematic.

The responses of Justicel members to questiorimgeta culture suggest that this may
be an area of difficulty, although it is not clednether this relates to issues within the

inter-organisational team, or is indicative of arigational level issues.

Consideration of individual comments relating tdstissue suggests that the culture
within Justicel is different to the other partidipg organisations, and may be more

formal than other cultures:

Justice5 has a pretty strong intellectual drive. legiklity, and an open working

environment and relationships.
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| find that Justicel are very cautious; they’re wstow to act .... And they’re very

hierarchical.

Although the differences in organisational cultare acknowledged, they do not seem
to have an influence on the working of the integamisational tam. In fact, the findings

from this Case demonstrate a tangible absencestdrichy and process:

| think there is a view of ad hoc to[ihe collaboration]| don't see that as a bad
thing. | don’t know that a manual is somethingtth@uld add a lot but that's a
judgment on the skills of the people and the soraewiformal mechanisms and

mechanisms that we have within the project.
To be frank, | deliver...so a lot of projects likestand up with me.

Though it is difficult to derive specific meaningi these results, together they show a
pattern of difference between perceptions of paditts from Justicel and participants
from other organisations in regard to the issushafred culture. This pattern has not
been noticeable in other aspects of the Case. tawgiven that Justicel is the lead
organisation in the collaboration, and the overadinagement of the team falls to
Justicel team member Rebecca, it might be expebtadJusticel members would
perceive the inter-organisational team culture ¢oréflective of their organisational
culture. However, this is not the case. One nmedso this may relate directly to
Rebecca and her leadership of the collaboratiombeBca has only recently joined
Justicel, and was identified to lead the inter-nigmtional team only two weeks into
her tenure. Thus, it is reasonable to surmiseghathad not yet had sufficient time to

become embedded in the organisational culture sifcéi.
6.5.3 Structural social capital

Structural SC focuses on tf@mal structure (who reports to whom) and thérmal
structure (who interacts with whom)The formal structure of the inter-organisational
team was detailed in Section 6.1. The collabonais characterised by a lack of formal
processes and procedures, and relies more on theriexce and expertise of
individuals to deliver to the collaboration goalBespite the involvement of individuals
with different levels of experience and at differeteps on their respective hierarchical
ladders, there is no formal reporting hierarchyhwitthe collaboration other than to the
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team leader. These findings indicate that, ovethk collaboration operates on a

relatively informal basis.

Figure 28 presents the informal network identified in CaseT®e data shows a highly
cohesive network with high levels of interactionvieeen individuals. There is a strong
degree of reciprocity within the network and int¢i@n between individuals is frequent.
Despite the large proportion of Justicel participan this Case, the visual network
shows that while three Justicel members hold stpbexces within the network, several
are located in more peripheral positions and, ak,slusticel members do not dominate
the network. Eight cliques exist in the networkithwseveral overlaps between
memberships of these cliques. There are no cuipeiithin the network indicating
that no individual is wholly dependent on anotheenmber for connecting to other
actors. A full analysis of the meaning of the abg with the Case 3 networks is

detailed later in this chapter.
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Figure 28: Case 3 informal network

6.5.3.1 Network level results

Table 42 provides an indication of the health andrall cohesion of the network.
(Extended descriptions of these measures can loel iouChapter 3, Section 3.3.4.2.)

Table 42: Case 3 network level measures

Measure Result
Size 14

Total Ties Present 84.0000
Density (Mean) 04615
Distance 1610
Std Deviation 0.499
Variance 0.249

The statistics presented Ffable 42 provide an indication of the health and overall
cohesion of the network. (Extended descriptiongshee measures can be found in
Chapter 3, Section 3.3.4.2))
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These statistics represent a highly cohesive né&twbere information flows quickly to
network members and there is a high level of S@/éet Case participants. Both the
network density (46%) and distance measures (1.8d€§gest this is a highly effective
network and there are likely to be few bottlenecksmpediments to information flow.
The network density shows a high level of connextiamong team members with 84
ties, (of the 182 possible ties) in place acrogsrbtwork. This is facilitated by the
relatively low number of participants within thetwerk, and it is likely that network

cohesion would decrease if more members were nalj@ inter-organisational team.
6.5.3.2 Individual level results

Degree, closeness and betweenness centrality nesasare selected to analyse the ties
between individuals in the network. (Full desaops of these measures can be found
in Chapter 3, Section 3.3.4.2.)

Degree centrality

Degree centrality measures the number of direchections an actor has. A full list of
normalised degree centrality degfescores for Case 3 is shown in Table 43.

Table 43: Case 3 degree centrality measures

Centrality Formal
Measure | Actor Role Organisation | NrmOutDeg | MrminDeg | Nrm Degree
+ Rebecca | leader Justicel 23077 100 100
Tany member Justices 760923 24 615 100
lackie member Justicel 84615 53 B46 02 308
Matthew | member Justicel £0.231 61538 02 308
Grant member Justiced 38462 76923 84 615
Brendan | member Indl 61.538 69.231 76.923
Justin member Justicel 30.769 38462 53.846
Mike member Ind2 46.154 46.154 53 846
Bruce member Justicel 35462 7692 46.154
Diana member Justice3 30.769 23077 46.154
lohn member Justicel 46.154 7602 46.154
Katy member Justice2 30.769 23077 46.154
Mally member Justicel 46154 30.769 46.154
_ Angela member Justicel 23.077 23.077 38462

'® Normalised scores divide simple degree by the mami degree possible and enable cross case

analysis to be undertaken on networks of diffesizgs.
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The NrmDegree centrality measures indicate sevetatesting findings. Firstly, the
measures show a large variance between the higimestiowest scores of actors.
Justicel members hold both the lowest and highezgieé centrality scores. Angela has
the lowest degree centrality score and is likelyfital it more difficult to source
information than the majority of actors in the Cas&he two highest scores were
recorded by Rebecca and Tony. This score reflRetsecca’s role as the team leader,
within the formal network. The more interestingdimg relates to the relationship
between Rebecca and Tony who, until recently, wibrtagether in Justice 5. The
informal network reflects the strong tie betweee tWwo and also provides support for
comments from participants who observed that Rebesmmetimes gives greater
responsibility to team members whom she knew padhe collaboration.

The degree measures also indicate that, despitathe¢hat both Brendan (Ind1) and
Mike (Ind2) are not co-located within the team,stldoes not affect the flow of
information to and from these individuals. Thisoydes further support for the
qualitative finding that, although Justicel membmmprise the greater component of

the inter-organisational team, they do not domitiagenetwork.

Analysis of actors’ in-degree and out-degree messprovided more insight into the
network. The variance between timedegreescores of individuals was measured at
13.286 (see Appendix 14), showing the level ofedénce between the number of
information requests received by actors as eviderme the difference between the
highest number of information requests receivedR&pecca (100), and the lowest

number of requests received by both John and Biu662).

Out-degreescores indicate a lower level of variance (6.148)d indicate that both
Jackie and Tony provide key support to Rebeccaddeship role. In contrast to the
number of information requests received by Rebestva rarely seeks information from
Case participants other than Jackie and Tony wha@asadbrokers on her behalf. The
greatest number of information requests are madeJdwgkie, who is the sole
administrator for the team and who also operateRedsecca’s personal assistant. In
this respect, she is often charged with obtainirigrmation from Case participants for
Rebecca, and this is evidenced through her higidegtee score. Tony also made a
high number of information requests (76.923). didiaon to his role as a participant

within the collaboration, Tony describes his rade a
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Being involved in co-ordinating the whole shootlmx...to organise people so

that everyone knows who'’s doing what paper andsb#gtof thing.

Tony’s high in-degree and out-degree scores sudgasthe occupies a senior role in

the team whereby he is the unofficial deputy teaadér. This is probably due both to

Tony’s seniority within his parent organisationdathe fact that he and Rebecca have
previously worked together. Prior to her appoiminat Justicel she also worked at
Justiceb, the organisation to which Tony belongs.

Network centralisation was also measured as artiadal point of reference for the
social network data. Network centralisation meesuthe global or macro level
centralisation of the network and shows whethernot it is centred on specific

individuals.

In this Case, network centralisation was derivednfthe degree centralisation measures
(see Table 44). The overall degree centralisabmex (41%) indicates a highly
centralised network where activity is largely foedsaround a subset of network actors.

Table 44: Case 3 network centralisation index

Centralisation Index Result
In-degree 57 988%
Qut-degree 41.420%
Total degree centralisation | 41.03%

Specific analysis of in-degree and out-degree absdtion indicates a greater
centralisation on incoming information requestsggasting that some individuals
occupy positional advantages in the network, aatlpower amongst individuals varies
substantially. This correlates with the qualitatifindings, presented earlier in the
study, that certain individuals within the team assigned more complex tasks, or tasks
that require a higher degree of trust. This cao &k seen in Figure 28 which shows a
small number of actors who appear more centraltitiwithe network and who receive a

greater number of requests for information thario#ttors.
Closeness centrality

The closeness measures for Case 3 are listed Ir #&b
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Table 45: Case 3 closeness centrality measures

Centrality Formal
Measure | Actor Role Organisation | TotalCloseness
* Tony member lustices 167.917
lackie member Justicel 155 088
Rebecca | leader Justicel 152
Brendan | member Indl 148 6593
Matthew | member Justicel 148 693
Grant member Justiced 137772
Mike member Ind2 130
Mally member Justicel 124091
Justin member Justicel 116.072
Diana member Justice3 110689
lohn member Justicel 109.828
Angela member Justicel 106522
. Katy member Justice? 104 67
Bruce member Justicel 102 424

These results reinforce the strength of the roléBoay, Jackie, and Rebecca within the
network and show that their positions enable themetch other actors with relative
ease. By comparison, actors such as Bruce and&atlkely to find it more difficult
to reach actors to whom they are not directly cotete However, it should be noted
that this network demonstrates high closeness memsudicating that even those with
lower closeness measures have the ability to retwdr actors with ease. In this Case,
physical proximity does not make a difference ttoes closeness scores, as the two
independent advisors received higher closenesesdban certain other co-located
team members. As seen earlier in the analysisegfed centrality scores, Justicel
participants represent both the highest and lowesting actors, providing further
evidence of their lack of dominance with the networ

Betweenness Centrality

Betweenness centrality measures for Case 3 aed listTable 46.
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Table 46: Case 3 betweenness centrality measures

Centrality
Measure Actor Formal Role | Organisation nBetweenness
* Tony member lustices 21.923
lackie rmember Justicel 14 83
Brendan member Indl 14231
Matthew rmember Justicel 0338
Grant member Justiced 4 467
Rebecca leader Justicel 3.078
Mike rmember Ind2 1.368
Mlolly member Justicel 0.813
lustin rmember Justicel 0.514
Katy member Justice2 0.294
Angela member Justicel 0.128
lohn member Justicel 0.092
~ Diana rmember Justice3 0.08
Bruce member Justicel a

The results identify that Tony holds the most siat position in the network. He is
highly sought out by team members, and has a positiadvantage over other actors
that enables him to apply some degree of contrahefflow of information in the
network should he so choose. This is further cordtion of the role that Tony plays in
supporting Rebecca and as the central co-ordimmédtibre work that is carried out by the
team. Tony's role as intermediary also allows Rebheto undertake other
responsibilities of her role that require her tdidate a large amount of time to meeting
with parties outside the immediate team, and teideoa direct line of reporting to the

Prime Minister and others.

She[Rebecca]does a lot of the networking, presenting to thghhip and the
hierarchy stuff; she does all that communicatiord aelationship management
stuff.

As has been observed in other centrality measw®ggral members of the inter-
organisational team (Molly, Justin, Katy, Angelahd, Diana, and Bruce) occupy more
peripheral roles in the network. Their outlyingsgmns suggest that these individuals
would find it more difficult to exert influence vinin the network and reinforces the
finding that, in this Case, organisational membigrstoes not positively influence ties

between actors.
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Cliques

Eight cliques were identified in the network aswhan Table 47. Cliques represent
subsets of the network in which actors are morensely linked (Hanneman & Riddle,

2005H. Statistics relating to these cliques are includedppendix 14.

Table 47: Case 3 cliques

Cliques Members

Cligue 1 Diana Grant Tony

Clique 2 Grant Justin Tony

Clique 3 lackie Mike Tony

Clique 4 lackie Molly Tony

Clique 5 Mike Rebecca Tony

Clique & Brendan lackie Matthew Mike
Clique 7 Brendan lackie Matthew Mlolly
Clique 8 Brendan Mike Rebecca

The presence of these cliques was an unexpectgitdims high density networks are
often found to have few subgroups (Hanneman & RidA005). There is considerable
overlap in cliqgue membership and Tony is centrdlve of the eight cliques. A further
interesting aspect of these cliques is that theyatorepresent Justicel subgroups, as
might be expected where there is a dominance oficgants from a single
organisation.  Rather, these cliques are domindigdthe lesser represented

organisations, and the two independent externasadvto the team.
Tie Strength

Case 3 is characterised by strong ties. Intemagtidrequent, typically more than once
a day, and often reciprocal. The overall meas@ire@procity for the network is 42%,
indicating that almost half the team enjoys reagtdies resulting in a mutual exchange

of information and knowledge.

As previously detailed, Case 3 participants areagad in producing a number of papers
related to their specific areas of expertise, ali a& an overarching paper that ties
together the recommendations put forward by thenteln order to provide a cohesive
set of outputs, it is necessary for the team tdkweogether and to ensure that each paper
fits within the overall suite of papers that wik lolelivered through the collaboration as
well as the overarching recommendations of the te@he levels of tie strength suggest

that these needs are met through a high degrexipfocal knowledge sharing activity
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between participants. Thus, the inter-organisatic@am enjoys a high level of robust
discussion and debate, and that this is likelyricrdase the potential value of its

outputs.

6.6 Summary of Chapter 6

This chapter has presented the key results angsasalf Case 3 of this research. The
first section of this chapter presents an overvigwhe Case including the purpose of
the collaboration, and details of the organisatiamsl individuals involved in the
venture. Section two presents the findings relai@dthe specific focus of the
collaboration - SC and ICT. It details individuagterceptions of knowledge and the
knowledge sharing activities that take place witlhia collaboration; the way in which
ICT is used to support the team; and provides exidef the way in which aspects of
SC manifest within the collaboration. The chaptiso identifies the informal network
evident within the Case and presents both visudlcurantitative measures to describe
the configuration of the network and roles of induals within it.

This Case represents the single instance of aaaidd collaboration within this study.
The collaboration arose from the need to find sohg to issues in the criminal justice
system. The nature of the venture, both in terigsosubject matter, and its strict
timeframe, necessitated the recruitment of highiyegienced individuals who could be

trusted to produce the required results, while waykargely unsupervised.

Participants have access to a range of ICT toaisrdport some dissatisfaction with
tools such as the shared workspace, which theyperas difficult to use. Overall, the
close proximity of team members and the compleuneadf the work in which they are
engaged means that knowledge sharing and commiomicad most frequently

undertaken through face-to-face activities, suctoasal and informal meetings.

The findings indicate a high degree of SC amonggypants. The inter-organisational
team exhibits a strong sense of identity derivednfdeliberate decisions regarding the
formation of the team, as well as a strong senséndividual and organisational

identity, and a belief in the value of the workrgeundertaken.

Comparison of the formal structure derived from tualitative data and the informal
network (derived from the social network data) sgg that the collaboration is more
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reliant on a subset of individuals than is evid&aim the qualitative data alone.
Though, in many instances, strong ties have beendfdo inhibit innovation, in this
Case they have enabled robust debate and discubsias seen to benefit the Case.
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7 CASE 4 RESULTS

This chapter presents the final case in the stldhe results are presented following the

same format as has been used in previous cases.

7.1 Overview of Case 4

This section provides an overview of the structyma;pose, and activities of Case 4.
The section also provides details of the orgarasatand individuals that comprise Case
4,

Case 4 represents a joint health initiative thatées on improving health outcomes for
New Zealanderfd. The collaboration is commonly referred to asragpamme, and is

part of a wider stream of work being undertakethim health sector. The over-arching
purpose of the programme is to improve the welkyef people at greatest health risk
more quickly than those at lesser risk. This large undertaking and the programme

has no specific end date; theoretically it couldtoae indefinitely.

The collaboration is managed and funded by two nw@imanisations (Healthl and
Health2). Healthl represent the government interiesthe health sector. Health2 is an
industry association body that facilitates and dowtes strategic activity across a range
of health organisations (i.e. Health3 and HealttMdugh collaboration and collective
activity. The Case also involves also four stiangpport agencies (Supportl, Support2,
Support3, Supportd) who are owned by their locglia®al health organisations (i.e.
Health3 and Health4), and who support the overtagctole of Health2. Both Healthl
and Health2 report directly to the Minister of Heal A full breakdown of the

organisations and individuals participating in t@igse are depicted in Figure 29.

" To ensure the anonymity of project team membeesific details relating to the project’s purposes

excluded.
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Figure 29: Case 4 formal structure

Both Healthl and Health2 have a programme sponBosg&main responsibilities are to
attend to the strategic direction of the collaborgtto maintain a level of pace, and to
manage programme related risk. The Healthl spdma® delegated the day-to-day
management of the programme and this is mainly ledndy a staff member, Jane.
Recent changes mean that Jane is now employed &dyhBlehowever an agreement has
been reached by the two organisations to enable fancontinue to manage the
programme on behalf of Healthl. The two orgarogat often differ about aspects of
the collaboration, so this continued relationshepdnstrates the level of ability and trust

that Jane holds within both organisations.

The implementation and coordination of the collabon is managed by the four
Health2 members who are located in Wellington. sTi@am is led by Alexa and is
located in a centrally located office in Health®&llington premises. Apart from this

co-located four person programme team, all othetigi@ants work in organisations
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across New Zealand, therefore the majority of adnig through email and telephone.

Thus, Case 4 is categorised as a virtual collatmorat

The majority of Case participants are employed mrae of analysis and information
related roles such as data and performance analy3te participant is a clinical leader
and two occupy managerial positions. The averagere of participants in their parent
organisations is 3.92 years. Two participantscatdid tenures in excess of 10 years

within their organisations.

Team members’ participation in the Case is relatedheir roles in their parent
organisations. This means that when an indivitkales an organisation, their place on
the inter-organisational team is taken by the inoem employee, or another existing
employee. Other than Alexa and Jane who are eddatjdime on the collaboration,
all members undertake their activities in conjunrctwith the other day-to-day tasks and
responsibilities of their roles.

Initial funding for the programme was provided fbnby Healthl and Health2 with
Health2 accountable for the day-to-day managemiethiecfunds. This changed in 2007,
when Healthl's provision of operational costs waglaced by funding from the four
support organisations. Health2 expect that this mvean that Healthl will have less
influence in how the programme is managed, althotigd has not been formally

discussed.

The programme has experienced a number of chaBepgeticularly in the early stages.
Initially Healthl and Health2 disagreed about wilaal ldecision making powers. As a
result, the collaboration now operates with mardiagems of reference and a range of
formal processes and procedures that denote decisiaking powers and guide

activities.

The specific characteristics of the Case are listéithble 48.
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Table 48: Case 4 characteristics

Characteristic Case 4
Physical Type Virtual
Number of Organisations 8

Number of Individual Participants 20
Duration of Collaboration Indefinite
Allocation of Staff Resource Part-time™

A breakdown of participants, their organisationsd dhe phase/s of the research in

which they participated are shown in Appendix 8.

7.2  Perceptions of Knowledge

Many of the knowledge definitions proffered by Cageparticipants focused on
learning, application, experience, and understandinA full list of participants’
definitions is detailed in Appendix 9.

Participants consider knowledge to be a persomsgtahat is accumulated through
experience and learning and that can be applieitiations to extend understanding

and value of those situations:

Information that | possess on the subject as aividdal or the ability to know
where it exists and find it. Some of it comes wkperience and from reasoning

skills.

Knowledge is personal, in that no two people wikrehave the same degree of
knowledge. It is more than just formal learningperience and life should be
taken into account. Knowledge is for sharing.

These definitions suggest that people acquire kedgéd through personal analysis and
interpretation of events. In this way, individuapply their own understanding to
develop personal knowledge. In turn, this knowkedgn then be externalised or shared
with others. This can increase understanding @h &o individual and collective basis:

18 with the exception of the two Health2 staff alltemhto the project on a full time basis.
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Anything you can contribute which will develop soneelse’s understanding or

skills.

Having learnt the end-to-end process of a speuwifickstream and then being able

to share those learnings with others to improveacess, solution of system.

Knowledge is also associated with its ability tantribute to, or enhance decision-
making. In this respect, it is the way in whicholwrtedge is used and applied that is

key:

How information is used to understand problems arfdrm decision, change

behaviours.

Individuals in the collaboration have a range dadaar of skill and expertise including
knowledge of data and information analysis, knowtedf the health sector, expertise in

the development of performance measures, and comatiom expertise.

7.3 Knowledge Sharing Activities

In this Case, knowledge sharing supported a widgeaaf activities within the inter-
organisational team and across the health seGtoough this Case focuses on the work
of a single team, the collaboration itself formstgd an extensive programme of work
across the sector and with private health organissittherefore many of the knowledge
sharing activities undertaken by the team have rapact on the wider health

community.

The main focus of the collaboration is on the aien and analysis of data gathered
from health organisations across New Zealand, dm development of specific

indicators that enable the data to be measuredéergreted:

It is a lot more about information sharing thanistabout knowledge sharing. As
we get smarter we start to maybe transition inte kmnowledge sharing than the

information.

Therefore, information is considered a critical nedmt of the collaboration, and
individuals from outside the inter-organisationgérn often perceive this as technical-
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information related work. However, this is nogaeded by participants as a technical

endeavour:

It's not a technical project, but people get caughtin the technical details...they
can show their knowledge [about the technical dgtdut it actually doesn’t
change the way they practice medicine and the haydrganisations work.

So, while the development of accurate indicatorsais essential feature of the
collaboration, the accurate interpretation of tatadand the sharing of the data with the
wider community also relies on the specific knowgednd expertise of Case members.
In this way, the diverse range of participantsliskand expertise supports the array of
activities that are undertaken. For example, tkiEensive interaction with health
organisations members such as doctors, cliniceamd,health managers requires strong

communication skills and generic understandindneflealth sector.

The outcomes of the collaboration are also usedhfiarm, and contribute to, the

development of policy within the health sector. ilWot all of these activities are

undertaken by the core inter-organisational tedmm,work in which they are engaged
often contributes to the wider picture, and recgirgeraction and knowledge sharing
with a wide range of individuals and organisatioAs. two participants note:

A lot of what I do is talking to people within thealth sector.
My key responsibilities are relationships, commatians...

The majority of participants agree that they arevaly encouraged to share knowledge
with other team members, and eighty percent ofgyagints do so with the expectation
that the recipient will share knowledge with themreturn. There is little variation

among individuals in terms of their willingnessdaare knowledge; individuals believe

that, overall, knowledge is willingly shared byaniorganisational team members.

Eighty percent of participants indicate that these anore comfortable sharing
knowledge with participants with whom they are mdemiliar. Analysis of
individuals’ relationships with other Case partanips indicates that while most of them

“met” for the first time after being assigned te tbollaboration, in a small number of
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instances, participants had previously worked wither individuals or were aware of

them through their involvement in the same busimesaorks.
7.3.1 Choice of communication channel for knowledge sharing

In Case 4, participants have access to a limitadeaf communication channels. All
participants have access to email and telephoniefdoe-to-face communication is
limited to those who work in close proximity to éaather. However, due to the nature
of their co-ordination roles, both Jane and Alexaartake frequent travel throughout
New Zealand and are more likely to be able to comoate on a face-to-face basis with
other participants. The choice of communicatibannel is influenced by the physical
proximity of case participants, the nature of tleenmunication, the purpose of the

communication, and the relationship with the resmpi

Face-to-face communication and email are the mostlpr choices of communication
channel (see Table 49). However, as indicatedghuwsical proximity influences the
ability for face-to-face communication; therefotad likely that the majority of those
who select face-to-face meetings as their most cmmoommunication channel are
from the core team who are centrally co-located,ace from the same parent
organisation. Conversely, for participants wholaoated in different cities, knowledge

sharing is more commonly undertaken via email lepteone.

Table 49: Choice of communication channel

Total Individual
Channel Interactions | Count
Face-to-face meetings 28 12
Telephone 10 5
Email 25 13
Web-based technologyli.e. shared workspace, electronic collaborationtool) | O a
Dther 0 0

Sixty percent of participants consider that facéatte communication is an important
factor in developing good working relationshipsivéh this preference, it is likely that
participants might experience difficulties in builg relationships with other

participants, when there are issues of geograpsichdition to contend with.
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The majority of communication, regardless of lomatioccurs less than once a week.
Participants note that, other than for those wlecarlocated (i.e. the core team, and
those located in the same organisations), geogrdiphitations inhibit spontaneous, or
ad hoc, communication. This implies that when camitation does occur, it is likely

to be more formal in nature.

An individual's choice of communication channehblso influenced by the nature of the
relationship with the recipient. The majority @&rpcipants indicate that, in general, the
better they know an individual, the more likelytthizey are to communicate with them
face-to-face (see Appendix 15); but seventy-niekegnt also believe that it is difficult
to build relationships and get to know others beti¢hout face-to-face communication.
Several participants suggest that new relationshgsefit from the ability to engage
with an individual on a face-to-face basis. However established relationships, email

can be a useful communication tool:

When you're trying to form a new relationship wibmebody you want to make
sure that they know you straight off the bat antdagtair idea of who you are...if
it's a new relationship the best method for mectially going and meeting them.

In addition, the choice of communication channelnguenced by the nature of the
communication. This is seen as particularly intgar where knowledge is complex or

where it is important to limit the possibility famisinterpretation:
I'd always prefer face-to-fadeommunication] but it depends on the issue.

If the topic’s reasonably complex and there’s diffg views, | think email’s

counter-productive because people don't alwaysesgpthemselves well.
It's always good to be able to pinpoint what waklsa

This suggests that, in this Case, a form of writemmunication, such as email, is
more likely to be used in relation to complex kneelde, or where a written record of

an interaction is required.
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Finally, the selection of communication channedlso influenced by the intention or
purpose of the communication, and is considereticpdarly important if the purpose

of the communication relates to change:

Face-to-face is probably the most important waywwdbund of actually changing

people’s perceptions.
We're requiring people to change the way they deirimss.

Several participants indicate that, in this Casa¢hmof the work of the team focuses on
facilitating change within the health sector. Vémhuch of this is dependent on the data
itself, the way in which it is communicated caniststhe change process. In this respect
communication and sharing knowledge face-to-fadeelgeved to significantly enhance

the likelihood of change.

7.4  The use of Information and Communication Technology

In Case 4, ICT is used both as a communication, todl as a means to store and
analyse information. Participants’ use of ICT imas€ 4 is influenced by physical

proximity, the availability of ICT tools, and theahnical ability of individuals.

The main use of ICT in Case 4 is as a means of agnwation between members of the
inter-organisational team. As detailed in the pes section, email is a key
communication channel and is used to combat tHe daphysical proximity between
participants. It is also considered a helpful toolensuring that certain aspects of
communication are formally recorded, as noted bigalthl participant:

If I am seeking to get a very clear documentatibsamething that I’'m about to

escalate.

Survey responses indicate that participants aredetlv about whether emalil
communication could help to build trust betweemtemembers (see Appendix 15),
however individual interviews established that whémail can help to build trust in
existing relationships (i.e. where the basis of ridationship has already been formed
through face to face contact), it is not useful fiwe initial establishment of

relationships:
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| use a lot of email when I've already establishibd relationship but that's

because they already know who | am.

Participants are also concerned about the opptytémi email communication to be

misinterpreted, and the damage that could resut this:

It's an instrument that has to be used with a otare. Email is bereft of a lot of

the subtle cues that are there in face-to-face conication.

ICT is also used to store and analysis the datdimgl to the collaboration. For the
most part, this is managed at an organisationakllewith each participating
organisation storing its own data. There is n@gration between the information
systems used by each organisation, and the shafirdata is mainly co-ordinated
through the emailing of data reports. Health2 dlas a database that aggregates the
collected data, but this is only available to He2lparticipants and is not shared with

other organisations participating in the Case:

We do have a database which generates all the tiegomformation and does

what it needs to generate the reports.

Details of the Case can also be found on Healtb&snisational website. There are
plans to investigate the development of a webstBadted to the Case that all members
and wider parties could access for simple querfdvancing these plans is dependent
on several factors including funding and a bettearaness of the technical ability of
prospective users. While most participants in ititer-organisational team are ICT
savvy and are confident in using ICT tools, thisiig the case for individuals in the

wider health sector who often lack technical prasveAs two Health2 participants note:

If you're talking to a manager who doesn’t evenwrimow to use Excel very well,
then giving them access to a set of data via ttegnet, or even through email can

be quite a tedious process.

We send reports out by email and then we get pbalt asking if we can print

them out...we've set up printing mechanisms for thecause we know they want
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to print them out, even when they are 100 pagertepbut they still ask us to do

it for them.

The collaboration does not feature use of any esguowent tools such as shared
workspaces. Discussion with interview participaréggealed that awareness of these
tools is limited to Healthl participants who areaagvof them but have had little direct

experience in using workspaces.

Survey responses indicate that while forty peragnparticipants find the available
technologies effective, forty percent are undecicee twenty percent disagree (see
Appendix 15). Fifty percent of participants indiedhat there would be benefit to the

collaboration from a wider range of ICT tools.

7.5 Social Capital

This section examines the aspects of Case 4 tler® SC and how SC influences

knowledge sharing in this Case.
7.5.1 Relational social capital

In Case 4, some participants place a higher valueaspects of relational SC than
others. This is most evident in members of thenteehose primary purpose is to
manage and co-ordinate the day-to-day activitiethefcollaboration and who seem to

have a greater awareness of these issues.
Identity

In Case 4, establishing the collaboration’s idgntiithin the wider health sector is
regarded as more important than establishing eesafnislentity among team members.
It is perceived as an important aspect of the boHation, and is one of a humber of

iIssues that the team leaders are dealing with:

We're still trying to establish our own identity angst many other things that are

happening.

The data indicate that members of the Core Heal#s2n place a great deal of

importance on establishing a positive identity floe collaboration, and a number of
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actions have been taken to help establish thistitgen For example, Health2 have
established dedicated webpages to promote theboodiion and communicate its
benefits. Members of the core team also spend rotitreir time travelling around the
country to meet with organisations and attend he@&ltated conferences. Details of the
collaboration are also communicated through a natiooad show that was designed

and delivered by the core team:

We actually went out and did a national road shbat enabled us to find another

way of getting people’s attention.

This type of event raises awareness for the calilmm and confirms that establishing
awareness of the venture within the wider healttmroonity is a higher priority than
building relationships between team members. Hewelane believes that developing
the identity of the venture is likely to contribui® participants’ sense of belonging to
the collaboration, and will help to establish augradentity:

It [identity] motivates you to be part of somethinghink they all [participants]

had a passion to be part of the project, whichlveags a bonus.

These comments suggests a link between identityirahididual commitment; when
group identity is strong, then an individual’'s cortment is likely to be higher.

Jane, who has worked in both Healthl and Healtlaesthat a feeling of belonging is

easier to establish in less formal organisations.

At Healthl, because there’s so many level of pmyogsu actually don't feel like
you're a part of anything in particular. Whereasrége (Health2), I'm able to
actually participant in the change and get someogeition where we need it on

the change being successful.

Her comments reveal that being fully involved irc@laboration from its inception
helps to build an individual's sense of commitmdnf and identity with, the

collaboration. In this way, participants are alolégel like they are making a difference.
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Trust

In Case 4, trust is an important motivator of kneage sharing and is the second most
significant factor in motivating individuals to gleatheir knowledge with others (see

Table 51in the following section).

All participants consider trust to be an importaspect of collaboration, and indicate
that lack of trust can be the most significant klemlge sharing barrier for inter-

organisational collaboration.

You can tell when someone has the same willingiwess-operate and trust and
to me that's a keystone.

Assessing levels of trust within their own colladtbre venture, forty-five percent of
participants believe that trust levels are aboveraye, however a further forty-five
percent indicate a neutral response, and five petoalieve trust levels are at or below
average. Analysis of the distribution of neuteponses indicates that the majority of
these responses are made by participants in tHreleeofour support organisations
(Supportl, Support3, and Supportd). This suggebtds individuals in these
organisations may experience less interaction wttker participating organisations;
thus it is difficult for them to assess to the lewef trust.

Trust building in this Case is related to indiviluampetence, and this is perceived as

something that develops over time and with expegen

It is based on proven results. The health sec@uch a dynamic sector and it's
forever evolving, but it also relies on past expedes within that specific area.

The geographic distribution of team members mehas luilding trust between team
members is a more difficult task than when indialduare co-located. Mechanisms that
are considered useful in counteracting this barnelude demonstrating respect for
other members and focussing on open and honest goioation. This is a key
concern for Alexa and Jane who hold the predomimasponsibility for building

relationships across the inter-organisational team:
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You have to treat them [participants] with respdmit I've learnt that through

many years of being involved and watching relatios develop.

Most of my methodof working] is based on communication and that's how |

build my trust with a lot of people.

At the outset of the collaboration, the formatiohtimust among inter-organisational

team members was negatively impacted by issues @tganisational level:

One reason why people aren’t open and honest ug fsobecause a lot of people
are dealing with the own environment and makingstey dot the I's and cross
the T's.

Knowledge sharing in the health sector in some swre@n be quite threatening
because there’s a business to protect or there’smeeilectual property to protect
and | think it is dependent on how well you forsage environment for them, for
them to feel comfortable.

This lack of trust was significant at the outsetta collaboration, and manifested itself
in various ways including resistance to sharingimfation as well as issues relating to
governance of the collaboration, and the need tmtaia overall control of the data.
As a Health2 participant notes:

They [Healthl] were concerned about losing control of the datahihk we

[Health2] actually demonstrated that we were working in angparent manner,
our system and things were strong and robust arey tid nothing to worry
about. Increasingly the angst around control hasluced and reduced and

reduced from their perspective.

Data gathered from discussions with case partitgpizudicates a symbiotic relationship
between trust and the leadership and decision-rgakithin the collaboration. When
Healthl experienced a perceived lack of trust fidealth2, they increased their focus
on formal process. In turn, this led to furthesuiss of trust between the organisations.
Over the last year, the impact of organisatiorsiés has lessened, due in most part to

changes of personnel at both Healthl and Healtifhese changes led to better
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documentation of processes and increased levelsoaimunication across the
collaboration which has resulted in greater opesmngghin the inter-organisational

team and an increase in the level of trust betwieetwo lead organisations.
Norms, Obligations, and Expectations

In Case 4, the establishment of norms has beeneimied by the power struggles
between the two key organisations in the Case {httaind Health2).

The previous section identified that, at the outsktthe collaboration, the group
experienced difficulties related to trust and cohbetween the two organisations who
have overall responsibility for this Case (Healtrid Health2). These difficulties also
impacted the establishment of norms within theriotganisational team. Coleman
(1990) defines norms as consensus based, andeftett the values of the group or
community. However, in this Case, the evidencécatds that initial power tussles saw
Healthl attempting to impose levels of control otex group that inhibited the natural
development of norms within the team. To a gex&tnt, this appears to be a result of
the different operational styles of the two orgatiens. Healthl operates on a formal
basis and is guided by an established hierarchatraicture and formal processes.
Health2 is less concerned with formal processesmndedures and operates with a

flatter, less hierarchical approach:

The bureaucracy of what happens at Healthl...theréift levels of sign-off that

work has to go through. At Healthl, it's a morepgnvironment.

These organisational differences meant that, s, finere was little opportunity for the
team to move toward a consensus about the way iohwthe collaboration would

operate:

There was quite a lot of power play between wholdvbave more responsibility,
Healthl or Health2.

However, as noted above, this situation changell thi2 appointment of new members
to both the Healthl and Health2 teams. These @samgralded a new style of
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communication between the two organisations; ora thas more open and was

focused less on control and more on collaboration:

| think the clincher was when Healthl’s formal respibility and accountability
was clearly and publicly vested in me...but it wasialty the prior conversations
that sort of prepared the way for that.

There’s been change in the way the power has wolkeiveen the two

organisations.

These changes have enabled the inter-organisatieaal to settle into a pattern of
working that blends the needs of the two orgarosati The initial norms imposed on
the team have now become a blend of formal prosdabs¢ guide work within the team
and, to a lesser extent, norms that are establigitedgh discussion with the team. In
addition to supporting the group to establish smaorms, these changes have also
assisted the development of trust and contribugeti¢ establishment of an identity for

the collaboration.

Commitment to the collaboration and its outcomewigies the main motivation for the
sharing of knowledge between team members ankéy dacet in the development of
individuals’ expectations of others within the integanisational team. This
commitment appears to be primarily driven by pgtats’ collective belief and
dedication to health outcomes. The collaboratiowigsved by team members as an
important step in improving health outcomes in N&aland, and this contributes to the
expectation that each participant will play theartp This is evidenced by the number
of team members who indicate that they have begagad in the health sector in a

variety of roles in different organisations:

I've also spent at lot of time in other areas af WMinistry and health sector and |

have built up a reputation of being able to deliver

This comment suggests the expectation that paatioip in the collaboration is a
reflection of an individual’s reputation in the rkatplace; the success of this endeavour

can lead to further enhancement of this reputation.
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7.5.2 Cognitive social capital

The analysis of cognitive SC focuses on issuedafexsl language, shared purpose and

goals, and a sense of shared culture.
Shared language

Shared language plays a role in Case 4 in respeittet development of sector-wide
performance indicators; as a key mechanism by whiatwledge can be shared to
develop new and existing concepts; and finally @aschto assist group cohesion and

help build relationships.

A main focus of the inter-organisational team ig ftthevelopment of performance
indicators that enable health data to be systeaitianalysed and interpreted
regardless of how and where it is collected. Is thspect, the performance indicators
represent the development of a language or codisigrs that provides the sector with
a consistent terminology and understanding iniceiab measuring performance in the
areas relating specifically to this Case. It aklwmables health professionals to
understand the “big picture” in respect to the ioy@ment of health outcomes for New
Zealanders, and the way in which they, as indiMgluaontribute to these health

outcomes.

Communication is considered a key aspect of thdalootation and there is a
considerable emphasis on ensuring that communicéi@pen, honest, and inclusive.
This focus on communication is particularly impaitan this Case, where an initial lack
of communication contributed to the difficultiespexienced by the team in the early
stages of the collaboration. This was particylaxlident in regard to developing ways
of working and determining who was responsible fioaking decisions within the

collaboration.

When one starts unpicking one realises one is apply different meaning to the
same words and so forth. You know when you ge gleiep into something and
you think you’ve got a fundamental understandind then something comes up
that you realise actually you've meant differenngfs and you aren’t actually
communicating in the way that you thought you were.
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Establishing a stronger, more positive focus on momcation has helped to alleviate
some of these issues and has also opened the wapthier organisations to play a
greater role within the collaboration. Thus, au®®n language and communication
supports the discussion of ideas among team mepdetsassists the level of cohesion

between participants.
Shared Purpose and Goals

The findings from Case 4 indicate that individuate clear about the purpose of the

collaboration and are committed to helping thispoese to be achieved:

Regardless of what side of the fence we’re bothnenhave an honest and open
relationship to ensure that the outcome of whatrevdiying to achieve is

successful.

However, though fifty-five percent of participantslicate that they are able to balance
the interests of their own organisation with theiasts of the group, other participants
indicate that organisational needs can sometimggadimon their participation in the

Case, particularly in relation to sharing infornoatiwith other participants:

It is quite difficult working across agencies besauwat the end of the day you
generally are looking for the same outcome but y@my have been told by your

master to do something in a different way to kemspesinformation back from this

group.

Dedication to the goals and outcomes of the cofktimn is also evidenced by
participants’ identification of their commitment tbe collaboration as the primary
factor that motivates them to share their knowledgf other Case participants (see
Table 50.
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Table 50: Motivation to share knowledge

Total

Motivation Count Individuals
Trust in the individual 16 9

The feeling | am able to help that person 4 3

The belief that the recipient will share their knowledge with me in return 7 5
Commitment to the collaboration 34 10
Presence of technology that makes sharing easy 0 0
Recognition of my own knowledge and expertise

62

Participants indicate that, at the outset of tHi&boration, the sense of shared purpose
was more problematic. Although there was a cleathted objective to develop
performance indicators, deciding how this wouldabkieved took some time to finalise

and conceptualise in a manner that was clear:

There wasn’t necessarily a consensus even thoughiedeto build a consensus

around indicators...it was difficult and people haeit own view.

If you have to get to a common objective there globbwill be some resistance
and that’s okay, that's just the way things happen.

To a large extent, initial difficulties associateith achieving “buy-in” to the shared
purpose were due to organisational level issuddrtifgacted on the ability of the group
to develop a sense of shared purpose across #reongfanisational team, particularly in
relation to the two main contributors, Healthl &tehlth2:

Healthl is a large organisation and from time tonéi there are competing
objectives and there are people who have ingrawvied/s of how things should

work and they bring that to the table.

As has been previously detailed, tensions betwhentwo organisations manifested
primarily through control and governance issuesvbeh Healthl and Health2. This
was due to the very different cultural styles & ttwvo organisations (see the following
section), and the way in which these differencesnifested within the inter-
organisational team. These difficulties impacted thve ability to agree on the
fundamental issue of shared purpose, and it waantdtthese issues were resolved that

the shared purpose was clearly articulated.
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Shared Culture

Similarly to other aspects of this Case, the calfrthe group appears to have changed
over time. During the early stages of the collalion, the establishment of a sense of
shared culture within the inter-organisational teaas inhibited by previously outlined
iIssues between Healthl and Health2.

The majority of participants believe that diffidel can arise when organisations with
different cultures come together for collaborafmmposes, and this can have a negative
Impact on participants’ ability and propensity teaee information and knowledge with
other Case participants.

Sixty percent of Case participants consider théuoellof the inter-organisational team
to be different to the culture within their own imdual organisations (see Appendix
15).  Further analysis of this result indicateattthis belief is spread across the
participating organisations. This suggests tbagpite Healthl and Health2 playing
more central roles within the Case, neither of eh@gjanisations’ cultures significantly
influences the culture of the inter-organisatiotem. This may be due to the very

different cultures of the two organisations. R#pants from Health2 note that:

The size of the organisatiojHealthl] and probably the diversity and silo
[thinking] makes it difficult to achieve something that Bynigiture is cross cutting

and requires collaboration.

It's [Healthl]is very different from the culture hefidealth2] We don't have the
multiple levels of hierarchy in terms of managemetis a very open

environment; the job gets done a lot quicker thatoes a{Health1]

These differences in culture are related to thg destinct roles of Healthl and Health2
which require different approaches to collaboratiéior example, Healthl plays a lead
role within the health sector and is responsileconsultation with others, for the

development of New Zealand’s health-related polidy.this respect, Healthl holds a
strong mandate within the sector. By contrast,|lti@avas formed as a body to support
and co-ordinate strategic activity of a group adltfeorganisations within the sector. As
such, their mandate is dependent on collaboratndrcallective activity.
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7.5.3 Structural social capital

Structural SC focuses on both tleemal collaboration structure (who reports to whom)
and theinformal structure (who interacts with whom) The formal structure of this

Case is detailed in Section 7.1. The collaboratsocharacterised by a lack of formal
process and procedure, but rather is reliant on ekgerience and expertise of
individuals to deliver to the collaboration goalBespite the involvement of individuals
with different levels of experience and at differeteps on their respective hierarchical
ladders, there is no formal reporting hierarchyhmitthe collaboration, other than to the
project leader. These results indicate that, dlvettze collaboration operates on a

relatively informal basis.

The informal structure was explored using SNA amgbriesented in Figure 30. This
SNA data gathered in this Case portrays a highlgtraksed network that is
characterised by weak ties. Participants of eagarosation are positioned closely to
other colleagues within the organisation and ties present between each of the
individuals. This suggests that organisationahiiy plays a role in determining ties
within the network. The majority of relationshipse uni-directional and there is a low
level of reciprocity apparent within the networkateractions are infrequent and most
often take place less than once a week. Paul ggevihe single cutpoint within the
network, and divides the network into two block$jeh sees Susan isolated from other

network actors. There are 22 cliques evident Wighnetwork.
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Figure 30: Informal network structure

Findings at both the network and individual level® presented in the following

sections.
75.3.1 Network level results

The network data gathered in Case 4 include thee dnsity, and distance measures as
shown inTable 51 (Extended descriptions of these measures cdounel in Chapter
Three, p 96.)
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Table 51: Case 4 Network level measures

Measure Result
Size 20
Total ties present 62.0000
Density (Mean) 0.1632
Distance 2520
Std Deviation 0.374
Variance 0.140
Coefficient of variation (std dev/mean® 100) | 222.619

Case 4 represents the largest number of partigpaid the greatest geographic
distance of the cases in this research. The memgjuesented ifable 51 indicate a
lack of cohesion in the knowledge sharing networBoth the network density (16%)
and distance measures (2.520) suggest that infmrmahoves slowly across the
network, and that is it more difficult for parti@pts to source information when they do
not have a direct tie with another. The networksiky shows that there are low levels
of connections among team members with only 62heftbtal possible ties (380) in
place across the network. Although a fully cotedcnetwork would be highly
unlikely and counter-productive to the flow of infmation in the network, the level of
ties evident in Case 4 confirms the distributecureabf the network and the lack of

interaction between some members of it.
7.5.3.2 Individual level results

Degree, closeness and betweenness centrality nesasare selected to analyse the ties
between individuals in the network. (Full desaops of these measures can be found
in Chapter 3, Section 3.3.4.2.).

Degree Centrality

Degree centrality measures the number of direchections for each actor. A full list
of normalised degree centrality dedrescores for Case 4 is shownTiable 52

1 Normalised scores divides simple degree by theimam degree possible and enable the cross

analysis of networks of different sizes.
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Table 52: Case 4 Degree Centrality Measures

Degree
Centrality Actor Formal Role Organisation | NrmOutDeg | NrminDeg | NrmDegree
+ lane Programme mgr Health2 5.263 £84.211 g84.211
Alexa Programme mgr Health2 52,632 42.105 52632
Patrick member Health2 26.316 31579 47 368
Patricia member Health2 15.789 26.316 31579
Stephanie member Support3 26.316 10526 31579
Bevan member Healthl 10526 21.053 26.316
Carl member Support3 21.053 10526 26.316
Charles member Health2 5.263 21.053 26.316
Mark member Healthl 21.053 10526 26.316
Anthony cponsor Healthl 21.053 5.263 21.053
Ashley member Healthd 21.053 5.263 21.053
Chriz member Health3 10526 15.789 21.053
Ewan member Supportd 10526 15789 21053
Hannah member Support2 21.053 ] 21.053
Jlames member Support3 21.053 0 21.053
Paul member Supportl 15780 10526 21.053
Kirsten member Supportd 15789 5.263 15.789
Robin member Support2 5.263 10526 15 789
_ Penny member Healthl 5.263 5.263 10526
Susan member Supportl 5.263 5.263 5.263

The NrmDegree measures represent the total degnéglity of each actor, irrespective
of the level of incoming and outgoing requests.isTheasure shows a large variance
between the highest and lowest scores of actohés cin be seen in Figure 30, where
Jane is positioned at the centre of the network mndrequently sought out for
information and advice; whereas Susan is positicatetthe periphery of the network.
Without the tie to Paul, Susan would be completadated within the network.

Jane’s high NrmDegree score reflects her forma vathin the network where she is
responsible for the day-to-day operations of thevaek. This requires Jane to interact
with actors across the network to a greater extenrt is required by other actors. This
interaction enables her to be aware of the workofghe collaboration on a day-to-day
basis. As evidenced by the qualitative data, Jahes on frequent communication,
particularly face-to-face communication where plolesito develop and maintain her
relationships with individuals. Both the qualivatand quantitative data support Jane’s
view that communication is a key aspect of collalion and is an important feature of
her role. However, analysis of Jane’s in-degres @rt-degree scores show that while
almost all members of the network seek her outctdlaboration-related information

and advice, Jane seeks advice from only one otldéridual in the network. The high
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level of demand on Jane indicates that she is peteas a key knowledge source
within the collaboration, but may also indicatettbhe is overloaded by the extent of
the requests that are made of her, and this mayledsl to disruptions or bottlenecks

within the network

The NrmDegree measures also highlight the respiihsithat Health2 members play
in the day-to-day operations of the collaboratiparticularly in relation to the four core
members who are based in Wellington. It is intitngsto note that the Auckland based
member of Health2 is the only participant from tbigjanisation to receive a lower
NrmDegree score. This suggests that co-locatiompasficipants is more likely to
influence knowledge sharing than organisational enship, and that participants are

less likely to seek information from participantggide the core team.

Analysis of each actor’'s in-degree and out-degreasures reveals other interesting
findings in relation to both individuals and orgsations. The in-degree scores for
Hannah and Robin (Supportl) suggest that this esgon may play a less significant
role in the collaboration than other support orgations, which enjoy better ties to a
wider number of individuals. Indeed, the suppagamisations have limited interaction
with each other, and their interaction with HealihHependent on members of Health2
to provide connecting ties. This confirms the gative evidence that showed the
changing nature of the roles of Healthl and Health2re the day-to-day management
of the programme rests firmly with Health2, andfaoms that initial governance issues

have been resolved.

Network centralisation was also measured as artiadal point of reference for the
social network data. Network centralisation meesuthe global or macro level
centralisation of the network and is indicative ledw unequal the distribution of
centrality is in a network, or how much variancerthis in the distribution of centrality
in a network. In this Case, network centralisatieas derived from the the in-degree

and out-degree measures shown in Table 53.

Table 53: Network centralisation index

Centralisation Index Result
In-degree 70.914%
Qut-degree 37.637%
Total degree centralisation | 63.1%
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The overall degree centralisation index (63.1%)dai@s that activity in the network is
highly centralised around a subset of individualis is evident in the sociogram (see

Figure 30) where the majority of activity in thetwerk is focused on Jane.

The centralisation measures also show a large degneariance between in-degree and
out-degree centralisation. This suggests thatrbgrity of information requests are

made of a very limited number of individuals; wresethe spread of requests (i.e.
individuals seeking information) is less centradisedicating that many members of the
network seek information. The high level of in-d&g centralisation is significant and

results in some individuals, such as Jane, occgsigmificant positional advantages in

the network.

Closeness centrality

In Case 4, closeness centrality (Sesble 54 is dominated by Health2 actors, and
indicates that in addition to being the informatibhub of the network, Health2 actors
are also better positioned than other participemtseek information outside their direct
sphere of influence. The analysis of closenesgescalso suggests that support
organisations are less influential than other aggions within the Case, due to the
distance that separates them from other actors.
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Table 54: Case 4 closeness centrality measures

Closeness Total
Centrality | Actor Role Organisation | Closeness
+ lane Programme Mgr Health2 100438
Alexa Programme Mgr Health2 76.864
Patrick member Health2 64.504
Patricia member Health2 61.7E6
Bevan member Healthl 60.52
Charles member Healthz 60425
Chris member Health3 55483
Mark member Healthl 54 82
Ashley member Health4 53.976
Anthony | Sponsor Healthl 53.17
Penny member Healthl 523777
Paul member Supportl 45327
Ewan member Supportd 44 314
Kirsten member Supportd 37.824
Susan member Supportl 36976
Jlames member Support3 35.159
Stephanie | member Support3 29.306
Carl member Support3 29013
Hannah member Support? 23.095
- Robin member Support? 20.824

Betweenness centrality

The betweenness measures (see Table 55) show e Vargance in the strategic
positioning of individuals within the network, asosvn by the overall variance measure
of 152.408. These measures also confirm that Alemd Jane, who occupy the
leadership roles within Health2, occupy the moghigicant positions in the network
and hold a high degree of power in relation to hofrmation and knowledge are
shared across the network. The betweenness dedwe®n further significance when
one considers the variance between Jane’s in-degmdeout-degree scores which
suggest her role as a gatekeeper within the netwdtkerefore, both Jane and Alexa
enjoy significant positional advantages that enéiden to apply some degree of control

over the flow of information in the network shotlay so choose.
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Table 55: Case 4 betweenness centrality measures

Betweenness

Centrality Actor Formal Role Organisation | Betweennessn

* Alexa Programme mgr Health2 1795
lane Programme mgr Health? 74
Ashley member Health4 58
Paul member Suppartl 57
Patrick member Health2 2875
Ewan member Supportd 19
Mark member Healthl 13
Patricia member Health2 6.5
Carl member Support3 6.25
Stephanie member Suppart3 425
Kirsten member Supportd 3.5
Charles member Health2 0.25
Anthony SPONSOr Healthl 0
Bewvan member Healthl 0
Chris member Health3 0
Hannah member Support? 1]
lames member Support3 0
Penny member Healthl |
Robin member Support2 0
Susan member Supportl 0

At the other end of the scale, several individuate at a significant positional

disadvantage within the network. As Figure 30 shiailvese individuals are located at
the peripheries of the network and are highly reél@n other actors for information and
knowledge. This might be of particular importatceorganisations such as Support2,

where both members of the team record zero betvessrstores.
Cligues

Analysis of the Case 4 network identifies 22 clisjuas shown in Table 56. This high
level of cliques indicates the level of disconnettacross the overall network, and is

consistent with the low network density measure32%).
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Table 56: Case 4 cliques

Clique Actor

Clique 1 Alexa Anthony | Bewvan lane
Clique 2 Alexa Bewvan lane Mark
Clique 3 Alexa Bewvan lane Patrick
Clique 4 Alexa Ashley lane Patricia
Clique 5 Alexa Charles lane Patrick
Clique 6 Alexa Anthony | Chris lane
Clique 7 Alexa Chris lane Mark
Clique 8 Alexa lane Patricia Patrick
Clique 9 Carl Ewan lane

Clique 10 | Carl lane Robin

Clique 11 | Carl lane Stephanie

Clique 12 Ewan lane Kirsten

Clique 13 | BEwan lane Paul

Cligue 14 | Hannah | lane Patricia Patrick
Clique 15 | Hannah | lane Robin

Clique 16 | lane Kirsten Patrick

Clique 17 | Ashley lane Paul

Clique 18 | lane Patricia Patrick Stephanie
Clique 19 | Charles | lane Patrick Stephanie
Clique 20 | Charles | lames Patrick Stephanie
Clique 21 | Carl lames Stephanie

Clique 22 | Alexa Mark Penny

Twelve of the 22 cliques comprise four actors, rdm@aining cliques identify as triads

(groups of three actors). Three is the minimum Ipeinmof actors required for a clique.
As these results show, there is an extensive degfregerlap between several of the
cliques. Alexa (9) and Jane (8) belong to the natigues and, as described above,
these actors are focal points of the network. Meg&tensive cliqgue membership is
evidence of the level of informal networking theydertake, and is facilitated by their
frequent travel to other Case organisations. T¥erlapping nature of their clique

membership helps to diffuse information and knog&through the network.

By comparison, Susan is not a member of any cliguel is the only actor in the
network who is completely isolated. Susan’s isotais evidenced by the analysis of
cut and blockpoints within the network. These meas identify the Case network’s
weakest areas, and indicate that should Paul bevesrfrom the network, Susan would
be totally disconnected from other actors withia tietwork.
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Tie Strength

Case 4 is characterised by weak ties showing ihaeneral, interaction is infrequent
and largely unreciprocated. The overall measunmeaprocity for the network is 19%,

indicating that less than one-fifth of the teamoggjreciprocal ties. This is consistent
with earlier qualitative findings that suggest th@ase 4 is, to a large extent, an
information-based Case. As such, many of theactens consist of data being shared
with the central team - and these are likely toldrgely one-way transactions - and
there is limited need for interactions between piggtions, other than between Healthl
and Health2. Accordingly, ties between Health3althel and the support organisations

are limited with interactions more commonly directg Health2 members.

The strongest ties in the network exist betweeividdals from the same organisation.
Alexa, as one of the two programme managers, agy® strong ties with participants
from Healthl. This is reflective of her strategmle and, though she has lower
centrality scores than Jane, the reciprocal nattifeer relationships is likely to afford

her a significant degree of influence across the/omek.

7.6 Summary of Chapter 7

This chapter has presented the key results angsasmalf Case 4 of this research. The
first section of this chapter presents the findingjated to ICT within the Case. The
chapter continues by presenting the findings rdlate SC and specific aspects of
relational, cognitive, and structural SC that haveinfluence within the Case. The
chapter also shows the informal network evidenhiwitthe Case and presents both
visual and quantitative measures to describe théguoration of the network and roles

of individuals within the network.

This Case encompasses 20 participants across a ddrigealth sector organisations.
Initially, the collaboration experienced difficids due to the relationship between the
two main organisations in the Case, Healthl andthiza These issues were largely

due to the different cultures and operational apghes of the two organisations.

A focus on building the identity of the collaboketi endeavour, and facilitating

communication and trust across the inter-orgamsatiteam has enabled the team to
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operate more effectively. A combination of formsaeli processes and better
communication has provided the group with greator@gomy to work together towards

a shared purpose and to establish its own setraisio

In this Case, ICT is used mostly for communicatpmposes. At an organisational
level, ICT is also used for information analysigiatorage, but there is no integration
between disparate organisational systems. Theenatithe Case is such that the
information is relevant to a diverse range of imdiinals and groups within the sector,
with a correspondingly diverse range of technidalitg. This has inhibited the use of
ICT and fostered the reliance on human-based rtiera
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8 CROSS CASE ANALYSIS

This chapter presents and discusses the key fiadd®gived from the cross case
analysis of the four Cases in this study. Systenatalysis was applied across the
Cases to identify patterns of similarity and difflece and, where possible, to determine
the underlying factors contributing to these pater Understanding these patterns
provides further insight into participants’ knowtgdsharing behaviours and the main
themes of the study, and will enable the researichbuild a comprehensive picture of

knowledge sharing in public sector inter-organwadi collaboration.

The analysis is presented using the same struprengously used for the individual
case studies. This enables a methodical pathwawydh the results that will identify

the main aspects of interest of the study.

8.1 Perceptions of knowledge

As established in the literature review (see pa@)e Knowledge has been defined and
interpreted from different perspectives. The puepa$ asking Case participants to
define knowledge, using their own words, was tanstate their thinking and

consideration of knowledge, and to encapsulate thisking within their own

knowledge definition. This enabled the researcterbetter understand what
knowledge means to individuals, the ways in whithmanifests and is used by
individuals, and to identify patterns that may ciinite to participants’ perceptions of
knowledge. Discussions regarding knowledge andniésning were also conducted
throughout the interview process, and these dedipeussions helped to add clarity and

understanding to the range of definitions propdsegarticipants.

Participants’ definitions were amalgamated intoiragle meta-matrix through which
textual analysis was undertaken using several ctarstics derived from the literature,
specifically from the aggregated terms proffered Guglliers and Newell (2001, see
Chapter 2, p. 20). The meta-matrix is includedAppendix 8. Four inter-relating
factors were most commonly associated with howigpants perceive knowledge: (1)

action, context, understanding, and experience.
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Firstly, several participants recognise a relatigms between information and
knowledge, where knowledge is perceived as theymtoor result of information that is
used or applied in a situation. The focus henishe “action” that is taken in relation
to the information, and denotes an ability to méwsvard in a situation either through
attaining understanding or by using the knowledgesmable and support decision-

making. A Case 3 participant states that:

The ability to transfer data into information rebau for decision and the ability to

make decisions that guide future actions, usingnieg and experience.

This aspect is closely related to the second fastdnowledge: context. Knowledge
was commonly understood as contextual in natuteusTknowledge is context specific
and relates to a particular situation or circumstanin this study, participants perceive
their own knowledge to be pertinent to the contextthe inter-organisational
collaboration in which they are engaged and, ondemscale, to the sector or sub-set of

the sector in which they are employed. For example

In the context of this project, knowledge meanstexdnal knowledge. So for
example when something unexplained and odd popms i@ data someone with
knowledge can tell you the reason for it, or thkelly reason.

Thirdly, knowledge is also viewed as a manifestatid an individual’s understanding

of information, or a concept or situation. Theiundual’'s understanding was attained
primarily through experience; thus understandind @@ ability to provide insight into

a situation is seen as the product of that expegienin practical terms, participants’
experience within a particular field such as edooal policy provides them with a

deeper level of understanding of the Case, andlen#iem to apply that experience to
Case-related information. The application of tlsperience and understanding
provides insights that a less experienced individway not bring to collaboration.

In addition to the four factors outlined above, theearcher also noted the presence of
distinct knowledge types within the four Cases. isTknowledge falls into two key
categories: institutional and/or sector experierase] technical experience. In many
instances, participants have been working with diquaar organisation or within a
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specific area of the public sector for a significgeriod of their career. In these
instances, participants have acquired a consideraiount of knowledge about the
organisation and the specific sector (i.e. justloealth, education) in which they are
employed. In other instances, individuals’ expaeeeis also related to a specific area of
expertise, such as policy or research; thus theg hailt up a considerable wealth of
technical expertise in their chosen field. Togetlthe accumulation of organisational,
sectoral, and technical knowledge result in a amrable body of specialist experience

and expertise.

The analysis found that knowledge is generallyrofiat the level of the individual,
and is related to the accumulation of experiencd arpertise developed by an
individual. Thus, knowledge is primarily perceivasl a personal asset or characteristic

that has been formed through one’s experiences.

An individual’s frame of reference is also relevant participants’ perceptions of

knowledge. In particular, an individual's roledaplace in the hierarchy appears to
influence their reflections on knowledge. Thosemanagement positions are more
likely to view knowledge as personalised (see Hareteal., 1999) and consider that
knowledge is closely tied to individuals’ experienand understanding; while

participants at the lower end of the hierarchiealder identify knowledge as codified

(see Hansen et al., 1999) and view it through ¢ine bf documents and reports held in
databases or other technology systems. The catidic perspective is generally held
by participants who are more commonly involved perational-level tasks, and whose
definitions tend to focus on systems, processasnadelling as tools that could derive

deeper meaning from information:

We [analysts] supply the data, the information.eiflthey [management]
discuss it and ask questions. All we do is supyaw facts.

By comparison, more senior participants workingrianagement, policy, and research
roles more commonly focus on factors such as Iegrniontext, and understanding.
Their perceptions of knowledge reflect learningttbacurs through the synthesis of
accumulated experience and expertise, and exptstie knowledge of others. This
suggests that access to, and use of, informationkaowledge is linked with one’s

position within an organisation. For individualscupying more junior roles, there is a
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stronger likelihood that they will deal with infoation; higher in the hierarchy it is
more likely that one will demonstrate and be reegiito deal with knowledge. This
finding also supports the link between knowledgel atecision-making which is
identified by twelve percent of the total partiags who link knowledge to the ability

to make decisions, or define courses of action AggEendix 8).

Social identity theory (SIT) can also been seepl&y a role in understanding attitudes
towards knowledge whereby an individual's persadahtity within a group and/or
parent organisation influences the way in whictytperceive knowledge and their role
in the utilisation of that knowledge. For exampieCase 1 the majority of participants
identify themselves as dealing with informationheat than knowledge, resulting in a
collective identity as an information-based groBpy. contrast, participants in Case 3
consider their inclusion in the group to be an askedgement of the extent of the
personal knowledge that they can bring to the bolation.

Davenport (1998) states that within organisatidiisywledge is closely tied to the
individual, and as Galliers and Newell (2001) asselis only when dealing with

knowledge that individuals are required to takeiomct Therefore, for Case 1
participants, their collective identification as amformation-based group relieves
individuals of the need to take action or make sleois (other than at a leadership level)

and reduces the level of risk can be directly aased with them as individuals.

8.2 Motivation to share

Motivation to share knowledge is related to sevespects of the research. In the
individual Cases, motivation was discussed withim sections relating to relational SC.
In this chapter, motivation is discussed as an@aspats own right. It is closely related
to issues of SC and also has relevance for thdir@ings and will be referred to within
each of these sections. However, for clarity paegse the main results pertaining to

motivation are presented here.

The literature suggests that motivating staff tarerknowledge is a key consideration,
and Edwards et al. (2003) identify this as oneh& most important challenges for

organisations.
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In this research, individuals’ motivation to shar@wledge with other Case participants
was explored through the survey. A range of natitng factors were drawn from the
knowledge sharing literature and participants wasked to identify, for each of the
person with whom they shared knowledge, what tlyenketivational factor was in each
case. Participants were also given the opportuoifyrovide an individual response if
none of the options were appropriate. Analysipaticipants’ responses reveals that
an individual's motivation to share varies accogdio whom an individual is sharing
with.

Factors that motivate individuals to share knowkedgclude trust in the other
individual and a feeling of being able to help titber individual. An expectation of
reciprocal sharing was most prominent (31%) in Ciasalthough this primarily relates
to individuals within the same organisation. TRpextation of reciprocity also denotes
the presence of a power-play between individual$ie initial sharer of knowledge
places the recipient in a position where they nesy 6bliged to reciprocate, placing the
initiator in a position of power. Conversely, natiprocation places the recipient in the

power position by choosing not to reciprocate.

Analysis indicates that, in each Case, an indididusommitment to the collaboration
provides the predominant motivation to share kndg#ewith other team members (see
Table 57). In total, fifty-one percent of partiaigds’ sharing behaviours were motivated

by their commitment to the collaboration.

Table 57: Motivation to share knowledge

i (o] o <

) ) ) ] ©

(%) (7] (7] (7] L
Motivation S S S S 2
Trust in the individual 10% 11% | 23% 24% | 17%
The feeling | am able to help that person 12% | 33% 0% 6% | 13%
The belief that the recipient will share their knowledge with
me in return 31% 15% 10% 8% | 16%
Commitment to the collaboration 36% | 41% | 68% | 58% | 51%
Presence of technology that makes sharing easy 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Recognition of my knowledge and expertise 12% 0% 0% 3% 4%

As illustrated in the individual Cases, commitmémta collaboration is not confined
solely to the goals or outcomes of the collaboratio Discussion with participants
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indicate that this value is associated more witb threa of work” that is being

undertaken, and represents a commitment to that, wather than a commitment to the
collaboration, or to the inter-organisational teamhis is also demonstrated through the
extensive length of tenure that participants haequeied within either a single

organisations, or to a particular subset of thdip@dector. Thus, knowledge sharing is
driven by participants’ commitment to the intringiature of the work they do, rather
than the inter-organisational collaboration whishcommonly regarded as a vehicle

through which the work is undertaken.

This finding is supported by the analysis that sholat even in Cases such as Case 2,
where individuals voice concerns and frustrationih wnany operational facets of the
Case, they still record a relatively strong levecommitment (41%) - an unexpected
finding. However, as documented within Case &,rtajority of this frustration relates
to the way in which the collaboration operatesheatthan to the value of the
collaboration goals. Thus, it is surmised that mvitlee purpose of the collaborative
endeavour or area of work is seen to be of highomapce or where the associated
outcome/s have an impact on the wider populatioen participants feel a strong sense
of individual commitment due to their own beliefsdavalues, which motivates them to

participate and share.

This research also identified an association betvike perceived intrinsic value of the
work and aspects of SC, for example a sense oéghdentity, trust, or shared vision.
This association can act to both enhance the aobdion (as in Case 3) or overcome
issues apparent within the collaboration (as ineCas In Case 3, participants
demonstrate a strong sense of commitment to thiesit value of the work, but there is
also alignment and unity among participants inti@eato the overall goals of the
collaboration and a strong sense of group identibdividuals are highly motivated to
share and this is evidenced by the frequency @rastions and extent of reciprocal
sharing as illustrated by the SNA data (detailetbwsp In Case 2, individuals’
commitment acts as a motivatordeercomea lack of shared purpose, and to counteract
issues of trust. In these circumstances, indivglugse their own belief in the
importance of the collaboration to put aside issedsting to barriers such as different

agendas or lack of shared purpose.
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Meyer and Allan (1997) distinguish between commitbtgpes and posit that affective
commitment constitutes an individual’s goal to reamaorking within an organisation,
rather than being required to (continuance commitjneor being duty-bound to remain
(normative commitment). Although Meyer and Allaocfis on commitment at an
organisational level, these commitment types @ r@levant at an inter-organisational
level. This research found many participants, uglotheir length of organisational
tenure and dedication to the goals of the organisatdemonstrate affective
commitment at the organisational level. Howevéis tresearch also suggests that
affective commitment extends to both the sub-seatar sector level. This finding is
based on discussions with participants that, inesoratances, revealed discontent with
the way in which their parent organisations orgthetor function, but a strong sense of
commitment to contribute to the outcome of the wofkhe organisation or the wider
sector nevertheless. As a result, participantsameea within their roles, or associated

roles within the sector in order to continue totcimute to the field.

Kelloway and Barling (2000) posit that an emplogeebmmitment to an organisation
will positively affect individual performance, andill be manifested through a
reciprocal relationship between the individual @hd organisation. In this research,
this relationship was explored at an inter-orgarosal level, through a comparison of
the level of commitment reported by each Case, e as the actual levels of

reciprocity measured during the SNA (see Table 58).

Table 58: Comparison of commitment and reciproeitels

Case Reciprocity | Commitment
Case 1l 37.5% 36%
Case 2 32% 41%
Case 3 42% 68%
Case 4 19% S58%

This data shows that the highest level of recipyot2%) was recorded in Case 3,
which also reported the highest level of commitm@&®&%0). However, interpretation
of the data becomes more complex when one considatsCase 4 participants also
indicate a high commitment to the collaborationt lemjoy much lower levels of
reciprocity. These results indicate that while ogtment is a significant factor in

determining an individual’s motivation to sharecé@nnot be deemed the sole influence.
253



Chapter 8: Cross Case Analysis

Rather, as this research shows, a range of factmtsibute to knowledge sharing at an

inter-organisational level.
8.2.1 Knowledge sharing activities

A knowledge sharing activity is defined as a forroalinformal opportunity through
which knowledge can be shared between Case panisip Ipe (2003) identifies
formal activities as purposively designed oppotiesisuch as structured meetings and
shared information repositories, whereas infornpgastunities are more opportunistic

in nature and are more likely to occur through fezéace interaction.

The nature of the inter-organisational collaborai®itself an example of a “structured
work team”. It represents a team that has beepogively constructed to bring
together a range of knowledgeable individuals totroute to the achievement of a
specific objective. In each Case, the inter-orgaional team has been formally
structured to enable information and knowledge freach of the participating
organisations to be shared and utilised to achileeegoal of the collaboration. Within
each Case, participants have access to a rangenadlfand informal activities through

which knowledge can be shared.

The research found that the range of knowledgarghactivities available within each
collaboration varies. Both formal and informal knedge sharing activities are
available to participants, but the extent to whilsbse are available differs across the
four Cases (see Table 59).

Table 59: Availability of knowledge sharing actie

Knowledge Sharing Activity Casel Case 2 Case 3 Case 4
Structured Meetings ' '

Written reports/documentation

Shared Information Repositories

Shared Workspaces

Ermail

Telephone

Informal face-to-face activity

Formal activities include structured meetings, sdlamformation repositories, and
sharing through formal documentation such as repdiscussion papers, and meeting

notes. Informal activities, such as opportunitdime-to-face meetings are less common,
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and typically occurred only in Case 3, which repras the single instance of a co-
located team. Indeed, Case 3 participants enjeygtieatest range of activities with
access to both formal activities such as structurezbtings, a shared information
repository and shared workspace, and informal iiesvsuch as ad hoc face-to-face
interaction. Although Case 2 participants haveeas to a similar range of activities,
they have no ability for ad hoc interaction, thiag majority of sharing activities occur

as formal interactions. This is also the situafior participants in Cases 1 and 4 who
indicate a very limited range of both formal antbrmal knowledge sharing activities

are available.

Across all four Cases, the majority of participaf@d%) signal that they frequently
learn more from an informal chat than from a formmedeting, and that these informal
activities, although rare, are highly valued. las€ 3, informal communication is the
most common way for knowledge to be shared and agempossible by the close
proximity of team members. Participants report théhey are seeking information or
need to discuss an aspect of the collaboration, dhe more likely to approach another
team member for an informal discussion which wdakke place at the team member’s
desk. Participants indicate that, in some instandgere the discussion may be lengthy,
they might use a quiet space or meeting room, listwould be largely opportunistic
and that no formal booking of a room would be madeeach of the other Cases,
informal activities are largely confined to pampants housed within the same

organisation.

Participants, particularly in Cases 1, 2, and 8 aentify links to other groups such as
working parties, or contacts within individuals’'rpat organisations from whom they
were able to seek adviCe These groups provide connections to other ssuoe
information and knowledge assets that are not aviailwithin the inter-organisational
teams. Thus, individuals are able to individuabcess knowledge and ideas that they

then bring back to the group and share. Thess k& also highly valued.

% These individuals were specifically identified tiie questionnaire completed by participants and

through initial investigations with team leaders.
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As Table 59 shows, knowledge sharing through IG@iIstéocuses predominantly on the
use of email and the telephone. Cases 2 and 3hal® access to shared drives and
shared workspaces, although use of these todlwiitedl. (A full analysis of the use of

ICT tools can be found in Section 8.3).

In addition to the availability of the activity, geipants’ choice of knowledge sharing
activity is influenced by the physical proximity phrticipants, and the nature of the
knowledge being shared. For example, where therityaof sharing is conducted
through email and/or other technology tools, pgrénts often relate this to information
sharing. When patrticipants require a greater deptimderstanding about a document,
or aspects of the collaboration, they are more hfikéo select face-to-face

communication, through either formal or informalans.
8.2.2 Choice of knowledge sharing channel

Knowledge sharing activities can be facilitatedotlgh a range of communication
channels. This research found that, even in diged Cases, participants indicate that,
whenever possible, they prefer to share knowledigeugh face-to-face interaction,
whether that be through a formal opportunity, sasha structured meeting, or through

an informal activity such as a casual, or opposditiniconversation.

In total, fifty-one percent of knowledge sharingkda place through face-to-face
communication; thirty-nine percent via email; andenpercent by telephone (see Table
60). The highest level of face-to-face interact{@8%) was recorded in Case 3, the

only co-located collaboration.

Table 60: Use of knowledge sharing channels

Channel Case 1 Case 2 Case 3 Case 4 Total
Face-to-face activity 4583% | 3B71% | 7B16% | 4444% | 51.79%
Emnail 3058% | 5484% | 2184% | 3968B% | 3B.99%
Telephone 14 58% 6.45% 000% [ 1587% 9.23%
ICT collaboration tool (i.e.shared

workspace, discussion forum) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0.00%

The high level of face-to-face interaction was gogging finding given the distributed
nature of three of the four Cases. However, amlgf the survey and the social

network data (see Chapters 4-7) shows that the rityajof actual face-to-face
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interactions within the distributed Cases is betwgmrticipants within the same
organisation. For example, Case 1 involves only dnganisations and the majority of

interactions take place between participants withensame organisation.

Analysis of the factors related to a participardf®ice of knowledge sharing activity
indicates that the relationship with the recipighg physical proximity of participants,
and the nature of knowledge to be shared are ths imituential factors in determining

how knowledge sharing interactions occur (see Ei@1).

Relationship with
the recipient
Choice of
Physical Proximity influsnee | Communication
"| Channel
Mature of
Knowledge

Figure 31: Factors influencing knowledge sharintivéy

The relationship with the recipient was deduceddantifying if individuals had any
form of relationship prior to the commencement dfe tinter-organisational
collaboration; and whether, in their opinion, thaye more likely to share with
individuals whom they know better (irrespective afy prior relationship). A prior
relationship was defined as having previously wdrkegether, being part of the same
business networks, or having a non-work-relatedti@ship. The analysis revealed
that very few individuals had prior relationshigsamy kind and that, other than other
members from their own organisational team (i.eenghmore than one participant from
a team participates within the inter-organisatioteam), most individuals met for the
first time on the collaboration. However, sevetiiyee percent of Case participants
note that the more familiar they are with an indial, the more likely that they will
share through some form of face-to-face interactidrnerefore, a focus on building
relationships and increasing familiarity betweedividuals will facilitate knowledge
sharing. As the rate of inter-organisational dmdiation continues to rise (Walker,
2004), the level of familiarity between individuatsay therefore occur naturally as it is

likely that individuals will increasingly participa in inter-organisational collaborative
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ventures. Further, the specialised nature of #otoss within which they work means
that it is likely that teams will often include ttgame individuals, thus familiarity
among individuals will grow. This represents angigant opportunity for the

development of a knowledge network across the saaid within sub-sets of the sector.

To a somewhat lesser extent, the nature of the kuly& also influences the choice of
communication channel. Where the interaction corecexplicit knowledge, this is
often facilitated through the use of an ICT todkor example, Case 2 participants
describe the way in which the change control sygtestd within the shared workspace)
Is used to vote on proposed changes to terminoldgys finding is supported in Table
3, above, which shows that no participants identiifg change control system as a
channel or activity through which knowledge is gltarThis indicates that participants
view the change control system as an “informatitwdl, and that where knowledge is
to be shared about the proposed changes, thisiiiéafteed through face-to-face activity,
email, or telephone. Similarly, in Case 3, the aka shared drive was found to be a
good mechanism for storing and searching for Cakg#ed documentation, but not for
knowledge-based discussions. This supports Noaakalakeuchi’'s (1995) view that
knowledge shared through formal channels such &s iKClikely to be largely explicit
in nature, and thus facilitate knowledge that igeneasily codifiable and can be more
readily held within a storage mechanism (Lam & Lammbont-Ford, 2000). In
addition, where knowledge is complex in naturewbere the knowledge is viewed as
having potential repercussions, individuals are armiely to select a communication

channel such as email, which provides a documenidd trail.

The proximity of team members also influences atividual’'s choice of knowledge
sharing channel. In Case 3, where participantscarlocated, the greater part of
sharing activity occurs through face-to-face intéom. However, in Cases 1, 2, and 4,
and for interactions between Case 1 organisatemsjl is more likely to be used. The
physical proximity of participants was also founa influence the frequency of
interactions between individuals. Individuals waie co-located interact more than
once a day. This frequency reduces to once a wegbaiticipants located in the same
building, but on a different floor. For team mems®cated in different buildings, or

different cities, sharing is more likely to occas$ than once a week (see Appendix 16).
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Other studies suggest that team members will be sta@ngly influenced by those with
whom they have more frequent interactions (Epste@§l, Kadushin, 1966 in Lang
2004). Therefore, those individuals who have eanfoequent interaction with others
are likely to be more influential within the collatation. This is also evidenced in the
Cases through the social network data which fotmatl the most influential individuals
in each Case occupy central positions in the inébrkmowledge sharing network and
engage in frequent interactions with other indialdu In addition, these actions are
often reciprocal, increasing the strength of the (tielationship) between the two

individuals.

8.3  Facilitating knowledge sharing through ICT

Analysis of ICT-related results across the foureCsisidies identifies five key findings.
The first finding notes the limited availability &€T tools to support information and
knowledge sharing; the second finding indicates tifia predominant uses of ICT relate
to its use as a communication tool, and to a lessemt as an information repository;
the third finding confirms a low overall awarenasfs e-government initiatives; the
fourth finding identifies that availability of ICTools is largely a result of decision-
making at a leadership level. Finally, the fifthding is that use of ICT tools in inter-
organisational collaboration is influenced by pap@ants’ levels of technical ability; the
physical proximity of participants; the nature betknowledge to be shared; and the

perceived ease of use of the tool.
8.3.1 ICT availability

While ICT provides participants in each Case withess to basic communication tools
such as email and the telephone, more sophisticatéaborative tools such as shared
storage systems and shared workspaces are availdileo participants in Cases 2 and

3 (see Table 61). None of the Cases has accessbtogs, wikis, instant messaging, or
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social networking toofs. Despite the limited availability of ICT toolsnly Case 4
participants indicate that the Case would bengdinfa greater range of ICT tools.
Table 61: Availability of ICT tools

ICT Tool Casel Case 2 Case 3 Case 4
Shared Information Repositories '

Shared Workspaces

Ernail

Telephone

Information storage

Sixty-three percent of all participants confirmttivatheir parent organisations there is a
strong emphasis on facilitating information sharthgough ICT tools (see Appendix
17). Eighty-six percent of participants agreet ilge of ICT tools makes information
easier for individuals to find (see Appendix 17)Thus, at an organisational level, there
is widespread use of ICT to store information, andke this available across the
organisation. Given this emphasis, it is reastan#éi anticipate that shared storage
repositories would be available to each of the €as&his assumption is supported by
the fact that this research has already establiiiedmuch of the sharing that takes
place within the Cases focuses on explicit knowdedbat is, knowledge that is more
easily codifiable. This is most evident in Casesd 4 that, to a great extent, deal with
the gathering and analysis of data and informatiBqually, Case 2 focuses on making
decisions relating to the sector’s use of standamainology, these decisions are often
made based on the information provided and do egtire the need for knowledge
sharing between Case participants. However, asrsi the individual Case studies,
at an inter-organisational level, shared informatiepositories are much less evident.
In fact, only Cases 2 and 3 have access to a si@fmchation repository. In all other
Cases, information is stored within each particigatorganisation and was mainly

shared through the use of email.

2l The e-Government website reports that in 2010,esdmter-organisational project teams are now
making use of weblogs, wikis, and online forumg, this was not evidenced during this research’s dat

collection period of 2006/7.
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Communication tools

In each Case, ICT-related communication tools ikelboth email and the telephone.
As shown in Table 60 above, email use is highesénthree distributed Cases (Cases
1, 2, and 4). As illustrated within the indivadwcase studies, email use is driven by
the physical proximity of individuals which in macgses precludes the opportunity for
face-to-face communication; the ability to provideecord of the interaction; and to

enable individuals to move onto other tasks.

The study also found some evidence that email wagpme extent, assist with trust
building. Overall, forty-one percent of the paggnts indicate that email can help to
build trust within a relationship. Closer examioatof these results shows that this
belief is largely confined to participants in Cadesnd 2. However, discussions during
the interview process clarify that, while email maglp to build trust in established
relationships, it is less successful as an initiab trust within new relationships;
participants believe that face-to-face contacecuired at some stage of the relationship
in order for trust to be more fully establishedimiarly, it was observed that while
email can provide connections to individuals thaghh previously have been more
difficult to establish (i.e. with individuals load in different geographic regions), it

cannot provide the same depth of trust that casebared through face-to-face contact.

This study also found that organisations parti¢igat in inter-organisational
collaboration may carry out similar activities huge different software applications to
facilitate these activities. For example, in Cdsethe research teams in the two
organisations both undertake quantitative analgéidata but use different statistical
analysis packages to facilitate this. The imp#&¢his is that datasets must be imported
from one software package to another, thus addmgadditional step or level of
complexity in sharing data.

To a large extent, the availability of ICT tools dependent on the experience and
influence of the inter-organisational team leaddradeed, the availability of ICT tools
in Cases 2 and 3 results from decisions by theese leaders of these Cases, both of
whom had positive experiences of using such taolster-organisational teams. In
Case 3, Rebecca indicated that she had led sesressd-sector collaborative ventures
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and was keen to use shared ICT tools. Similarlgtid (Case 2) is heavily involved in
Justice-related inter-organisational collaboratiorHe reports that Jusl is one of the
major users shared workspaces within the secBy.contrast, those in leadership roles
in Cases 1 and 4 demonstrate low levels of awasewéstools such as shared
workspaces, having had no direct experience of th€his suggests that the availability
of collaboration tools in inter-organisational tesaim dependent on awareness and prior

use of tools at a leadership level.

The limited availability of ICT tools was a surpng finding given the distributed

nature of three of the research Cases (Cases 4), 2, In virtual teams, geographic
distance between individuals necessitates the fiS€D to provide the links and

information to enable them to work together (Lipha& Stamps, 1997 in Pauleen,
2003). In addition, approaches to information &mdwledge sharing in the New
Zealand public sector have been largely dominatethé development of ICT-related
initiatives that were primarily driven from the EBxgrnment strateg§. The over-

arching aim of the strategy is to support publict@eorganisations to work together to
integrate services and facilitate information sh@r{E-government, 2006). However,
most participants report limited awareness of thgofzernment strategy and its related
initiatives. Further, those who are aware of ttrategy are unsure how it relates to

them, or could support their work.

Previous research has posited that ICT may pobitaféect knowledge sharing. In the
early research into knowledge sharing, Hendrik®9) $uggested that ICT tools may
influence an individual’s motivation to share. Flineory is not supported in this study,
where no Case participants report that ICT tooldivate them to share with others.
Rather, the predominant benefit of ICT relates msirengly to Davenport’s finding

(1994) that ICT provides initial connections toiwduals to whom they otherwise may
not be connected. As the Cases illustrate, ICTIst®uch as email provide a

communication mechanism for individuals engageahiar-organisational sharing, but

2
At the time of data collection the E-Government Strategy had been in operation for approximately 6.5 years.
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participants do not communicate with others simpdgause the channel is available;
rather because they have a specific need for ttterawith an individual. As Cases 1
and 4 indicate, even with the availability of emabmmunication is often limited to

individuals from the same parent organisation.
8.3.2 ICT use

The research found no direct association betweeravailability of ICT tools and the
use of ICT tools. That is to say that, even whehCGI tool such as a shared workspace
is available, this does not necessarily mean thaili be used (see Cases 2 and 3).
Rather, the use of ICT tools is influenced by sal&ctors including the nature of the
knowledge that is to be shared, the physical prayiof the recipient, perceived ease of
use of the tool, and the technical ability of thdividual. Of these, the perceived ease

of use of the tool and an individual’s technicaligpbare the most influential factors.
Perceived ease of use of the ICT tool

In this research, the uptake and use of ICT ta@nish as shared workspaces, is shown to
be greatly impacted by participants’ perceptiondifficulties associated with them.
These perceptions result both from participantstuac experiences of shared
workspaces and from perceptions that have devel@se@ result of the reported

experiences of others.

In Case 3, participants report that they do nottheaevorkspace because it is considered
to be difficult to access and navigate. In this€&€aeveral participants base their view
on previous experience with workspaces. Furthecause information is also shared
via alternative methods such as email, the worlesgaot seen as adding value to the
collaboration. In Case 2, the extent to which Wwkspace is used varies between
individuals, and functionality is largely limited the posting of documents, despite the
availability of a shared calendar and discussiamrfo Several Case 2 participants
report specific frustrations with the usability thie workspace particularly in regard to
logging on, and the need to duplicate work becadspecific technical limitations of
it. These findings are consistent with the TecbgglAcceptance Model (TAM) first
proposed by Davis et al. (1989), which identifiedttindividuals’ perceptions of both
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the ease of use of technology, and the perceivedulngss of the technology,

influenced the actual use of technology.
Individual technical ability

The use of ICT tools is also impacted by an indieits level of ICT awareness and
technical ability.

At a leadership level, Rebecca (Case 3) and Matittzase 2) demonstrate a breadth
and depth of knowledge regarding the e-Governmeategy and its related initiatives.

They also indicate that they support the use olstsach as shared workspaces, and
actively work to make them available to team memmbédfowever, as the lack of use of
the shared workspaces in these Cases shows, leigpdersdorsement alone cannot

overcome perceived difficulties in using the tools.

Participants who hold data- and information-relatelés, such as those in Case 2, are
more confident about discussing ICT and the wawhich it could be used to support
inter-organisational sharing. Some participans® ahdicate that they have a belief in
the use of technology but that there are pitfdilst heed to be overcome or avoided
before technology use can become more widespreBdwever, the majority of
participants demonstrate limited awareness of Hgevernment strategy and related
technology tools such as shared workspaces, or otii@boration tools. In most
instances, several participants indicate that they heard of e-government but were
unfamiliar with what that actually means and howelates to them. This is particularly
the case with participants in policy- and reseasthted roles. Further, as the
individual Case studies illustrate, participantdi¢ate that, in previous instances, tools
have been available but a lack of training aboutv o use them has limited
participant’s confidence and willingness to usertheThis is endorsed by Rebecca who
believes that the lack of use of the Shared Worespa Case 3 was due to issues
related to difficulty in making the workspace awaaie, and the absence of any technical

training for users.
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8.4 Knowledge sharing and social capital

A key motivation for conducting this study was tle&ploration of SC and its
relationship to knowledge sharing. This sectioalgses the findings relating to SC
across the four Cases to identify over-archingifigd relating to the phenomenon.

As detailed in Chapter 2, SC is commonly discusssigg the relational, cognitive, and
structural trichotomy (Chow & Chan, 2008). Thisteggorisation was noted in the
conceptual framework guiding this study, and wasdugas a structural guide for
presentation of the results within the individuas€s. Accordingly, the discussion of

SC in this Chapter is separated into sub-sectimaisaiddress each dimension.
8.4.1 Relational social capital

Relational SC is commonly studied as a possiblergehant for why people share

knowledge, and focuses on aspects of trust, igenanhd the role that norms,

obligations, and expectations play within a groape( Chua, 2002; Huysman and de
Wit, 2004; Inkpen & Tsang, 2005).

8.4.1.1 Trust

In this research, trust was explored through blo¢hqualitative and quantitative phases
of the study. Qualitative data regarding all m#ptnts’ perceptions of trust types, trust
building, and levels of trust in each of the Caseas gathered through the survey. The
interview process explored these issues in morehdefth a number of individual
participants. This provided the researcher witkatgr clarification and understanding
of this issue and its role in this research. Thdtirmethod approach also reveals
instances where the findings derived from one mekemethod (the survey) contradict
the evidence derived through another method (theniiew process). This was
particularly evident in the analysis of trust asdeflective of the types of issues that are
evidenced within the Cases. For example, partdgaeport that trust is not
automatically present at the inception of the hueyanisational team, and needs to be
established during the duration of the collaboratidSimilarly, the interview process
enabled a level of trust to be developed betweemditicipant and the researcher and

so themes, such as trust, were able to be exploretbre detail. However, in some
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instances, a participant’'s only engagement with tasearcher was through the
introductory letter and questionnaire; as suchethveas no opportunity for trust to be

established between the participant and the researc

Participants’ assessment of trust levels withinrtfespective inter-organisational teams
identify that most participants in Cases 1 and 8smer trust levels to be above
average. However, sixty percent of Case 2 @pants and forty-five percent of Case
4 participants returned a neutral response toghestion, suggesting potential issues
with trust in these Cases. These issues were asuladed during the subsequent
interviews with participants in these Cases.

Case participants confirm that, as Luna-Reyes €@04) assert, trust is an important
aspect of inter-organisational collaboration andtgbutes to the level of information
and knowledge sharing that occurs within such ewmles. Trust is considered
important by all participants, and is identifiedthe second most important motivator of
knowledge sharing behaviour (see Table 57). Rpaiits also observe that trust-related
issues are one of the most problematic areas fer-arganisational collaboration (see
Appendix 18). In particular, survey respondamige factors such aslatk of trust
between individuafs difficulties associated with, éstablishing and building trust
amongst team membersidnd, ‘a fear of losing face, or losing control of informani’
(see Appendix 18). The interview process augmémse perceptions with more
detailed narrative that identifies risk relatingthee unauthorised release or sharing of
information with parties including the media, theinMter, or within a recipient
organisation; and identifies that the focus on oiggional accountability inhibits

sharing in the inter-organisational context.

The issue of organisational accountabilities hanbraised in prior studies (see Taylor
& Wright, 2004) and the need for appropriate actabitity frameworks has been

highlighted in two internal investigations of cdi@ation in the New Zealand public

sector, namely the Pathfinder Project (2001) anel FEactors for Successful Co-
ordination framework (2008). This latter framewavias developed as an outcome of
work relating to the Government’s development tasahe goal of “Co-ordinated State
Services” and clearly differentiates between instgnof organisational co-ordination

and organisational collaboration. Importantly, freenework states that in cases of co-
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ordination, projects should encounter minimal actahility issues (SSC, 2008). This
is chiefly due to the fact that co-ordination doed require changes to organisational
authority or accountability; rather it affords onggations the opportunity to share
information and expertise to improve the developimeh policies, and aspects of
programme and service design and delivery. AthefCases detailed in this study are
representative of examples of co-ordination andsash, there should be limited
evidence of knowledge sharing being inhibited ostrieted due to issues of
organisational accountability. However, as thigdgt shows, this is not the case.
Examples cited in Cases 1, 2, and 4 clearly shaw ititer-organisational knowledge
sharing can be negatively affected by conflict tireta to an organisation’s
accountability within the sector, and to an induatls accountability to their parent
organisation.  Similarly, in their study of orgsaiional readiness for knowledge
sharing in the sector, Taylor and Wright (2004)rfduhe individual performance of an
organisation to be at variance with the requiremetgr-organisational collaboration.
At an individual level, despite participation inetlinter-organisational endeavour, an
individual’'s primary line of accountability remaimgth their parent organisation. This
can result in instances where information may Hdiéelately withheld due to the risk
associated with sharing it with other Case memabsrdustrated in Case 1 (p. 118) and
Case 2 (p. 160). This, in turn, can be perceivgdother team members as an
unwillingness on the part of the individual to #hawith others. However, as the
research shows, this is more commonly due to osgéional level issues such as a lack
of management support or formal sign-off to sharevdedge, or conflict between the
purpose or goals of the inter-organisational teah those of individual organisations,

as best illustrated in Cases 1, 2, and 4.

The need to build trust between individuals is ddig participants across each of the
Case®®. This supports the assertion that the establishwfetrust is a precursor to the
growth of SC and the development of relationshipshen & Prusak, 2001; Cote and
Healey, 2001).

% However, only Case 3 participants reported evidenfcactual initiatives or events to help establish

trust between team members.
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Twenty-nine percent of participants note that taast be established by getting to know
an individual.  However, this research found tlomice assembled, there was little or
no focus on enabling or supporting individuals ®cdme familiar with other team
members, on either a formal or informal basis. sTikidespite the fact that, apart from
instances where individuals came from the samedewthin their parent organisations,
only two percent of participants indicated thatytkeew of another team member prior
to joining the collaboration. Wu et al. (2007) ciéise opportunities for getting to know
other team members as social interaction activitessgned by team leaders to promote
knowledge sharing. In this study there is littl@dence of this kind of designed
interaction other than in Case Three where thers arma example of a purposively
designed opportunity for SC to be developed. Imegal, Case participants are
unsupportive of formal team-building activities,rfp@ularly those conducted outside
working hours or via post-work social functionsnéreason for this lack of support is
attributed to time constraints, already an issueriany Case participants, particularly
those in Cases 1, 2, and 4 where Case-relateditiestiare undertaken as part of
individuals’ day-to-day roles. Some participamige instances of informal interaction,
for example, drinks after work; however these ores are not common and often
involve a limited number of individuals, rather thacross an entire team. This view
presents a clear paradox. On the one hand panitsipelieve that trust is an issue and
that there is a greater need to build trust; onother hand, the majority do not support
focused efforts to facilitate trust-building. Adthgh, Case 3 participants are somewhat
supportive of the specific efforts made by Rebedtzam leader) to provide
opportunities for individuals to get to know eadher at the outset of the collaboration,
participants consider that the co-location of teant was a considerable aide in
enabling them to get to know each other within ¢bafines of the collaboration and

without the need for formal activities.

As articulated through both the survey and throinglividual interviews, trust building

is also facilitated through the strong sense ofro@ément to a collaboration. Much of
this commitment is derived from individuals’ belief the importance and value of the
work in which they are engaged. As noted in tlievidual Cases, it is often this belief
in the intrinsic value of their work that drivedimiduals to share and, in some instance,

can help to overcome trust-related issues. Itests a level of belief in the overall
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nature of the work such that individuals are pregddo work towards these goals for the
sake of the objectives themselves. Wu et al. (R@@8cribe this as altruistic trust, and
posit that this type of trust is less reliant oastrin colleagues. This altruism is
demonstrated through several participants’ refazgrno the importance or value of the
subject domain in which they work (see p. 136), #mal significant length of tenure
within their respective fields (see Appendix 7h Several cases, participants note that
they have been working in the field of educatiofjustice in excess of a decade or more

and are committed to achieving sector-related ou&s

Evidence of trust and SC within a population camérmined by the extent to which a
population is characterised by reciprocal ties (ianan & Riddle, 2005).
Accordingly, trust within each Case was also asskdsased on the frequency of
interaction and levels of reciprocity (see Tablg. 62Cross-analysis of these measures
of participants’ assessment of trust levels witthi@ir teams shows reciprocal ties to be
highest in those collaborative endeavours whergcjgaants perceive trust to be above
average (Cases 1 and 3). Lower reciprocity scaex® recorded in Cases 2 and 4,

where the qualitative evidence also identifiedttnetated issues.

Table 62: Reciprocity measures

Case Reciprocity
Case 1 37.50%
Case 2 32%
Case 3 42%
Case 4 19%

Case 2 demonstrates the second lowest level gbrosiiy across any of the Case
networks, despite the fact that the inter-orgaitisat team comprises fewer members
than any of the Cases. Theoretically, in smallvoeks, such as Case 2, it should be
easier for individuals to build trust and establisbiprocal ties. A lack of trust is also
evident in Case 4, but is predominantly confinethieatwo central organisations within
the Case (Healthl and Health2). Similarly to Caseseveral participants did not
respond, or returned a neutral response to theguywestion regarding trust levels, and
the SNA recorded a reciprocity measure of only 32Ptae highest levels of reciprocity
are demonstrated in Case 3, the only co-located,tead Case 1, which involves only

two organisations.
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Findings indicate that reciprocal ties are morelliko occur between participants from
the same organisation than between participants fidferent organisations. This
suggests that trust levels are likely to be hidhetwveen participants that are employed
with the same parent organisation. However, astithted in Case 2, trust engendered
through organisational belonging can be offset wimelividuals are employed within
different business units within an organisatiorhug, where individuals derive from the
same parent organisation, trust is more likely touo when these individuals work
together within the parent organisation than ifytderive from different business units.
Given that organisational teams are commonly catkmt; this supposes that physical
proximity is a stronger antecedent of trust thagaarsational belonging. Further, when
team members are co-located as they are in Case,Tthen reciprocal relationships
exist across the team network, rather than at thantsational level. Thus, physical
proximity to team members is an important dynamictrast establishment in the

context of inter-organisational collaboration.

Trust is also demonstrated through cligue membgrs@iiques represent a subgroup of
a network in which the actors are more closely aensely tied to one another than
they are to other members of the network (Hanne&aRiddle, 2005). Table 63

reports the number of cliques present within eaabeC

Table 63: Cross-case clique analysis

Cases Mo of MNo. of
Organisations | Cliques
Casel 2 3
Case 2 5 1
Case 3 7 g
Casze 4 8 77

Analysis of clique membership in this research shdvat in Cases 1 and 2, and, to a
limited extent Case 4, the basis for membershipa afique relates to organisational
belonging. For example, in Case 1, membershipommidated by Ed1 participants.
Similarly, in Case 2, the single clique comprise/anembers of Jusl. Case 4 contains
a much higher number of cliques than the other €as®d while membership involves
participants from a range of organisations, Heafthiticipants are most dominant. As

Table 63shows, there is also some evidence that Casemtitdite greater numbers of
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organisations will reflect greater numbers of ciguas seen in Cases 3 and 4. Thus,
Cases that involve a high number of organisatioag rasult in greater complexity due

to higher numbers of sub-groups operating with@ittier-organisational context.

As noted above, trust levels are highest withineCas This Case features several
aspects that differ from the other Cases in thdystuCase 3 includes a focus on team
design and collaboration structure that is notewidn other cases. This focus includes
purposeful decisions relating to the identificataomd selection of Case participants and
the nature of their involvement (part-time or ftithe), as well as consideration of the
location of team members, as well as an awarenedsam building. These factors
provide a key point of differentiation between thisd the other three research Cases.
In Cases 1, 2, and 4 where participants are seléetsed solely on their availability and
the role they played within their parent organisasi these participants carry out duties
as part of their normal day-to-day activities rattiean as a full-time engagement; nor
are they co-located. In addition, there was mgtfarmal awareness of focus on team

building.
8.4.1.2 Identity

Identity represents a sense of connectedness betweesiduals (Widen-Wulff &
Ginman, 2004) and enables individuals to see thiesat one with another person or
social group (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998). In thesearch, identity was explored

through both SNA and interviews with participants.

In SNA, connectivity is associated with the notioh group membership; in this
research SNA was used to measure the overall cowvityeor cohesiveness (density) of
each of the inter-organisational teams (see Ta#l}e @he results show that Case 3
participants report the highest level of cohesiomss the team. These connections are
characterised by strong ties and high levels oiprecity (see Table 62 above), and
typify a group that is highly cohesive and embodiesrong sense of group identity. By
comparison, other Cases demonstrate both loweritgeasd lower reciprocity
measures. The lowest density measure is recdogéthse 4 and this corresponds to
the qualitative findings from the Case that obséha, in this Case, there has been little
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focus on building a team identity. Rather, theufbbias been on establishing the work

of the inter-organisational team within the widealth community.

Table 64: Cross-case density & reciprocity measures

Case Size Cohesion
(Density)
Case 1 12 33.33%
Case 2 10 32.22%
Case 3 14 46.15%
Case 4 20 16.32%

Kramer, Hanna, Su, & Wei (2001), posit that anwvidiial’s level of identification with

a group influences their decisions about whetheerngage in trusting behaviour.
Higher levels of trust are likely to result in sigpties and high levels of interaction
within a team, so strengthening the overall sefiggaup identity. This research found
that a sense of group identity is closely assodiati¢h levels of trust within each Case.
Where trust levels are lower (Cases 2 and 4), qyaamts demonstrate weaker
identification with the inter-organisational tearpth through the social network
measures and individual comments made during tleeview process. By comparison,
in Case 3 which scored the highest social netwoeksures, individuals vocalise their

sense of belonging to the team.

Accountability also influences an individual's atyilto identify with a group. As
evidenced in the previous section, participantspacity to share knowledge is
influenced by their accountability to a parent argation. This is most clearly
articulated by participants in Cases 1 and 2 whphasise/note/acknowledge that the
decision to share information and knowledge mustgé consider the impact on the
organisation, as well as whether the organisates grovided a mandate to share. In
these instances, an individual's sense of ideigstityost strongly aligned with the parent
organisation, and this can be construed by otlvioluals as unwillingness to share, or

a lack of identity with the inter-organisationadite.

The research also suggests that identity is infleérby an individual’s role within a
Case, specifically in terms of the point at whichiadividual becomes involved with
the inter-organisational team, and the nature af ittvolvement. In each Case, those

holding leadership positions identify strongly wite inter-organisational team, and
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indicate a sense of responsibility for the teamom@on factors across Case leaders
included their involvement from the inception oktlfase, and expertise at a strategic
level. Thus, the earlier and deeper an individuahvolvement in an inter-
organisational team, the stronger is the likelihabdt they will feel a sense of
alignment and identity with the inter-organisatibrtaam. From an individual
perspective, social identity theory links leadepshith contributing to the development
of individuals’ sense of group identity (AshforthMead, 1989). To a large extent, the
sense of identity across the inter-organisatiosais is contingent on the Case leaders.
This is most clearly evidenced in Case 3 where Bebie leadership of the team is a

contributing factor to the strong sense of growgnidy that is reported by individuals.

The results of Case 4 provide a different perspectin identity. In this Case,

considerable resources are allocated to supportctéation of an identity for the

collaboration, rather than the team. As the $awuework measures show, there is
limited connectivity across the network, particlyydretween individuals from different

organisations. Rather, the focus of the centradrdination team (Alexa and Jane) is on
building awareness and support for the collabonatioross the wider health sector. To
this end, considerable energy and resource hasdegmnded in delivering a national
road-show, making information available through ebgite, and engaging in one-on-
one discussion with health practitioners and otbpresentatives. Thus, the aim of this
team is to establish an identity for the “collalmma’ rather than a sense of group

identity across team members.
8.4.1.3 Norms, obligations, and expectations

Feldman (1984) posits that groups adopt normsgolaée behaviour. These norms are
developed over time and informally, and result frgnoup members learning what

behaviours are required to enable effective gromgtfonality.

The cross-case analysis of the data identified predominant findings. The first
indicates that the establishment of group normsfiaenced by the level of formality
within the Case. The second finding relates totippants’ expectations that
knowledge sharing will be reciprocal.
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The level of formality refers to the presence ainfal processes and procedures that
determine how work will be done. These processewige standardisation and
consistency in the way in which work should be iearout in the collaboration and, in

some instances, can be viewed as the rules of engag for Case participants.

The highest level of formality is evident in Caseand 4. Both Cases are guided by
formal terms of reference that determine the oVgratpose of the collaboration, as
well as other information such as the main roled agsponsibilities of the inter-
organisational team. Case participants also repattthe main activities of the team
are guided by processes that have been formallyndested and shared with team
members. Examples of documented processes inthedehange control system in
Case 2, and the analysis of data in Case 4. Thases also share similarities in regard
to the way in which the formal processes were apea. In both Cases, an initial lack
of formality led to difficulties in respect to somaspects of the Cases. For example, in
Case 2, an absence of formality resulted in a tdakocumentation regarding decision-
making, and a haphazard approach to sharing. $e €aearly issues related to decision
making and control resulted in the development ofamdated terms of reference and a
range of formal processes. However, participagpsnt that the formal approach to the
Case had also caused some issues and, in Casal Zffhatively ‘killed the real

collaboration”.

By comparison, Cases 1 and 3 have adopted a les&lf@pproach, and are more
reliant on individuals to make choices and decisiabout how work is undertaken.
This is particularly evident in Case 3, where than leader (Rebecca) reports that she
relies on the expertise and experience of indivglia self-manage and ensure that
work is completed in an effective and efficient man(see page 215). As a result, the
group has established its own norms in regardeomby that work is carried out. This
is supported by the co-location of team membersyedsas the full-time nature of their

engagement within the collaboration.

Eighty-four percent of Case participants reportewehg that knowledge sharing would
be reciprocal. However, as the SNA shows, theahdtwels of reciprocity within each
Case indicate that this expectation is largely ified.
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8.4.2 Cognitive social capital
8.4.2.1 Shared language

The concept of shared language was explored thrthmhinterviews and the survey.

The importance of shared language has been idmhtds a key consideration for
knowledge sharing (Chua, 2002; Huysman and de \202; Ipe, 2003; Nahapiet &

Ghoshal, 1998). However, participants in this gtdd not perceive the lack of a shared
language as one of the most significant knowledgeisg barriers. The results reveal
that both Cases 2 and 4 are focused on the impari@inconsistent terminology across
their respective sectors, while shared languagefovasl to be a difficult issue for Case

1 participants. There are no significant findingselation to Case 3.

In Cases 2 and 4, a focus on shared language sn@hlee participants to evaluate
concepts and share information based on the uagreéd terminology and definitions.
This is most effectively demonstrated by Case 2sehsole purpose is to ensure that
terminology is consistent across the Justice Sextdrrelated organisations.  Though
it might be expected that the increased sophisticaif technology has reduced issues
relating to language, Case 2 shows that, in thiicéusector at least, the need for shared
terminology has increased due to the decentradisati information systems across the
sector. Similarly, in Case 4, the developmensmécific performance indicators has
provided the sector with a set of common codesdafiditions by which organisational

performance can be measured.

Difficulties associated with a lack of shared laage are most prevalent in Case 1,
where there is no common language or use of telogyobetween the two
organisations. The issue is made more complekdyact that the same terminology is
used by each organisation but is measured andfioeddifferently. This was found to
both limit information and knowledge sharing, amdincrease the time participants
engage in the Case to ensure that information tismsinterpreted. While the issue
and associated problems are clear to Case partisipaey are unaware of any action
by either organisation to develop any shared testagy between the two and consider
that this would be a considerable undertakingHerttvo organisations.
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8.4.2.2 Shared purpose and goals

Participants identified that the need for shareghpse and goals is a challenge for most
inter-organisational endeavours (see Appendix T8)e survey responses indicate that
sixty percent of participants in Case 2 identifffidulties related to the development of
shared goals, and acknowledge that they sometimge Mifficulty balancing the
interests of their own organisation with the instseof the inter-organisational team.
While the survey responses from other Cases dadeotify this as an issue, further
exploration of the issue through interviews witdiinduals reveals that an individual’s
ability to commit to shared goals is sometimes &iad by accountability to their parent
organisation. For example, some participants rib&t the presence of individual
agendas conflicts with the goals of the inter-orgaional team, and thus limits
individuals’ ability to commit to the inter-orgamitonal team goals. These agendas
may stem from individuals’ sense of what is impott@r may be guided by their parent
organisations’ wants and needs. For example, ge @aparticipants indicate that a lack
of trust between the two co-ordinating organisaighealthl and Health2) initially
impaired the development of a sense of shared parp8imilarly, in Case 1, a lack of
trust between Edul and Edu2 also impacted partitspability to define shared goals
and outcomes for the team. Participants also téjpat, in general, when a shared sense
of purpose is not agreed upon, this can placeictstrs on their ability to share
information from their organisation. Thus partetijen in a collaboration can place
individuals in a position of conflict between thequirements of their parent
organisation and the requirements of the intertusgdional team. By contrast, in
Case 3, despite the relatively large number of misgdions participating in the
collaboration, individuals report that they are ealtb successfully commit to the
collaboration goals without compromising their r@sgibility to their individual
organisations. Underlying reasons for Case 3 figglistem from a combination of
leadership decisions, and participants’ beliefhia tntrinsic value of the work being
undertaken. In this Case, leadership decisionardarg the form of the collaboration
resulted in the purposeful selection of particisaahd their co-location which has
enabled familiarity and trust to develop betweethvirduals, as well as an initial focus

on team building.
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These findings lend support to the distillatiorsbfred purpose into two distinct factors
(D’Amour, Goulet, Labadie, Martin-Rodriguez, & Padl, 2008): shared goals
represent the ability of the group to identify andrk towards a single shared goal,
while allegiance refers to their ability to juggddlegiance to a shared goal with
allegiance to a parent organisation. This re$ehas found that the intrinsic value of
the work in which the inter-organisational teameigyaged plays a significant role in
driving participants’ sense of commitment to thdatmration, and contributing to the

common goals of the team.

The initial stage of a collaboration, when team rbera are first assembled, is clearly
the time when agreement about shared goals shauladbressed. However, as the
previous section identifies, a lack of focus onmehuilding, coupled with issues
relating to time, often means that participantsgven little opportunity to spend time
focusing on the purpose and outcomes of the caoldiom. Consideration of the
research Cases indicates that a shared purposarggpehave been best achieved in

Case 3.
8.4.2.3 Shared culture

A shared culture has been associated with a pesitientation to knowledge sharing
(Van den Hooff & Huysman, 2009). This researchlewgul how issues of culture

manifest within each of the Cases and how thiscefflenowledge sharing.

This study found that there are a range of differ@manisational cultures evident
within the sector. Further, individuals’ abilityné propensity to share knowledge in
inter-organisational teams is influenced by botn ¢hlture of their parent organisations
and the over-arching culture of the sector. Omeriag cultural issues can be achieved
through the nature or form of the collaborationctsas the deliberate co-location of

participants and minimising the amount of formalqasses and procedures.

Forty-five percent of participants in this studylieee that the culture within the inter-
organisational team differs from the culture witktieir own organisation. This finding
Is particularly significant in Cases 3 and 4 (sgpéndices 12 & 14). The lowest level
of reported cultural difference is found in Case wthich represents the fewest
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participating organisations (2). This suggehbts the increase in cultural diversity
may be related to the number of organisations @patiing in an inter-organisational
collaboration. Where a greater range of cultunes represented within the inter-

organisational team, then a greater diversity ttiical differences will be evident.

The research also found evidence of cultural issastea sectoral level, and within
subset&' of the sector. Several participants indicate thaaddition to the role that
individual organisational culture plays a role iete&mining the extent to which
knowledge is shared, there is also the issue ofuttare of the public sector as a whole.
A number of participants (across all Cases) no& tie culture of the public sector is
seen as one that is risk averse in terms of kn@elatharing, much of this risk is driven
by the needs of the respective government ministaAssillustrated in Case 1, the need
to limit the risk to the Minister is seen as onas@n why sharing does not always occur.
In Cases 2 and 3, participants observe that, whaeculture of the Justice sector is
largely regarded as one of the more formal subfetse public sector, even within the

sector a range of individual organisational culsusee evident.

The survey responses indicate that despite theoadkdgement of organisational
cultural differences, forty-three percent of pap@nts indicate a high level of optimism
in relation to the ability of inter-organisatiortabms to overcome these differences (see
Appendix 17). In this respect, participants do believe that the presence of multiple
cultures should inhibit the inter-organisationartefrom developing a shared culture
within the team. However, as with the explorat@fnother issues in this study, the
interview process reveals a deeper level of cont¢kam evidenced in the survey

responses.

Data from interviews with participants show tha¢ tmpacts of cultural diversity differ
in each case. In Case 1, cultural differencesaasggnificant inhibitor of knowledge
sharing between the two organisations, and nedgiivgact knowledge sharing within
Edul. Therefore, in this Case, cultural issuéscaboth inter and intra-organisational

sharing. In Case 2, cultural differences areoepged through the formal approach to

24 Sub-set relates to a specific area of the publitos, such as Justice, Education, Health etc.
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the collaboration, and are reflective of the typemcess-driven approach that hinders
knowledge sharing (Holsapple, 2004). Particip&mtsn organisations other than Jusl)
report that the collaboration reflects a formal @nocess-oriented approach that is more
reflective of the culture of Jusl than of their omnganisation. The level of formality
is also an issue in Case 4, where the two centganisations reflect very different
cultural approaches, particularly in relation tarcounication and sharing. Healthl is
considered to be more formalised in regard to w@ifigrocesses and documentation than
Health2 which tends towards a more informal apgnad@racterised by a high level of
communication and interaction. While Case 3 ineslthe second largest number of
organisations, the presence of cultural varietysdoet impact knowledge sharing
interactions within the team. This indicates thdtile the number of participating
organisations results in a greater range of cultliversity, it is not diversity per se that
leads to difficulties in sharing knowledge.

It is clear from these findings that the developtn&iha shared culture has been most
successfully achieved in Case 3. As illustratatiezan this Chapter, the specific form
of Case 3 (co-location and full-time engagemenfafticipants, level of formality,
collaboration duration) has been found to assist touilding and the development of a
sense of group identity.  Similarly, the form dfetcollaboration is now seen to

contribute to an inter-organisational team’s apilit develop a shared culture.
8.4.3 Structural social capital

In this research, structural SC was explored uSINg\, and focused on the analysis of
the network configuration and ties between act@articipants). The purpose of
incorporating SNA was to compare the formal integamisational team structure with
the way in which information and knowledge was attjushared within the network.
To some extent, the results of the structural S¢ lsdready been discussed in previous
sections of this chapter. For example, tie stieragid reciprocity was discussed in
Sections 8.2 and 8.4. The primary focus of thitise is to articulate the findings that

have not been previously discussed.
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Network level analysis

The overall cohesiveness and level of informationwfin each Case was determined
through the density measure (see previous Table Bd)sak (1998, cited in Anklam,

2003) states that in order to improve knowledgw$lait is first necessary to understand
those pathways, thus the density results idertigyimformation flows across each inter-

organisational team.

Case 3 reports the highest density measure indicatiat team members in this
collaboration enjoy a high level of connectednes&en information travels quickly
through the network. By comparison, only one-tlofdknowledge sharing ties are in
place in Cases 1 and 2, and only one-fifth in Gas&herefore, information flow is best
facilitated in Case 3, while Case 4 participants Bkely to experience significant
difficulties related to the disjointed nature oéthetwork. These density measures are
also reflected in the survey responses which refyat participants consider some

individuals in their collaboration share knowledgere easily than others.

Analysis of the density measures in respect todifierences in the nature or form of
the collaborations indicates that cohesivenesstigngest in Case 3, which is
differentiated from the other Cases by severabfadncluding the purposeful selection
of participants, the co-located nature of the dmltation, participants’ full-time

engagement in the collaboration, as well as a éellof formality within the Case.

As discussed in Section 8.4.1.2. density measuresalso indicative of a group’s

collective identity. A higher density measurendicative of a team where individuals
display a sense of belonging with the team. Irs thiudy, Case 3 participants
demonstrate a strong sense of group identity as tbeeugh both the density measure

and the comments of participants (see Chapter 7).

Network distance measures indicate how long it wike to access information if an
actor is not directly connected to another (Hanme&aRiddle, 2005). A comparison

of distance measures is shownable 65
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Table 65: Network distance measures

Case Network Size Distance Measure
Case 1 12 1.53
Case 2 10 1.692
Case 3 14 1.610
Case 4 20 2.520

The distance measures indicate that informationmigst quickly accessed by
participants in Cases 1 and 3, while Case 4 ppaitts are most likely to experience
delays. These findings correlate with the densigasures shown above. As Hanneman
and Riddle (2005) observe, less dense networksrgignesport higher distance scores:
Case 4 patrticipants are less well connected to tmambers than their counterparts in
other Cases, and also have to traverse a greatande to find the information they

require.

Network centralisation reflects the global centyatif a network and reflects the degree
to which a network is reliant on a single or snmalimber of actors (Hawe & Ghali,
2007). In this research, network centralisatios baen determined using Freeman
degree centralisation scores. Network centrabisagcores for each Case are shown in
Table 66.

Table 66: Network centralisation measures

Case Degree of

Centralisation
Case 1 56%
Case 2 50%
Case 3 41%
Case 4 63%

Cases 1, 2, and 4 report a high degree of cerdttiais  This is most evident in Case 4
in which the centralisation measure of 63% confiansigh reliance on a small subset
of actors. Where network centrality is high, theparture of these central connectors
from a network poses the risk of fragmentationha tetwork, and can lead to poor
communication and information sharing (Cross et 2002). The potential for

fragmentation can be identified through the us¢hefblock and cutpoint measure. A

cutpoint focuses on individual actors and identitieose whose removal would result in
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the network being split into unconnected blocksnalsis of potential cutpoints and
blocks identified that Cases 2 and 4 containedntiatecutpoints (see Table 67).

Table 67: Cutpoints and blocks

Case Cutpoint Mo of Blocks
Case 1 - -
Case 2 Martin 2
Case 3 - -
Case 4 Paul 2

In these Cases, the removal of the cutpoint actmuldvresult in the networks being

divided into two key blocks and prohibit the flowinformation across the network
Individual level analysis

The previous section cross-analysed the networ leharacteristics of the Cases. This
section focuses on the individual level measurgsornted in each of the Cases.
Individual measures focused on three centrality suess: (1) Degree centrality (the
number of incoming and outgoing information reqsgs{2) Closeness centrality (the
extent to which an actor is close to all other exto the network, and (3) Betweenness

centrality (the extent to which an actor is sitdabetween significant actors).

Cross-analysis of the centrality measures confitmas the formal structure of the inter-

organisational teams is reflected in the infornetivorks depicted in the social network
data. The centrality measures for individualscatk that, in almost all instances, team
leaders occupy central positions within the netwsukh that they are able to greatly
influence the flow of information and knowledge it the team. The degree centrality
data shows that in, almost all instances, teamelsadttain higher scores than other
team members. Brass (1995) explains that in osgéions with pronounced vertical

differentiation it should not be surprising for timormal social network to shadow the

formal hierarchy of authority. This is confirmedthis research where all the networks
in this research show a high degree of centratisadind reflect the formal hierarchies
and structures that are in place within the Cases.

Cross-analysis of the in-degree and out-degree uresmsndicate that team leaders
generally receive a greater number of incomingriméttion requests than the number of

requests they make of others. The analysis ofenkss and betweenness centrality
282



Chapter 8: Cross Case Analysis

measures also confirms that team leaders are gtally positioned within the
networks and are situated in close proximity to thajority of other actors. The
combination of these measures confirms that teahels are central connectors within
the networks. However, while acknowledging theopaV role these individuals play in
the networks, as Cross et al. (2002) caution, oefance on any single individual can

lead to slowing of information flows across netwark

The results also identify a layer of informatioteirmediaries within each of the Cases.
These individuals are not identified within therf@l hierarchy of the teams but their
positions within the network indicate that theyypéamore significant role than all other
members, except the team leaders. This is apparedases 1, 2, and 3, but is most
clearly illustrated in Case 3, where Tony’s positia the network indicates that he is
heavily relied on by team leader, Rebecca, to gathd assimilate information for her.

Analysis of the out-degree measures associated imtiéhmediary actors supports this
finding with several intermediary actors achievimgher out-degree scores than both

team leaders and other actors within their respectetworks.

The social network data also indicate that parictp who display higher levels of SC
are more likely to be centrally placed with a nettvoFor example in Case 2, Martin
and Peter are diametrically opposed in terms of liogy view the collaboration.

Martin is concerned with aspects of SC such ad toesween team members, and
indicates a high level of identity with the grouponversely, Peter demonstrates low
levels of trust and is unsupportive of the groud @s work. These views are reflected
in their respective roles in the knowledge sharietyvork in Case 2 that positions Peter
as isolated from other team members, while Mawircentrally located and enjoys
strong ties with a number of other actors. Cashals a similar result; both Jane and
Alexa are strongly committed to building relatioipghacross the inter-organisational
team, and are highly skilled communicators. Theiadonetwork data reflects this

commitment with both holding highly central posits

The cross-case analysis also shows that the direfiges between actors is influenced
by two key factors: organisational membership, d@hd nature or form of the
collaboration. In Cases 1, 2, and 4, ties are nikety to occur, and to be stronger,

between members of the same organisation. Thissmation and knowledge sharing
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iIs more frequent between these individuals thanh warticipants from other
organisations. However, in Case 3, organisatiorehbership is not found to influence
ties. In this Case, the co-location of the irdeganisational team and their full-time
engagement in the collaboration enables equal scesll team members. This
provides Case 3 participants with better opporiemitto build SC between team
members by providing direct, face-to-face accesalltendividuals. Thus, individuals
are able to interact directly with participants aak not prohibited by issues of

geographic boundaries, or lack of familiarity.

8.5 Summary of Chapter 8

This chapter has analysed and presented the kéwdi derived from the cross-case
analysis of the four Cases. The chapter presdetsamnalysis and findings collected
through different research methods and analysesitia to derive key findings.

The chapter provides an analysis of each of theasmf the research as they relate to
the key themes of SC and ICT. In some instanaadyadictions were found between
data gathered through different methods. Explamadf these issues confirms the
value of the use of a mixed method design and habled the researcher to identify

and further analyse these issues.

The analysis also identified several distinct fextthat influenced knowledge sharing
within the Cases including: (1) the nature or fayfithe collaboration; (2) the intrinsic

value of the work; (3) leadership.

The cross-case analysis also determined that gitabwity of ICT tools was influenced
by the technical awareness of understanding of-organisational leaders, and that the
use of ICT within the Cases was influenced by (&) perceived ease of use of the tool;
(2) the perceived usefulness of the tool, and &di@pants’ level of technical ability.

The next chapter reviews the conceptual framewoekgnted in Chapter 2 of the study,

and provides answers to the research questions poshapter 1.
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9 CONCLUSION

The previous chapter presented and discussedrtiedis from the cross-case analysis
of the four Cases studied in this research. Iiargd the findings relating to social
capital (SC) and information and communication textbgy (ICT) and the roles that
these factors play in regard to knowledge shamngter-organisational collaboration in

the public sector.

This chapter draws the research to a close by piagethe overall conclusions of the
research. The chapter reviews the purpose of ésearch and re-introduces the
conceptual framework presented in Chapter 2. Kiagirigs of the research are
reviewed and incorporated into the framework. Tdiepter then discusses the
contribution of the research to both the acadessearch literature and to practitioners,
and outlines the implications of the researchcoticludes by identifying limitations of
the study and discussing potential areas for futesearch in this field.

9.1 The nature of the research

This research set out to deepen understanding abwatdynamics of inter-
organisational knowledge sharing by gathering eicgdir evidence about how
knowledge is shared in inter-organisational coltabive endeavours in the public
sector. More specifically, the study explored tiodes that SC and ICT play in
supporting and/or influencing knowledge sharinghmitinter-organisational teams. The
research was conducted as a multiple case stuajving four inter-organisational
teams based in the education, justice, and healtimaths of the New Zealand public

sector.

Exploratory study is often conducted where litte previously known about a
phenomenon and so suggests an act of learningeopdtt of the researcher. Ryan
(2006) suggests that post-positivism, a philosadhstance that facilitates learning, is
well suited to studies of this nature. Previouseegch into knowledge sharing
identified important a priori factors, but theredHaeen little research that explored these
in the public sector context. = The adoption gbast-positivist philosophical stance
supported the exploratory nature of the study,vatlg exploration of these a priori
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factors within the study’s specific context (Cre#nw2003), and enabling the researcher
to focus on both factual evidence and the contétktimvwhich it occurred (Ryan, 2006).
This perspective, together with the multiple-casylti-method approach, was also
useful in revealing and exploring the sometimedreamiictory research findings (Richie
& Rigano, 2001 in Ryan, 2006).

The study of multiple cases following a literal liegtion strategy (Yin, 1993), together
with multiple research methods also helped to gtiean the generalisability of the
findings (Maxwell, 1992). Although this approastas more lengthy and complex, it
resulted in multiple datasets that provided a sgtioase for cross-case analysis (Lincoln
& Guba, 1985; Miles & Huberman, 1994). The combora of both qualitative and
quantitative data enabled more comprehensive d#@agtlation (Yin, 1989) and
provided a greater level of validity than eithegiagle method or single case could have
established.

9.2 The conceptual framework

The conceptual framework, originally presented magter 2, was developed following
an extensive review of the extant literature.enéabled the researcher to encapsulate the
ideas and concepts gained from the literature wevand distil these into a coherent
framework to help guide the research. The inft@nework is shown again in Figure
32.

The initial framework encompassed four main thermagersed in the literature. It
identified the context of the study as the New Zedl public sector, and introduced
inter-organisational collaboration as the particaleea of focus. Based on the extant
literature, the initial framework identified SC askey influencer of knowledge sharing.
More specifically, the framework encompassed spedafpects of the relational,
cognitive, and structure dimensions of SC, and tpdsithat these aspects might
contribute to knowledge sharing in the public sedtber-organisational context. The
framework also identified that historically ICT hiagen purported to play a key role in
knowledge sharing, though scholars are divided atether ICT is an enabler or a
driver of knowledge sharing behaviours (see Hesdrl©099; Huysman & Wulf, 2006;
Smith & McKeen, 2003). The ICT literature alsdetwa potential association between
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ICT and social capital, whereby ICT may positivelifect knowledge sharing, and

facilitate the development of social networks (Hyl2©01; Sproull & Kiesler, 1991).

PUBLIC SECTOR

INTER-ORGANISATIONAL PROJECT

‘Social Capital

Relational Social Capital
Identity
Trust
Morms; Chligations & Expectations

Cognitive Social Capital
Shared Language
Shared Purpose

Shared Culture

Structural Social Capital
Metwork Ties
Betwork Configuration Knowledge
Contribute » .
= Sharing

[

N

g

'

'

.

Information & Communication
Technology

Figure 32: Initial Conceptual Framework

The following sections review each of the composearit the conceptual framework
based on the key findings from the research. 8T, and their relationship to
knowledge sharing were discussed in the previowpteln. These areas are briefly
revisited in this chapter, but the predominant wsston is focused on the important
identification of six key antecedents that haveearimg on the roles of social capital
and ICT within the collaborations. These antecedarere identified during the cross-
case analysis process where they were found taivenon across several cases, and
therefore of key significance to the research. Tinelude: (1) collaboration design, (2)
leadership, (3) the intrinsic nature of the wok) perceived ease of use of ICT, (5)
perceived usefulness of ICT, and, (6) individudésiel of technical ability. These
factors are incorporated in the revised conceptiwahework presented later in this
chapter.
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9.2.1 The nature of inter-organisational knowledge sharing in the public

sector

This study’'s primary research question askedw is knowledge shared in inter-
organisational teams in the New Zealand public @&ctChapter 8 provided a detailed
analysis of the knowledge sharing activities avdéao inter-organisational teams and
the ways in which these activities are perceived @sed. This section focuses on the
over-arching context for knowledge sharing in tlsisidy: the public sector and
specifically inter-organisational collaborationsthse environment for the study. The
public sector was identified due to its importartcethe development of national
knowledge economies (Hearn & Rooney, 2002), anchtesl for organisations within
the sector to exploit their knowledge reserves ugho effective knowledge sharing
(Willem & Buelens, 2007). This need has grown las focus on inter-organisational
collaboration has increased (Walker, 2004). |ast,identified at the outset of this
research, there is a lack of empirical evidencatirej to the public sector, particularly

at an inter-organisational level.

This research contends that the context for intgamisational collaboration and
knowledge sharing within the NZ public sector ix@mpassed within three related

perspectives (see Figure 33).

—

Macro-level

Meso-level

ICro-level

Figure 33: Context for inter-organisational knovgedsharing

Firstly, the macro-level perspective defines th&@egonment’'s approach toward inter-
organisational collaboration and knowledge shadh@ sector level; it determines the
over-arching conditions and regulations that deitemhow collaboration between

public sector organisations will take place. Tredically, when collaboration and
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knowledge sharing takes place between two or maganesations, it should be
conducted in accordance with the conditions ofrtfaero-level perspective. Secondly,
the meso-level perspective identifies the speatfitaboration mechanism (within the
macro-level perspective) that is developed to stpgwe collaborative effort; for
example, an inter-organisational team. Lastlg, ithicro-level perspective denotes the
range of activities that are available to partiofgawithin the collaboration mechanism,
and are used to facilitate inter-organisationalvidedge sharing; for example structured
meetings, and ICT tools. Together, these perspesciprovide an overall context in
which inter-organisational knowledge sharing cde talace.

Macro-level perspective

From a macro-level perspective, governments glgliedve developed their own over-
arching approaches to collaboration, commonly termas joined-up-government
(Johnson, 2005); it is within these mechanisms thidrmation and knowledge is
shared and exchanged among different organisatodsparties. Johnson (2005)
summarises these collaboration mechanisms as pnoggebased collaboration;
service-delivery integration, characterised bychkection of information and services
about a shared issue or customer; and a top dowfevaf-government integration. In
the New Zealand context, macro-level collaborati@s been formalised through the
government’s goal of Co-ordinated State Serviceberaby organisations share
information, resources, and responsibilities tasagmolicy and strategy development,
and for the design, delivery, evaluation, or adpestt of programmes or services (SSC,
2008). As illustrated in the individual Cases;leaf the inter-organisational teams is
participating in work that is either encompassedhwj or relates to, a wider
programme of work, and/or that involves issues #natof concern to a broad range of
organisations. Thus, the application of Johnsanthotomy identifies the research
Cases as both programme-based collaboration (daaed 4) and integration around

shared issues (Cases 2 and 3).
Meso-level perspective

At a meso-level, collaboration is facilitated thgbuthe adoption of a specific
collaboration mechanism. This research found geasf mechanisms through which
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inter-organisational collaboration is facilitatethese included a discrete project with
clear start and end points (Case 3), collaboratemtures that devolve from ongoing
programmes of work between organisations (Cases 2)&and a short term
collaboration that occurs on an annual basis (CHse Though several research
participants often referred to their collaboratias a project, only Case 3 fits the
traditional description of a project defined by Ramdorff (1995) as a unique task that
has both predetermined start and end dates, onm®i@ goals and includes a range of
different activities, predetermined beginning and €eates, one or several performance
goals, and a number of different activities Indemder-organisational projects have
become both a conceptual and an organisational fierthe public sector (Lofstrom,
2009), and, by definition, involve the participatioof two or more organisations
(Easterby-Smith et al., 2008). However, as thelmmof organisations involved in the
collaboration increases, so too does the compl@fitgnowledge sharing, due to the
multi-faceted nature of the diversity of boundariegltures, and processes involved in
inter-organisational knowledge sharing (Easterbytsmt al., 2008). In this research,
Case 1 illustrates a less complex example of shaifihis is due mainly to the low
number of organisations involved, and the naturtheftask which involves the transfer
of data between the two organisations. In cont@ase 3 comprises a situation which
requires more in-depth sharing of tacit knowledgel alraws on the embedded
experience and expertise of participants. ThuBalmaration occurs on a continuum,
ranging from simple co-ordination that tends to go@marily information-focused,
through to more complex collaboration that requiiesdepth sharing of tacit

knowledge.
Micro-level perspective

At a micro level, collaboration is supported thrbug range of knowledge sharing
activities that are available to the inter-orgatsel team. Prior studies have shown
that these commonly consist of a variety of formadl informal activities (Ipe, 2003)
that are available across a range of communicati@mnels. However, this research
shows that, in the public sector, the availabilify knowledge sharing activities is
largely confined to formal activities in the fornf structured meetings or through

formal documentation such as official papers ampins. There are fewer instances of
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informal or unstructured activities, yet this typesocial interaction has been found to
be more conducive to knowledge sharing than forstalictured activities (Tsai, 2002;
Wu et al., 2007).

The relationship between the macro-, meso- andoatésrel perspectives provides the
overall context within which inter-organisationaddwledge sharing takes place. While
it is unlikely that participants in inter-organigatal teams are involved in decisions
relating to collaboration at the macro-level, iutbbe expected that there is merit in
involving them at both the meso- and micro-leveakpectives. For example, involving
individuals in determining the development of tpedfic collaboration design - that is,
the inter-organisational team - provides a sensngiowerment and involvement that,
as shown in the case of Rebecca in Case 3, hefpsilitate a sense of identity with the
collaboration, and with its purpose and goals. eQaarticipants were also very clear
about their preferences for knowledge sharing; tiieng informal activities as most
conductive to knowledge sharing. Thus, involvingrtigipants at the micro-level,
would likely result in the design and incorporatiohactivities that are conducive to
facilitating optimum levels of knowledge sharingdowever, as this research shows,
none of the inter-organisational team members,rdtie the leaders of Cases 2 and 3,

had any involvement in meso- or micro-level decisioaking.

As detailed in Chapter 8 this study substantiatesextends aspects of earlier research
that raised concerns about the public sector’'simead for knowledge sharing, and the
ability of public sector managers to face the aisdéed challenges (Taylor & Wright,
2004). This research confirmed Taylor and Wrighdassertion that the media and
general public scrutiny are considered to be kel factors in regard to knowledge
sharing. Perceived risk relating to the controindbrmation and the release or sharing
of that information to other parties was sharedssthree of the Cases (see Cases 1, 2,
and 4). The research also extends this findingetoompass risk and concern
associated with the circulation of informatiaithin organisations as well as the release
of information to respective government MinistersCase 1 participants showed
particular concern in this regard and recountetimses where information that had
been shared between the two organisations had dseeated to staff, or released or

291



Chapter 9: Conclusion

communicated without the mandate of the organisatno initially supplied the

information (see p. 138).

Taylor and Wright (2004) also argue that the natifraccountability within the sector,
particularly the focus on individual organisatiomerformance, presents challenges to
inter-organisational knowledge sharing. In New IZed, the ‘Co-ordinated Services
Goal’ (SSC, 2006) clearly states that, in instarafeimter-organisational collaboration,
mandated responsibilities and accountabilities nemdth individual organisations. In
this research, that mandate limited individualsligtto share, as illustrated in Cases 1,
2, and 4. Thus, for individuals engaged in integamisational collaboration, the
decision to share, or not, is often dictated abaganisational level. This results in
individuals being perceived as unwilling to shambgen in fact this may be out of their
control. Further, the responsibility to the parenganisation can inhibit the inter-
organisational team from developing a sense ofeshpurpose. This conflict and the
need to reconcile accountability at an organisalidéevel with the ability to develop a
sense of collective purpose have been recognis&€,(2008). However, as this
research shows, this appears to remain a largeignab goal. Therefore, as Taylor
and Wright posit, the onus and accountability afividuals at an organisational level
strongly discourages robust collaboration and tiyempacts individuals’ propensity
for participation and sharing. It also emphastbesparadoxical nature of the need for
inter-organisational collaboration while focusing iadividual organisational outcomes

and performance (Taylor & Wright, 2004).
9.2.2 Knowledge sharing and the role of social capital (SC)

This section discusses the research findings atiogl to the second research question:
What is the role of SC in inter-organisational kneege sharing in the public sector?
The research found that SC is a key factor influep&nowledge sharing among inter-
organisational team members. Prior knowledge sbpastudies, conducted in the
private sector, have identified SC as positivelyddging knowledge sharing (see Chow
& Chan, 2008; Hansen, 1999; Lang, 2004; Mu et28l08; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998;
Wu, et al., 2009). This study contends that SCdmaglar potential within the public
sector; research findings provided evidence of ldbthimportance of SC as well as

empirical data about the specific social capitaitdes (e.g. trust, shared sense of
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purpose etc.) and their interplay. Despite this, fdne research also identified that SC is
rarely consciously considered at the outset oflalmorative effort. Consequently, the

benefits gained in the private sector are yet teelésed in the public sector context.

Aspects of relational SC (for example, trust anehitty) were generally considered to
be the most important issue for individuals engaged inter-organisational
collaboration. As van Wijk, Jansen, & Lyles (2D@8port, relational SC is possibly
the most important network-level driver of orgatisaal knowledge transfer both
within and across organisations. While the refetiop between trust and knowledge
sharing has been explored in several studies (seg2004; Molm et al., 2000; Wu et
al., 2009), studies at an inter-organisationalll&aee only recently gained prominence
(see Luna-Reyes et al.,, 2008; Mu et al., 2008; d’&tdal., 2006). This research
confirmed that trust is a key aspect of inter-orgational knowledge sharing, and is
built through demonstrations of individual capdbiland competence as discussed by
Sako (1992, cited in Newell et al., 2003). In thigy, trust is determined to be most
effectively built over time as individuals becomenm familiar with team members’
expertise and experience, and are able to see wcleegly the value that those
individuals bring to collaboration. These interans provide confidence that the team
member is able to fulfil their role within the interganisational team to the required
standard. These interactions are facilitated tinothe range of knowledge sharing
activities that are available to the team (see arlievel approach, Section 9.2.1 above).
As this research shows, formal activities suchtagired social occasions conducted
outside of working hours, are not supported byipigdnts. Rather, trust building must
be conducted within the specific temporal and peatboundaries of collaboration that,
as Lofstrom (2009) notes people do not have sefiicitime for developing new
routines. Therefore, organisations should focuaghe development of relationships
within the workplace rather than through off-sipesific team building exercises (Cross
et al., 2002). However, the research Cases itedtbat, In the context of public sector
inter-organisational collaboration, the lack of @imspace, and opportunity for
individuals to develop relational SC negatively amfs the propensity to share

knowledge.
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The relational SC aspects of trust and identitycdwsely linked. This study found that
inter-organisational teams which reported hightttagels were more likely to feel a
sense of group identity - best illustrated in Case Lofstrom (2009) contends that in
order to develop a sense of identity, inter-orgatrosal projects require a task, and a
formalised project name. Furthermore, teams reqgeisourcing, funding, commitment,
and shared values, and should be located somewhatedistinguishes the inter-
organisational team from the parent organisatiorfmme of these factors played a role
in the success of Case 3, particularly the co-lonadf team members away from the
confines of any single organisation, and the faat the collaboration was identified by
a specific nanfé. However, this research argues that, unlike ask and collaboration
name, development of Lofstrom’s latter charactesssuch as commitment and shared
values cannot simply be assigned but can only beldeed as the inter-organisational
team begins to work together. Thus, it is depenhdenthe development of social

capital between team members.

Cognitive SC provides a shared context within whinbwledge sharing can take place.
Aspects such as shared culture, purpose, and lgagiem provide a mutual cognitive
frame of reference and common knowledge amongetlia imembers (Kang, Morris, &
Snell, 2007). While these aspects were deemedortant within the inter-
organisational teams in this study, these issuek rdit appear as important to
individuals as the relational issues discussed @bdw some extent, this may be related
to individuals’ scope of influence. While they aele to exert a degree of influence in
regard to aspects of relational SC, such as tthsy have less direct influence on

cognitive SC issues such as the development chiedhanguage.

Although SC related issues (for example, trustresthaulture, and shared purpose) have
been previously identified in the New Zealand ceh{gee the Review of the Centre,
and ‘Factors for Successful Co-ordination’, Chafep. 64), this research found little

evidence that consideration of these issues hasgaded down to an operational level.

%> The project name has been omitted in the resergbrotect the identity of the project and its

participants.
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So, despite a number of individual research paditis acknowledging that inter-
organisational knowledge sharing requires a greatderstanding and emphasis on SC
related issues, the majority of the inter-orgamisetl teams had been constructed with

little practical regard to how SC issues would etfthe team.

The study identified three key factors that caruerfice the SC development within
inter-organisational teams. The first factor tetato the specific consideration of the
collaboration design and shows that SC can beipelsitinfluenced by decisions made
about the design of an inter-organisational teaior po its inception. The second factor
relates to aspects of leadership within the intganisational team, and shows that
leadership decisions and influence can help to@ppe development of social capital
between team members. Finally, the study notepdkerful influence of the intrinsic
nature of the work in which public sector employaes engaged, and the role that this
plays in motivating them to share knowledge in mamganisational collaboration.

These factors are discussed later in this chapter.
9.2.3 Knowledge sharing and the role of ICT

This section discusses the research findings atioel to the third research question:
What is the role of ICT in inter-organisational kmedge sharing in the public sector?
At the outset of this research, the literature @avinoted scholars’ interest in ICT as a
knowledge sharing tool. In addition, ICT was idketl as a key component of the
public sector’'s approach to inter-organisationdlatmration, and tools such as shared
workspaces were envisaged as examples of collab®tathnology that would support

sharing behaviours and assist collaboration andarking (SSC, 2007).

In contrast to other studies (for example, see Kilree, 2006), this research found that
ICT tools did not play an important role in knowgedsharing. The limited range of
ICT tools available to the inter-organisationalnsa and the lack of active support for
their use, were surprising findings, particularlye;n the emphasis on ICT as a tool for
supporting knowledge sharing (SSC, 2008). Theirfigsl do however confirm Dawes
& Pardo’s (2002) assertion that, despite rapid adga in ICT capability, the

integration of information resources across pulsiector organisations has proved
extremely difficult. Further, these difficultiesdrease proportionally with the numbers
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and types of information resources to be sharedd@P& Tayi, 2007). This is
illustrated in Case 2, where the shared data diatio was developed to counter
difficulties arising from the move away from a dmgnformation system to individual

organisational systems.

Exploration of ICT in this study revealed inconersties between the presumed
availability of ICT tools as suggested in the kierre review, and the actual availability
of ICT within each of the Cases. The findings cade that the availability of ICT was,
to a large extent, dependent on the technical aneaseand capability of team leaders.
As a result, ICT tools for knowledge sharing weraikable in only two Cases (2 and 3),
where the respective team leaders were both expedeusers of shared workspaces
and had used them in previous inter-organisatiooldborations. Consequently, both
leaders made conscious decisions to utilise ICTsttmy knowledge sharing within the
Cases. Thus, ICT knowledge and capability abddeship level is identified as a key
influencer in determining the extent to which IG3ols will be available to an inter-

organisational team.

The research also revealed that the use of ICE iedargely confined to their use as a
communication channel, or as a medium to storernmftion. As a communication
channel, ICT was most commonly used as a meansare slocuments or to provide a
written record of a situation or course of actidhwas not regarded, or used, as a tool
to share knowledge; rather knowledge was considerduk better facilitated through
face-to-face communication. Daft & Lengel (198&ggest that the choice of a
communication channel results from the combinatibthe channel characteristics and
the content of the intended message. This wasdlke for some participants who
indicated that the way they communicated was deg@ndn what they needed to
achieve. This fell into two main categories. sBy, email was perceived as useful for
situations where face-to-face communication wasawatlable, but in which the content
of the message was important, or where there wagk levels of risk involved.
Secondly, email provided participants with the i&pito communicate information,
actions or decisions about a situation, enablirgntho effectively finish a task, before
moving onto another. This latter action enabesihdividual to complete the task and

mentally leave it behind, resulting in lower levas task fragmentation and stress.
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This supports the claim of Miranda & Saunders (30@®0 argue that the need for task
closure drives an individual’'s choice of communimatchannel. However, though

email was a highly used medium, particularly in gie@graphically distributed teams, it
was regarded as a convenient, but potentially migkk, channel due to the possibility
of misinterpretation of the message.

This study found some evidence to link ICT and alocapital development. However
while the findings indicate that use of ICT todsch as email, can support relationship
building between individuals, there was no evidetwesuggest that ICT influences
social capital development. Some participantscatdd that email was viewed as a
mechanism through which relationships could beaiiytdeveloped, as well as a tool to
further develop social capital following initial de-to-face interaction. However, in
both situations, participants deemed that the fadace communication is necessary at
some point to provide a more durable platform focial capital development. This
finding may be specific to collaboration type: & ffindings from Case 3 suggest,
where team members are co-located, they may betedsposed to considering email
as trust building mechanism. Thus an individuattitude towards trust may be
influenced by the specific characteristics of thmlaboration and, in instances of
predominantly virtual collaboration, team membegs/rhe more open to establishing or

developing relationships that are supported byuteeof ICT.

In summary, this section provides a better undedstg of participants’ perceptions
and use of ICT as a knowledge sharing tool andises within the context of inter-
organisational collaboration. The findings alseentify that ICT availability is
influenced by the technical awareness and capahilit inter-organisational team
leaders, while ICT use is influenced by individte¢hnical ability, the perceived ease
of use of the tool, and its perceived usefulneBkese factors are discussed further in

the following section.

9.3 The conceptual framework revisited

The previous sections reiterated the key findingsmf the study and noted the

identification of six key factors that were relatedthe development of SC and the
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availability and use of ICT. This section discissdbese important aspects, and

incorporates them into the conceptual model (sger€i34).
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Figure 34: Final conceptual framework

The framework argues that SC influences knowledigeiisg behaviours of individuals
engaged in inter-organisational collaboration. e Tilamework also indicates that while
ICT supports information storage and communicabetween team members, it does
not directly influence knowledge sharing behaviourdRather, ICT can support
knowledge sharing through the storage of infornmateEsources and through its use as a
communication channel. The framework also indisdahat ICT supports, but does not

positively influence, SC development within theeimbrganisational team.

As noted earlier in the chapter, the framework dtbentifies several factors that
influence social capital development, and the abdity and use of ICT. These factors
are discussed in the following sections.
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9.3.1 Collaboration design

While factors such as organisational structure aotture have previously been
recognised as considerations in studies of knowdeslgaring (Willem & Buelens,
2007), there has been less attention on the speasdipects of inter-organisational
collaboration design.

This research defines collaboration design as r&t@md/or decisions considered at the
outset of the collaboration that encompass faateleging to both team formation and
structural elements of the collaboration includin@t) the selection of inter-
organisational team members, (2) the nature of tesmbers’ engagement, (3) the
physical proximity of individuals, and, (4) the &hof formality in place with the Case.
This research found that the degree of initial foon the collaboration design can affect
subsequent development of social capital and krdyyelesharing within the inter-
organisational team. As previously noted, Lofstr(#009) contends that in order to
develop a sense of project identity, an inter-oiggtional project requires a task, and a
formalised name. As this research shows, in pt®jesach as Case 1, the lack of a
formal name contributes to participants’ lack oéntlty with the collaboration, and
suggests that the collaboration is not importansdess significant than those that are
formally recognised. Furthermore, Lofstrom (2DQ@%ates that the collaboration
requires resourcing, funding, commitment, and shaetues, and should be housed in a
location that distinguishes the inter-organisatideam from the parent organisations.
While some of these aspects were accommodatednvihibiresearch Cases, only Case
3 demonstrated purposeful consideration of the nitgjof these factors. Further, this
research argues that while task, formalised naesnurcing, and funding are factors
that can be explicitly determined by team and/gaarsational leaders at the outset of a
collaboration, commitment and shared values regbgeactive participation of all team

members and, given the right conditions, develagr time.

In an organisational context, team formation is wwnly approached from a

prescriptive perspective whereby the selection ednt members is the result of
deliberate, strategic decisions of individuals veiher self-select or assign others to a
group with the purpose of satisfying individual agrdup objectives (Owens et al. 1998,

cited in Hahn et al., 2008). As illustratedtims research, the selection of team
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members in an inter-organisational context can beernomplex due to the inclusion of
multiple organisations that often hold differentgaptions of, and commitment to, the
collaboration. As Pauleen (2004, p. 239) notes,method of team member selection
“may influence their overall willingness to be or tkam, and so may require different
levels of relationship building by the leaderThis research identified that, in most
situations, the selection of team members was mi@ted by each participating
organisation (Cases 1, 2, and 4), and while somsideration may focus on expertise,
participant selection is highly contingent on indival availability. The research found
no evidence to suggest that prior experience withnger-organisational team was a
consideration, nor that such experience would bmdtly recorded and therefore be
available to assist participant selection in futcoiaborative endeavours. As a result,
teams are often assembled in which individuals haweprior knowledge of other
participants. However, research shows that teaimss& members have pre-existing
relationships are able to solve complex problenttebéhan teams of strangers because
they are able to pool information more efficien{lgruenfeld, Mannix, Williams &
Neale, 1996). This is supported by the team i8eCa, which was tasked with
providing alternative approaches to a complex ¢gesissue and required a stronger
focus on individuals sharing tacit knowledge (exiger and experience) than, for
example, Cases 1 and 4, which dealt primarily wvilte exchange of information.
Although some members of Case 3 had not formallskea together before, a number
of participants were purposively selected by thanteleader (who had previously
worked with these individuals), and this contriltlite the team’s ability to both build
trust levels and form a collective sense of teaentidy. Therefore, focussing on
purposeful team member selection is an importapé@sof collaboration design, and
can be an important source of social capital grdiditegl, 2003).

Though not always achievable, the co-location afrtenembers can contribute to social
capital development, as evidenced in Case 3. Catin is advantageous to inter-
organisational teams because it provides the oppityt for face-to-face
communication and an environment that better suppoust-building, and decision-
making (Zenun et al.,, 2007 cited in Loureiro & Gury 2007). Face-to-face
communication was the preferred communication chbmor the majority of Case

participants despite the virtual nature of thre¢hef Cases. Consideration of network
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density and distance measures confirm that the igdlysco-location of inter-
organisational team members provides a signifiadmantage in supporting knowledge
sharing. Tie strength and reciprocity were wealtaong the virtual teams (Cases 1, 2,
and 4) than within the co-located team (Case 3Jie strength is greater between
individuals from the same parent organisation wheie likely that individuals will
have shared backgrounds. Thus, as Haythornwa®@9jlidentifies, individuals with
similarities in attitude, background, experien@y] access to resources are more likely
to enjoy strong ties. Further, this link is stresgwhen these individuals are in close

proximity within the organisation.

A further consideration of initial collaborationsign is the extent of formal process and
procedure that will be introduced into the collatimn. The level of formalisation is an
important factor in knowledge sharing (D’Amour ét, 2008). This research argues
that the degree of formal process that is evidatttinvthe collaborative environment
influences the development of social capital betweéedividuals. For example,
collaborations that exercise lower levels of foracess, such as in Case 3, enable the
team to operate as a dynamic, self-organising bathgre team members are able to
make decisions about the ways in which they corapleeir respective tasks. By
contrast, a strong emphasis on formal processicpkntly in collaborative endeavours
with greater numbers of participating organisatjomsts to inhibit social capital
development and results in lower levels of recipt@haring as evidenced in Cases 2
and 4.

This research suggests that a purposeful appraactollaboration design can have
multiple benefits. As illustrated in Case 3, ddesation of these aspects supported
relational SC by assisting trust building whichulésd in a more defined sense of group
identity than evidenced in other Cases. These filen@ere also evident in the
structural SC of the team, which reported stronges, higher levels of reciprocity
among individuals, and a greater fluidity in thewil of knowledge within the team.
Finally, an emphasis on the design of inter-orgatiosal collaboration helps to mitigate
potential risks arising from the presence of migtipultures within the team, and so
positively affects cognitive SC development.
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9.3.2 Leadership

Leadership in inter-organisational collaboratiorcwos at both the organisational and
individual levels. For example, one participatorganisation is often mandated to lead
the collaboration, as evidenced in Cases 2, 3,4a(ldadership at the organisational
level). In these instances, day-to-day leadershifhe collaboration is designated to a
single individual within the lead organisation (@eaship at the individual level). In this
study, individual leadership was found to be a kefluencer of social capital

development among team members.

Leadership research has mainly focused on undeéiatamow qualities such as style,
personality and other characteristics influencentegnamics and performance (Mehra,
Smith, Dixon, & Robertson, 2006). Earlier reséarnost commonly focused on
ongoing issues of leadership; however, as illustrain this research, leadership
decisions, for example in respect to collaboratit@sign, can influence the way in
which trust and group identity are established ketwteam members. Erickson &
Dyer (2004) found that leadership approaches rgjatib initial collaboration design
resulted in different collaboration outputs, despitaving started with very similar
inputs at initiation. This suggests that leadgrshtervention and involvement in the
early stages of collaboration design can influetiee potential outputs of the team.
Engagement in the early stages of an inter-orghoisd collaboration, particularly
during the collaboration design, also contributes at leader’'s level of personal
investment in the collaboration. As evidencedha tases of both Rebecca (Case 3)
and Martin (Case 2), their early involvement in twlaboration design helped to
strengthen their own belief in, and commitment kit respective collaborative

endeavours.

In Cases 1, 2, and 4, leadership was undertakgelyaas a virtual task. Pauleen (2004)
contends that virtual team leaders must manifefitffarent level of skill to traditional

co-located team leaders. He notes that in addittothe common practice of task
management, and personality conflicts, the virteam leader must create common
purpose among teams that are geographically diséxaly) and often comprise multiple
organisations and respective cultures. This rebe@cognises the added complexity

that is associated with virtual leadership, andgssts that, even when teams are co-
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located (as in Case 3), difficulties associatechwaiultiple organisations and cultures

exist, but can be readily recognised and mediayeal do-located leader.

Leadership was also found to be an influentialdaah ICT availability. This study
found that where inter-organisational team leadhid greater technical capability and
awareness, this resulted in a greater range oftiols being available to the inter-
organisational team.  Pauleen (2003) notes thate virtual context, leaders who
support the adoption and use of ICT play importalds as technology-use mediators in
the wider organisation. This presupposes thaetttwrsement of technology by inter-
organisational team leaders should influence itgpadn and use by team members.
However, this research finds that individuals’ ggrions of both the ease of use and
usefulness of the ICT tools outweigh leadershipoesement. For example, in Case 3,
team members had access to both a shared workspaca shared drive. While
participants reported support for the shared dmaene supported or used the shared

workspace, despite Rebecca’s strong support.
9.3.3 Intrinsic nature of the work

While studies have shown that trust is a key adieaein the motivation to share
knowledge (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998), this studynfib the predominant motivator to
be related to the “intrinsic nature” of the workdentaken by the inter-organisational
teams — which in this study goes beyond the boueslaf the inter-organisational
collaboration and reflects the greater contextamybof work in which an individual is

engaged.

This finding is consistent with studies of employ@etivation in the public sector,
which found that employees’ perceptions about theortance of the activity, coupled
with their desire to make a meaningful contributibm society, influence their
commitment to public sector roles (Wright, 2008urther, performing altruistic acts or
receiving intrinsic rewards are regarded as comgiensfor the low levels of extrinsic
reward associated with the sector (Wright, 2001Berry and Wise (1990) define this
commitment as Public Sector Motivation (PSM) andadibe it as an individual's
predisposition to respond to motives primarily oniquely grounded in public
institutions and organisations. At an organisaldevel, this manifests as affective
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commitment and motivates employees to remain withenorganisation (Kelloway &
Barling, 2000). At an inter-organisational levidle contribution that the collaboration
makes to the wider population (i.e. society) asgisam members to overcome potential
issues and to participate in the collaboration thame its contribution in the bigger
picture.

Camilleri (2007) purports that PSM is influencedthg organisational environment, such
that team members must be supported through cleanlation of expectations. Further,
employees require concise, unequivocal goals thastnie clearly prioritised in
instances where there may be instances of confiiadr competing goals (Camilleri,
2007). In an inter-organisational context, thisth&ecomes increasingly important due
to the complexity of the environment in whielach organisation may have individual

goals (in addition to the collaboration goal).
9.3.4 Perceived ease of use & perceived usefulness of ICT tools

As noted in the previous chapter, the technologyepiance model (TAM) shows that
the perceived ease of use of technology and p&deaisefulness of technology can
determine an individual's behavioural intentiongd @absequent actual use of ICT tools
(Davis & Venkatesh, 1996). Though this study dad set out to test the TAM model,
participants’ observations about technology andaea for low levels of interaction
with technology clearly align with findings assdeé with the TAM model.
Participants recounted difficulties logging ont@ tWworkspace, in navigating the site,
and in accessing information held on the workspaldgese difficulties resulted in their
belief that the shared workspace was not an easytdouse. As a consequence,
participants were reluctant to engage with the ,ta@spite the fact that in some
instances, they had not had direct experience thightool. Rather, they based their
opinions on anecdotal evidence derived from theeggpces of others. As a result, not
only was the shared workspace perceived as difficuluse, but it was regarded as

lacking a useful purpose thus affecting its peregiusefulness.
9.3.5 Individual technical ability
Individuals’ level of technical ability also inflaeed ICT use. Syed-lkhsan & Rowland

(2004) identify this factor as “technology know-Howand posit that adequate
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technology training has a positive relationship hwihe creation and transfer of
knowledge. Certainly the reported experiencesoofies participants indicated that a
lack of adequate training negatively impacted tlhetual use and perceived usefulness
of the technology available (see Case 3). Thulyinual technical ability, and a lack
of training are underlying aspects that influenadividuals’ use of ICT tools.

Kim & Lee (2006) suggest that the public sector rbapefit from the development of

more user-friendly ICT tools. This seems an appabe suggestion when considering
the difficulties reported by participants in regaodshared workspaces. However, this
must be accompanied by adequate levels of trairthf engenders increased

confidence in individuals’ perceived and actual I&hility.

9.4 Contributions and Implications

The research contributes to, and has implicationdibth researchers and practitioners.
9.4.1 Research contributions and implications

This research stemmed from the identification ohuanber of gaps in the extant
literature. Notably, the literature review revealieaited research relating to the practice
of knowledge sharing within the public sector, #imat even less had been undertaken at
an inter-organisational level. In addition, muchtlee knowledge sharing literature
derives from the technology transfer literature N@,a2008) resulting in a lack of
empirical studies that explore knowledge shariogifa social capital perspective. This
latter gap is particularly accentuated in the pub&ctor context. Primarily, this study
contributes to the small, but growing, number afigts (see Ismael & Yusof, 2010; and
Luna-Reyes & Garcia, 2008) that investigate knogtedharing in the public sector
context. While the importance of knowledge siwrto the sector has been
recognised for some time (OECD, 2003; Willem & Bard, 2007), this study
represents one of only a few that investigate thenpmenon in the public sector

context.

The study has also contributed to the bodies @ared relating to both ICT and social
capital and their relationship to knowledge sharinghe study has provided important

clarification and greater understanding of the rtilat ICT plays in public sector
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knowledge sharing. While, previous studies haueatkrl whether ICT is a driver or an
enabler of knowledge sharing, the overall premisprior research has still positioned
ICT as an important factor. This research foundu#stantial gap between the
importance of ICT from a sector perspective, asdattual use and importance to
participants engaged in inter-organisational slgaah a grassroots level. While the
sector sees ICT as an important factor in supppkimowledge sharing, participants do
not. The study clearly establishes that, from m@fiormation-based perspective, ICT
enables the central storage of documented infoomaind is an important aspect of
information sharing. However, it concludes that Idbes not play a role in determining
whether personal knowledge, in the form of indiabexperience and expertise, will be
shared — this latter decision is based on SC ckl#éaetors. This has important
implications for future studies and it is suggesthdt future ICT related research
focuses on the relationship between the factoraddo influence ICT availability and
use (i.e. leadership, perceived use and usefuleéstechnology, and individual
technical ability). Better understanding of thésetors will support the development of
ICT tools that are most appropriate for, and wik Ibetter utilised, in inter-
organisational collaboration.

The study has also shown the importance of theioakhip between social capital and
knowledge sharing in the public sector context, had established social capital as a
key theoretical perspective that requires furtimsight and investigation.  The study
identified that factors such as trust, culture, ahdred purpose are important aspects of
public sector-based knowledge sharing, and valititiie need for better exploration of
SC issues in the public sector context. Previgussicial capital research in the public
sector context has been limited to its role incit@rms. This research provokes greater
interest in SC as a key determinant of knowledgeish and concludes that increased
research emphasis on aspects of SC has the pbteatiamprove theoretical

understandings of knowledge sharing.

The development of the conceptual framework addset®e central theoretical purpose
of this research by expanding and deepening urathelistg of inter-organisational
knowledge sharing and provides a major contributtonresearchers engaged in

knowledge sharing studies. Although, several keodgé sharing frameworks were
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identified during the literature review (see Ip®30Lee & Al-Hawamdeh, 2002; Smith

& McKeen, 2003), none of these models related $ipatly to the public sector context,

or had been derived from empirical evidence gathefrom instance of inter-

organisational collaboration in the public sectolsmael & Yusof (2010) question the
fit between existing knowledge sharing models dregublic sector. The framework
resulting from this research is based on establistineory pertaining to the private
sector, but has provided specific, contextualisedirigs, based solely on public sector
based empirical evidence. The framework therefoidges a key gap in the existing
research and contributes to the development andtlgrof research aimed specifically
at the public sector. The framework may be usedesgarchers in its entirety, or in

part, to further validate the phenomenon in thesigecontextual environment.

The discovery of the six key antecedents pertaitongnowledge sharing in the public
sector provides a key research contribution. @hantecedents influenced the
development of social capital within the inter-argational teams, and also played a
role in determining the availability and use of ICTIn particular, the identification of
“the intrinsic value of the work” as a key motivaial factor in public sector inter-
organisational knowledge sharing provides substamvidence to support the claims of
some researchers who argue that knowledge shaiffegsdbetween the public and
private sectors. This factor was found to be thestnminfluential factor in terms of
motivating individuals to share knowledge, and &yspecific to the public sector.
Thus, it is reasonable to conclude that, as ndtedey frameworks derived from private
sector based research do not wholly fit the putdictor context. To date, research into
this factor, coined by Perry & Wise (1990) as Puliliector Motivation, has been
confined to the role that PSM plays in retainingl anotivating participation in the
public sector. This study shows that PSM also playcritical role in supporting and
motivating knowledge sharing between individualggaged in inter-organisational
sharing. This constitutes an important finding fisiure research with the potential to

change the way that knowledge sharing researgbpi®ached within the sector.

The use of SNA was an additional and valuable aspethe research. It revealed
characteristics about the inter-organisational gamtworks that otherwise would not

have emerged. For example, the important rolenédrination intermediaries was
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identified solely through analysis of the SNA d&sge Chapter 8, p. 276). These
individuals play an important role in assisting omhation and knowledge flows
between team leaders, but this did not emerge gihrtle qualitative research phases of
the study. Thus, the identification of these infation intermediaries is an important
research finding that can contribute to future ®sild The use of SNA in future studies
will help to further reveal the role of the infortrman intermediary and to better

understand their value in inter-organisational team

The study confirms the validity and value of SNA asesearch method within the
public sector context, and at the inter-organisetidevel. Though social network
analysis has been used extensively to explore ledye@ sharing networks in
organisations (Cross, Parker & Sasson 2003; Kil&@ufisai, 2003), there has been very
little application within the public sector, and itise in inter-organisational studies,
though apparent (see Mead 2001; Hansen et al.) 2088t extensive. In this study, by
providing unique visual representations of the meks, supported by strong
quantitative measures, SNA provided clear evideabeut how knowledge was
“actually” shared within the inter-organisationehtns. It also enabled the researcher to
validate aspects of social capital, such as tamst,understand how these were reflected
within the actual interactions between individual§hus, by providing visual and
quantitative representations of how knowledge isualy shared within inter-
organisational teams, SNA constitutes an importaol that can enable researchers to

better understand the complex nature of inter-asgdional sharing.

Historically, the majority of studies that investig knowledge sharing have adopted a
single research method approach. However, the tisautii-phased, multi-method,
multiple-case research was found to be particulealyable in supporting this study.
The approach enabled the researcher to gain a desgningful understanding of the
research results yet allowed a greater abilityeioegalise the results due to the creation
of multiple data sets, and greater degree of daagulation. The approach adopted in
this study has also enabled the identificationasftiadictions between the data gathered
using different methods; this would be unlikely anstudy using a single research
method. Thus, the application of mixed methaearch, and a sequential approach

to data collection and analysis, offers researchargncreased opportunity to identify
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and investigate the phenomenon, to identify comttechs, and to provide greater
insight into aspects of the research that migh¢mtise go unchallenged. Though this
type of approach does require additional time, athdis complexity to the analysis and

synthesis of research findings, it provides sigaifit benefits to the researcher.
9.4.2 Practitioner contributions and implications

This research also has contributions and impliogtithat can assist practitioners

working in the practice of inter-organisational knedge sharing.

At a sectoral level, this study identifies impottasmspects of inter-organisational
collaboration that can assist governments in tlo@igoing endeavours to progress
joined-up-government. Knowledge sharing has tiauktly been a problematic area for
the public sector (OECD, 2003). This study providessingular insight into the
complexities of knowledge sharing in the publictsegained through the perspectives
of individuals at the heart of inter-organisatiokabwledge sharing.

The study provided significant insight into the wgdCT tools in inter-organisational
collaboration. While the benefits of ICT are recisgd in terms of information storage
and integration, the study has shown that tacitkedge sharing will be more readily
facilitated through a focus on SC issues such d@dibg trust between team members,
and focussing on developing a sense of group ityeatid shared purpose. The
research also shows that there is a fundamentabgpeen perceptions about ICT at
strategic and operational levels. At the stratdgiel, the e-government framework
proposes ICT tools, such as shared workspaceseysdlaborative tools, yet their
actual availability and use at an operational I€izel within the Cases) is very limited.
This has important consequences for the sectongldement and use of ICT and
provides key understandings about how inter-orgdimisal teams perceive and use ICT
tools.

The development of the conceptual framework, tagretwith the detailed study
findings, provide an integrated framework that nbayused by practitioners to support
and guide inter-organisational knowledge sharindghie public sector context. The
framework can be used as a blue-print, or chetkils considering aspects of the
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collaboration. For example, prior to the commaenest of inter-organisational

collaboration, specific emphasis should be given ni@ximising social capital

development through deliberate consideration reggrthe collaboration design and
leadership.  While projects such as Review of thentf¢, Pathfinder and the
governments Key Development Goals (see p. 64-68)e rmade recommendations
regarding inter-organisational collaboration, tdedaone have identified the specific
role of SC and the important part this plays inuencing knowledge sharing at the
inter-organisational level. In addition, earlyeation to the six antecedents identified
within the framework will help organisations anderorganisational team leaders to

maximise the opportunities for knowledge sharingdour.

Finally, the sector has the potential to estatbdistensive informal knowledge networks
as a result of individuals’ participation in interganisational collaborative endeavours.
The establishment of extended networks afford iddials the opportunity to develop

their own experience and expertise through intemastwith individuals with a diverse

range of knowledge sets. Further, the buildingheke informal networks enables the
establishment of weak ties which allows greater @mdker access to these knowledge
sets by reducing the distance between actors.eselhetworks also have the potential
to improve inter-organisational collaboration. iAstances of collaborations increase, it
is likely that individuals will have increased oppmities to engage with others on
multiple occasions, thus enabling the further erdbegl of SC stocks at an individual

and sectoral level. As familiarity grows betweeadividuals, issues such as trust,

identity, and shared culture should become lessi@nuatic.

9.5 Limitations

The study has certain limitations that need todken into account when considering
the study and its contributions. In most instandkese limitations were identified at
the outset of the research, and where possible, réisearch methodology was
strengthened and each phase of the study rigorplestyed to limit the impacts of the

issues.
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9.5.1 Limitations of case research

While case research is identified as appropriateefploratory research (Creswell,
2003) and a suitable approach for investigatingraemporary phenomenon through a
real-life context (Yin, 1989), case research i asbject to criticism regarding the
ability to generalise from the case study findifgsm the sample to a general
population (Lee, 1989; Tellis, 1997). To courtteis limitation, the researcher made
several fundamental design decisions. Firstly, tbgearch employs multiple case
studies, which several scholars identify as an mamb factor in supporting
generalisability of a study (Benbasat et al., 198@lliers, 1992; Miles & Huberman,
1994; Ragin, 1994; Yin 2005). Secondly, the stadhploys multiple research methods
including one-on-one unstructured interviews, daathering through a survey
instrument, and the use of social network analys&uch an approach enables the
generation of multiple data sets (Sawyer, 2001)lteg in research that is more
difficult to contest than single method researcétt@ & Gallivan, 2004). In addition,
member checking was undertaken by forwarding img@niranscripts to the interviewee

for review.
9.5.2 Limitations of social network analysis

The interpretation of findings derived from soamtwork data can be limited by two
key aspects (Borgatti & Molina, 2003; Cross & Pariz904).

Participant dropout

Firstly, findings derived from SNA data can be negdy affected if some participants
opt out of the study and this can lead to imporgags in the resulting interpretation of
the network analysis. For example, key relatigpsimay be omitted from the data. In
order to counter this possibility, the nature of ffrocess of engagement with research
Cases helped ensure that opportunities for indaligarticipants not to participate were
limited. In the three instances where this did ocdiscussion was undertaken with the
team leaders to determine how significant this woloé in terms of gaining a full
understanding of the collaboration. As a resukjrtnames were still included on the
SNA questionnaire but a decision was taken to renmtbg individual from all aspects of

311



Chapter 9: Conclusion

the research. Subsequent completion of the questiees identified only two instances
where these individuals had been identified by mthe While their omission still
constitutes a limitation and is included here fompleteness reasons, their omission

was not likely to significantly limit the interpiaion of the findings.
Accuracy of self-reported data

As with other research methods, a further potefitratation of SNA research concerns
the accuracy of self-reported data (Wasserman &t-4994). The two main reasons
for inaccuracy are due to individuals simply fotgeg information that may be relevant,
and more deliberate omissions. This latter categoof particular relevance in social
network analysis, where individuals are asked totrdoute information about their
relationships with other participants which carenfbe deemed to be sensitive and as
such, can evoke defensiveness. In this study rigksmay also be accentuated by the
general risk-averse nature of public sector orgdiuss. As the study showed,
participants were sometimes reluctant to share ledye with other team members, so
clearly might be reluctant to share with a complg@anger. To limit the potential
impact of inaccurate data, the researcher employeltiple research methods. The
generation of multiple data-sets enabled the rebearto compare and contrast the
independent sets of results and to identify anldelup evidentiary contradictions. In
addition, the final phase of the research provittexiresearcher with opportunities to
explore the self-reported data through face-to-fateraction with several participants.
This method of interaction was found to be mosedi¥e in building trust with

participants and consequently being able to expssiges more frankly.
9.5.3 Other limitations

The final limitations concern issues associated wdentifying and securing research
Cases, and the researcher’s subsequent accesditgpaats. As noted above, the
literature review identified that the lack of emgal evidence in the public sector might
be due to the sector’s sensitivity to media andlipudzrutiny and its associated risk
(Taylor & Wright, 2004). Therefore, allowing a esscher access to inter-
organisational collaborations might also be pemias a potential risk. As detailed in
Chapter 3 (p. 101), several organisations decliteeghbarticipate and a number of
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organisations did not respond to the initial resleaequest. As a consequence, the final
selection of research Cases was made from the smalber of organisations that
indicated interest in participating. Access tatier research sites may have extended
the findings or provided different perspectivesowever, while this potential limitation

Is acknowledged, the use of multiple cases incoe#ise opportunities for generalising
the study findings, and the identification of patge of similar behaviour among Case
participants suggests that the Cases are représentaf inter-organisational

collaboration within the sector.

A further limitation relates to interaction betwettre researcher and Case participants
and the limitations (above) in relation to builditngst with participants, and addressing
the accuracy of self-reported data. As docuntkintehe Case studies, the nature of
inter-organisational collaboration often puts cdesable pressure on individuals’ time.
This factor, together with the geographical disttibn of participants restricted the
degree of researcher interaction with some paditgp As a result, in Case 4, for
example, the researcher was unable to gather ietemata from representatives from
all participating organisations. This may haveutlesl in the overall interpretation of
data being somewhat biased towards the organisatibose participants were engaged
with on a face-to-face basis. Although the redsardid take steps to counter this bias
(for example, by telephoning individuals in orgatisns who could not be interviewed
on a face-to-face basis), the data collected froesé interactions was not as rich, or
detailed as that gathered in face-to-face inteyasti

The limitations of this study have been systemHyigdentified and, where possible,
mitigation strategies have been implemented toaedhe effect of the limitations on
the study findings. It is considered that they mlot detract from the overall
interpretation and significance of the findingst may serve as future research avenues.

9.6 Future research opportunities

This thesis culminates with the identification oftudre research opportunities arising
from this study. The multi-faceted nature of tesaarch means that there are many
avenues of opportunity for future research. Thaskide: confirmation of the study
findings through the exploration of specific resdafactors in more detail and depth;
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application of the conceptual framework to othes&3a or further application of social

network analysis within collaborative ventures.
9.6.1 Confirmation of the research findings

The first opportunity lies in confirming the findja of this study. The research was
conducted through a multiple case approach andseseetion was undertaken using a
literal replication strategy (Yin, 1989). Thoughhist approach enhances the
generalisability of the study, there would be vailmeexploring the findings in other
instances of inter-organisational collaboratiorheTesearch points to the existence of
relationships and inter-dependencies between dewérthe factors explored in the
research. Future research across a wider numbmgllaborative ventures would help
clarify the validity of these relationships and agdra depth to the findings. In future
studies, researchers may wish to expand the nuailm®re-on-one interviews to ensure
that all organisations have an opportunity to pteviurther depth and perspective to the

findings.
9.6.2 Focus on individual aspects of the research

The second opportunity lies in exploring specifgpects of the research in greater
depth. The nature of the primary research objedto acquire a better understanding
of knowledge sharing within the public sector, radeganisational context) required the
researcher to explore a broad range of factorsreaired extensive time in both data
collection and analysis. Findings indicate sevéaators that could form the basis of
more in-depth study. For example, collaboratiosigie was identified as a key

antecedent that had strong influence on the demeap of trust, agreeing on the shared
purpose, and establishing a group identity. Tleeeh better understanding of this
single factor would be advantageous in assistitgr{organisational teams to facilitate
knowledge sharing.

Focussing on individual aspects of SC, for exantpist, would also enable deeper

exploration of the links between the qualitativel &NA datasets.
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9.6.3 Application of the conceptual framework

The third opportunity arises from the applicationdatesting of the conceptual
framework. The multi-dimensional nature of theniework lends itself to either
application of the entire framework, or applicatmina single or number of dimensions.
Either approach would result in the developmen@adfubstantial body of data that

would allow for systematic comparisons between €&sée carried out.

In this research, the conceptual framework has vedolfrom a basic model
encompassing the key aspects of the research tearaework that identifies
relationships between these aspects. However,rékearch does not extend to
identifying cause and effect. Future applicatadnthe framework could be used to

examine causality between individual factors ofrémearch.
1.1.1 Application of social network analysis

In this study, social network analysis enabledrésearcher to compare the formal and
informal collaboration structures, to identify infioation flows within the network, and
to better understand the roles that each team nreplaged. Future exploration of
inter-organisational collaboration could focus arer several network aspects. For
example, the researcher could focus more closelyrmaerstanding the factors that
contribute to the strength of ties between team bem Or, the researcher may wish
to better understand specific roles within the mekw This might be undertaken by
expanding the range of questions at a network Jared be followed up with one-on-
one interviews with those identified as playingafie roles within the network. The
application of social network analysis to collalim@& ventures that are identified as
problematic may also provide organisations withettds understanding of the specific
dynamics of the inter-organisational network, teanabling the identification of specific

interventions.
9.6.4 Extending the scope of the research

While this study focused on knowledge sharing betwpublic sector organisations,
collaboration also occurs between public and peivegctor organisations.  Future
research might be extended to encompass other ¢ypediaborative arrangement, such
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as public-private, or between governments of déffiéicountries. This latter area would
be of significant benefit as international boundsrbecome more blurred through
increasing collaboration between countries suciNes Zealand its close neighbour,
Australia. Such an extension of the research wauthden the findings relating to
cognitive social capital areas, such as sharedreutnd identity, from organisational to

national levels.

9.7 Summary of Chapter 9

This chapter concludes the research. The chaptgrbby reviewing the nature of the
research and its key findings. It re-introduced tlonceptual framework developed at
the outset of the study, and updated the framewmikcorporate the study findings.
The implications and contributions of these findingere then discussed in regard to
both the research and practitioner communitiese dhapter identified the limitations
of the study and concluded by identifying the opoaities that arise from this study in

relation to further research.

This study has highlighted the increasing imporgaotinter-organisational knowledge
sharing in the public sector, but has also ideedifihis as an area in which little is yet
known. The study has provided some insight ineokihowledge sharing behaviours of
inter-organisational teams but there remains aifgignt concomitant need for

researchers to develop and extend studies int@higisomenon.
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APPENDIX

Appendix 1: Initial research enquiry letter sent topublic sector organisations

VICTORIA UNIVERSITY OF WELLINGCTON
Te Whare Wikimanga o fe Dpoko o e Tka o Mdui

[Participant Mams]
[Titla]
[Oreanization]
[Addrass]

[City]

10 Januare 2006

Dizar [nama]

Doctoral Thesis:

Knowledge Sharing in Inter-agency Projects in the Public Sector:

The role of Information and Communication Technologies (ICT) and Social Capital

I am currantly complating a docteral thesis in the School ofInformation Management at Victoria University.
This studw is supported bv a Top Achisver Doctoral Scholarship awardad by the Tertiare Education
Commissionin 20(4. The studvexplomsLknomvledss sharing behaviours within interageney projects in the
Mewr Zzaland public sactor, and will be carriad out in thres phasss. Youars invitad to participats in Phasa Ons
of the study in which data will be collactad from kav project staff through face-to-face intarviews.

The study will identify how knowdades is shared withincollshorativa projects. Mora spacifically, the study will
axplora the influanca of ICT, and social capital (how informal ralationships ara formad), in thedsvelopment of
knowlades sharing networks within the projects. The cutcome of the study will ba the development of a
knowladgs sharing framswods spacific to theuniquafactors of thepublic sactor. A full outlineof the rasearch
is containad in the attached information shesat.

Ethical consant for this study has bean approved by the University Informatics Human Ethics committze. All
data collacted will remmam confidantial to theinvestisater and the suparviser, and organisstions, patticipants and
their opinions will not be identifiabla.

The supervisors forthis studvars Dr David Pauleenand Professor Sid Huff If vouwishto discuss this study
with either mwsalf or my supervisors, we mav be contactad on:

Sally Dexter Ph: (04) 472 1000

Dwoctoral Student Email: sally dexter@vuw.ac.nz
Dy Dravid Paulaen Ph: (04) 463-6886

Senior Lacturar Email: david paulesni@vuw.ac.nz
Profassor Sid Huff Ph: (04) 463-3819%

Hzad of School Email: sid. huffi@vuw.ac.nz

Thanlk youforvour participation in this project, I will eall wou in the naxt faw dayvs to arrangs a convenisnt
intervisw timea.

Yours sincaraly

Sallv Daxtar
PhD student

335



Appendix

Appendix 2: Participant Information Sheet

Participant information sheet
Dizar <Participant Mama>

Re: A Study of Knowledge sharing in inter-agency projects in the Public Sector:
The role of ICT and social capital

Thank veuforparticipating in this doctoml rassarch studv. This sheat outlines kev information ralating to the
collaction of data through intervisws with kewv project staff, as well a protocol sheat outlining soms basic
gueastions that will be askad.

Eesearcher:
Sallw Dextar: School of Information hanagsment Victoria University of Wallington

Purpose of the study:

I am a doctoral studant in the School of Information Manapament at Victoria University of Wellington. As part
of this degraa | am undastaling a rasaarch projact leading to a thasis. The project I am undertaking axploras
knowlades sharing bahaviours within collshorativa intar-agency projects in the Naw Zzaland public sactor.
Specificallv, the study will axamina:

How knowlsdge is shared acros: tsane in multi-agaagy collaborative prgfects within the New Zealand public
sector?

How ICT influences the development af the knowlsdgs sharing nawork?

How social capital influsnces the development af the knowlsdge charing network?

How social capital and ICT influsnce sach other?

Although the ressarch addessas the influsnes of ICT, the projects do not nead to ba technolosy projects.
Rathar the focus will be on how tachnology is usad by group membars forthe purpo se of knowladgs sharing and

could, for example, involve sarviess including amail, internet, or groupwars facilities.

The thasis will be submittad for marking to the School of Information Management and depositad in the
Universite Librarv. It is intendad that one or mors articles will be submitted for publication in scholarly
journals.

Ethical Approval:

Thea University raquiras that athics approval ba obtained for ressarch involving human participants. This study
has been grantad sthical approval and will be conductad according to the University’s strict ethical regulations
and writtan consant sought from sach participant. In kesping with this policy, all data collectad would ramain
confidential and would be destroved after two wears of submission and evaluation of the thasis.

Data Collection:
Raszarch dats will ba collectad in three phases using a combination of intarvisws and quastionneires, as outlinad

balow.
Fhase One:
®  Faca-to-face interviews with ey projact staff, and
Phase Two:
*  Complation of a quastionnaira by all projact staff.

Phase Three:

®  Facs-to-facs interviaws with kev project staff
You are invited to participate in Phase One of the study, in which data will be collected via face-to-face

interviews. (ghis war amendsd to reflser the partcular stage in which the individual was tnvited o
partcipacs)

336



Appendix

Each phasaoftha ressarchwill ba linkad to a specific project milastons orevent, howevar specific timesecalas
ara likaly to vary in durationand data collaction will be adjustad to fit with the pracise nature of sach project.
Participants may withdraw at any point up to bafors commencement of Phase Ona.

Data Storage:

Writtan information will be securely stored in a locked cabinat with acesss rastrictad to the investigator.
Electronic infomation will be password protected and access restricted to the investizator. All data will be
destroved two vears following the submission of the thasis.

Contact Details:
Investigator:

Gallv Dexter Ph: (04) 472 1000 ext 8993

Email: sallv dexter@vuw.acnz

Supervisors:

Dir David Panlzen Fh: (04) 463-6886

Senior Lacturer Email: david paulsan@vuw.ac.nz

Professor 5id Huff Ph:(04) 463-3819

Head of School Email: sid huff~uw.acnz

Plzasa faal fraa to contact either myvs&lf ormy supsrvisors with anv quastions vou mavhave. Once again, thank
wou for your participation in this study.

Yours sincamly

Sally Diextar
PhD studant, School of Information Manapamant
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Interview protocol andexample questions

Besearch Study:
Knowledgze sharing in inter-agency projects in the Public Sector:
The role of ICT and social capital

Interview quastions will seekto explors the research objectives, asweall as investicate anvarsas of interast that
arisa during the interviaw. Interviews will be conductedin a semi-structurad format to include a number of
guastions that have been praparad in advance (see balow). Thass quastions will be used as a gnids throughout
tha intarvisw process, whils allowing flaxibilityto follow linas of guastio nine that eccur up during the intarviss
pLocass.

Examples of rasearch gquastions includa:

med L e L Bl e

Ll =]

What is tha purposeof this project?

What is the official nams of ths project?

How havs team membars baen selactad?

What is the naturs of team membar’ s eneasement?

To what axtant to team mambers know sach other bafors thevjointhe projact?
What spacific activitiss occur to halpteammembers g2t to know sach other?

Is knowlades sharine dismussad as an activite of the projact?

How does knowladge sharing ocourwithinthe team7 (], g. face-to-fce, by amail ate).
What do vou se2 as the knowledes shanine challeneas faced by inter-creani sational

. How do wou think thesechallangas mav differ batwreen the public and private sactors?
. How important do vouthink information and cormmmmication technologies are in snabling individuals to

shars information and knovladga?

. What other factors dovou thmf%mﬂuemes paopla’ s willingness to sharsknowladssT
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VICTORIA UNIVERSITY OF WELLINGTON
Te Whare Wilnanga o te Upoko o te Tka a Mini

Consent to participation in research

Title of project:
Knowladgs sharing in inter-agenev projacts in the Public Sactor: The rols of ICT and social capital

I have been given and have undarstood an explanation of this ressarch project. I have had an opportunity
to ask quastions and havethem answersd to my satisfaction. [ undarstand that I mavwithdrawr from this
project at any point up to February 137, 2007,

I understand that anvinformation I provide will be kapt confidantial to the rassarcherand the suparvisor,
the publishad rasults will not use mynams and that no opinions will ba attributed to me in anv way that
will identifvme. Iconssntto the interview being taps recorded and undsrstand that the taps will be
transcribed by tha intarviewerand kept confidantial to the interviawer, and that I will havean opporhmity
to chack the transcripts of the intarview befors publication. I understand that the taps recording of
interviews will ba stored for a perod of two waars following the submission and evaluation of the thesis.

I agra= to taks part in this raszarch.
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Appendix 3: Contact Summary Sheet

Contact Summary Form

Name f]
Site feiii ]
Contact Date A
Summary Date fr]

Main Points of Interest:

- able toview project team members from meeting room. Lots of interaction and laughter.

- ery important project to interviewee (team leader), streszed the importance of the project
numerous times. Some responses indicate that the project may not be valued as highly by the
organization as it is by the project team leader.

- Highly informal, despite organization being formalin approach.

- lack of ICT focus

- Aware of 5C aspects, but no specific action in that regard.

Summary of Target Question Information:

Project Overview | -  Share data across organisations.
- Woformal process — this team follows general rules of working.
- Communication/decision-making centralised.
- Wopurposeful selection of participants, but does involve some individuaks outside the
core team.
Knowledze - Wodifferentiation between information and knowledze.
Sharing - Project forus mainly data/information.
- Woformal thought given to knowledze sharing, but important to interviewse.
- Information sharing s=en as risky — often overseen by hizher manazement.
ICT aspects - Imterviewse not particularly 1CT savwy — seems unsure talking about technology.
- Mo spedific focus on 1CT to enable sharing — transfer done manually via CO.
-  Different applications for anakysis.
SC 3spects - Lack of trust between organisations.
- Lack of trust within organization.
- Lack of relationship building with individuals from other grganisation .
- Organisational team described as tight-knit group.
- Thinks maore focus on social/relational aspects needed, but not sure how to instizate.
Challenges - Building trust — this is the main isswe.
- Understanding what =each other mean — using different language.
- Time.

New guestions/themes arising from contact:
- whatspecific action doss the team leader take to help build relationships across the organizations?
-  How does centralised decision-making (by hizgher management) impact on the day-to-day
operations of the project team?
- How does centralised decision-making affect individual's commitment to the project and sense of
EMpowerment?
- What haz been learnt from the annual repetition of the project?

Additionzal points of note:

- Talkeda lot about own role. Got impression feels undervalued and that many decisions are taken
by higher management in regard to knowledze sharing.
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Appendix 4: Document Summary Form

Document Summary Form

Document Powerpoaoint slides outlining project purpose
Case [Org I

Contact

Date of receipt OO

Description of Document:
- 12 powerpoint slide [print-out) outlining the main points of the project. Was used to communicate

objectives to wider stakeholders.

Summary of Contents:
- Project Name

- Key Objectives of project

- Timeframe and milestones

- Impact on wider stakeholders

- Haows it fits into the larger picture

Significance /Importance of Document:
- Provides formal overview of project and positionsitin the overall programme of work.

- Provides high level of project team

- Provides context for project activities.
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Appendix 5: Survey

VICTORIA UNIVERSITY OF WELLINGTON
Te Whare Wananga o te Upoko o te Ika a Maui

=EB

KNOWLEDGE SHARING IN INTERAGENCY PROJECTS
IN THE NEW ZEALAND PUBLIC SECTOR

Dear Participant

Thank you for participating in my doctorad research by completing this questionnaire. Your participation is
much appreciated, and is essential to the quality of data collected. The questionnaire forms part of a study to
develop understanding of public sector based collaboration. The research explores how information and
knowledge sharing networks develop within inter-agency projects, and the factors that influence that
development. The study has been approved by the Informatics Ethics Committee of Victoria University of
Wellington.

This questionneire should take no more than 15 minutes. By completing and returning the questionnaire you
acknowledge your consent to participation in this study. Your responses, as well as your personal identity
will remain completely confidential fo the researcher. Written information will be securely stored in a
locked cabinet with access restricted to the investigator. Electronic information will be password protected
and access restricted to the investigator. All data will be destroved two years following the submission of
the thesis. You do not need to write your name on the questionnaire, as it has been confidentially coded so
that the researcher can ascertain which participants have responded. On completion of the thesis a report
outlining the overall findings of the research will be sent to each participating organization. The report will
not identify any individual or their responses.

The questions relate to your experience and perceptions of the collaborative work in which you are involved.
This work is referred to as a project, but includes projects, programmes, and on-going collaborative work
between multiple agencies/organizations. There are no right or wrong answers, and the openness of your
response will increase the quality and value of the data collected.

Once complete, I would appreciate it if you could please return the questionnaire and the consent form in
the freepost envelope provided as soon as possible.. Thank you for your participation..

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Tenure in your parent organization (the organization
in which you are normally based)

The position you held in your parent organization

Have you been part of this project from its YES/NO
beginning?

If you answered no to the above question, please
state the approximate date at which you joined the

group

For more information, please do not hesitate to contact:
Sally Dexter, School of Information Management, Victoria University
Email: Sally.Dexter@vuw.ac.nz, Tel:  (04) 478 9161

Or the study supervisors:
Dr David Pauleen, Senior Lecturer. Email: David. Pawdeen@yuw.ac.nz, Tel: (04) 4636886
Prof. Sid Huff; Head of School. Email: Sid Hufflavwiw.ac.nz, Tel: (04) 463 5819

Thank you very much for your help and co-operation.
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Please answer the questions below by placing an ‘X’ in the corresponding column on the list of staff
opposite. NOTE: If there is anyone with whom you communicate about this project but who is not
named, please write their name in one of the free spaces provided and include them in the questions
below.

1. Who do you go to for project related help or advice?

2. \Who comes to you for project related help or advice?

3. Who do you consider a friend as well as a work colleague?

4. Which group members do you meet with on a social basis?

For ONLY those people who have selected in questions 1 and 2, please complete the following

questions by placing your answer in the corresponding column.

5. What is this person’s physical proximity to you?
a. Same floor of same building
b. Different floor of same building
c. Different building
d. Different city

6. How did you first meet this person?
a. On this project team
b. Worked together previously
¢. Have not worked together, but are part of the same business related networks
d. Non-work related connections

7. In general, how often do you communicate with this person?
Once a day

More than once a day

Once a week

More than once a week

Less than once a week

Q0T ®

8. How do you most typically communicate with this person?
(You may select more than one option)
a. Face-to-face meeting
b. Telephone
c. Email
d. Other, please specify

9. What motivates you most to share your knowledge with this person?
Trust in the individual

The feeling that | am able to help that person

The belief that the recipient will share their knowledge with me in return
Commitment to the project

Presence of technology that enables easy knowledge sharing
Recognition of my knowledge and expertise

Other, please specify

@ eooowe

10. Which communication channels do you most often use to share knowledge?
Face-to-face meetings

Telephone

Email

Intranet/web based technology

Other, please specify

®TQ00TW
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Name:

Q1

Q2

Q3

a4

Q5

Q6

Q7

Qs

Q9

Q10

[participant name]

[participant name]

[participant name]

[participant name]

[participant name]

[participant name]

[participant name]

[participant name]

[participant name]

[participant name]

[participant name]

[participant name]

[participant name]
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The questions below relate to group structure, processes and procedures. Please indicate your
response by circling the number on the corresponding scale, where 1 indicates that you strongly

DISAGREE with the statement and 5 indicates you strongly AGREE with the statement.

Strongly Strongly

IN THIS PROJECT: Dlsagree P JOO S Agree
12 There is a formal hierarchy (ie people in this group are at

different levels of seniority) sDb O O O O SA
13 There are formal processes and procedures, known by all

team members, that guide how work will be carried out sD O O @) O SA
14 Pressures on this project sometimes necessitate that formal

processes and procedures are not followed sD O O O O SA
15 | can approach another group member for help without

going through a formal procedure or the chain of command sD O O O O SA
16 Decision making is allocated across the group, so decisions

are not made by one individual sb O O O O SsA
17  Within this group, | know which decisions | am allowed to

make and which | need to consult others on sDb O O O O SA
18 Tasks are assigned to the individual with the most relevant

expertise sD O O O O SA
19 | have enough time to consult with other group members

and to make myself available to others s O O O O SA
20 Open communication with all team members is actively

encouraged sD O O @) O SA
21 The physical space in which the group is located facilitates

spontaneous communication s O O O OSA
22 The more familiar | am with a team member the more likely |

am to communicate with them face-to-face sb O O O OSA
23 |t is difficult to develop a good working relationship with

groups members without face-to-face contact sh O O O O SA
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The questions below relate to group culture and trust.
number on the corresponding scale, where 1 indicates that you strongly DISAGREE with the

statement and 5 indicates you strongly AGREE with the statement.

Please indicate your response by circling the

Strongly Strongly

IN THIS PROJECT: Disagree 1.....ceicoieens wBerviennes coidhovnene 03 Agree
24 The dynamics of the group are dependent on one or a few

individuals within the team sD O O '®) O SA
25 The culture of this group is different to the culture of my own

organisation {the organisation in which you are usually sD O O O O SA

based)
26 |t is difficult for individual organisational cultures to be

merged within a single project team sD O O @) O SA
27 | sometimes find it difficult to balance the interests of my

own organisation with the interests of the group sD O O ®) QO SA
28 . : : .

Trust is an important aspect of working collaboratively DO O o O sA
29 Trust is based on how well you know a person rather than

how competent or effective they are sDO O O OSsA
30 Getting to know someone through a social or informal

function is the best way of building trust s O O O QSA
31 There have been formal initiatives (ie team building or

organised social functions) to actively build trust among sD O O e O SA

group members
32 | consider trust levels within this group to be above average

sb O O O QOSsA

33 | consider lunches with group members or drinks after work

to be an important part of team building sD O O O O SA
34 Email communications help establish trust sb O O 0 O sA
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Many organisations now make formal differentiation between information and knowiedge. Please
indicate your response by circling the number on the corresponding scale, where 1 indicates that
you strongly DISAGREE with the statement and 5 indicates you strongly AGREE with the statement.

Strongly Strongly
IN THIS PROJECT: Disagree 1........Zoee w3eveerrs oho. .5 Agree
35 People clearly understand the difference between
information and knowledge sb O O O 0O O SA
36 There are formal processes and procedures that detail how
information is shared on this project sD O O oS O SA

37 Information is promptly made available to group members
rather than having to seek it from someone at a higher level

sb O O O O OsA

38 Individuals willingly share information

SO O O O OSA

39 Whenlneed information, | am more likely to contact
someone who is likely to have that information rather than sD O O O O O SA
look through my own files

40 Information is easier to find if it is located on a central
electronic workspacefintranet/shared drive that all group SD O O O O (OsA
members can access

41 There are formal processes and procedures that detail how
knowledge is shared on this project sD O O O O O SA

42 |ndividuals willingly share their knowledge

sD O O O O OsA

43  Group members are actively encouraged to share their

knowledge sb O O O O QOsA

44 | am more comfortable sharing my knowledge with the
members of the group | know best sD O O O 0O O SA

45 | expect that knowledge sharing will be reciprocal

sD O O O O OSsA

46 Some individuals in this group share their knowledge more
easily than others sb O O O O O SA

47 | often learn more from an informal chat than through a
formal meeting DO O O O OSsA
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The following questions relate to the use of technology. Technology includes, but is not exclusive
to, databases, intranets, shared workspaces, email, electronic discussion boards and so on. Please
indicate your response by circling the number on the corresponding scale, where 1 indicates that
you strongly DISAGREE with the statement and 5 indicates you strongly AGREE with the statement.

Strongly Strongly
IN THIS PROJECT: Disagree 1.2 w3 e .5 Agree

48 There are a range of technologies are available for use

sb O O O O OsA

49 In general, | find these technologies effective

sb O O O O OSsA

80 | prefer to share information and knowledge through
technology, rather than face-to-face sD O O O O OSsA

51 This project would benefit from a wider range of
technologies being available sD O O O O OsA

62 Technology makes it easy to share information

sb O O O O OsA

583 In my organization (the organization in which you are
normally based) there is a strong emphasis on using sb O O o O O SA
technology to share information

Please answer the questions below in your own words:

54 | define knowledge as:
55. What are the three most important challenges that collaborative projects face?
56. What are the key barriers to knowledge sharing in collaborative projects?

Thank you for participating in this research.

7
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Appendix 6: SNA data entry files

- = - e
|| Responsedata.txt - Notepad 3 - - \@EI@
Shl SRS b e ot
=kl -
n=12
labels embedded
format = nodelist
data:

"Joyce" "Matthew”,"Chris", "andy"
"3ohn” ”Barbara“,“Matthew“,“Rob“,”Andy“,”James“
"Jane" "loyce","Chris","Matthew","Rob™,"Andy"
"cath" "loyce"”,"Matthew","Jane”
"Rob" ~chris”,"matthew”, "Andy”, "John”
"andy” "Chris","matthew"”,"Rob","John","James"
"Chris™ "Barbara”,"Matthew”,"Rob","andy"”
"Matthew" "Barbara', "Rob", "andy™, "John"
"Heather" "Barbara’, "Peter”
"Barbara” “"chris", "Matthew"”, "Rob", " John"
"peter” "Barbara","John","Heather","James"
"James" "Rob"
L
L
Ll
4 r
| 'N_:}] Final attribute data.txt - Notepad @M\
File Edit Format View Help
*node data =
hids) tenure org seniority
"Joyce" 1 edul 2
"John" 4 edul 1
"Jane” 1 edul 7.
1 edul 1
3 edul 1
16 edul 1
1 edul o
Matthew" 10 edul 3 .
"Heather" 1 edu 1
I "4 eduz 1
s edul 1
Barbara" (1 eduz 3
¢
t
B
B
B
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Appendix 7: Extract from research coding tree

File Edit View Go Project Links Code Tools Window Help
New " EHOBEABBA == -BIM-OB3D
gz v |Eiden S

E = R MM o %
i Codedt - B
Nodes Leok for. ~  Searchin = | Tree Nodes

[ Free Nodes

5 Treo Nodes, Tree Nodes

! Cases Name © Name

i@ Relationships 549 Collsboration Challenges o T

(5 Matrices
% Search Folders
(1 Al Nodes

£ Buresucrscy
i @9 Commitment
| & Different messages
i 4 Differing agendas
- # Differing cultures
i Lengusge
| &2 Managementissues
- OrgSize
- @ Political emvironment
- @ Protection of patch
i Public sector fads
@ Risk {from medis)
L) Time
L Trust
&9 Formality

- Buresucrscy

i @ Communication
59 Defined relationship
&2 Fallowing the rules
@D Meetings
" &2 Procssses and Procedures
& Resources
i@ Selection of project team members

r;-,@\r:r

@9 Perceptions about digital strategy. GSN
4 Relationship building
4 Risks of ICT

- Technology types availsble

- gk wihat ICT would you like fo be available

ar

- Information Sharing
4 Informatin Seeking
;5) Knowledge sbout own organisation
- #g Perceived Difference between | & KS
&9 Quality of IS in this project
-9 Knowledge Sharing
@ g Channel
- # Knowledge seeking
- & Motivation to share
42 Perceived Differance between | & KS
42 Physical Proximity

5549 Social Capital

(3 @ Cognitive Social Capital

@ Definition

& formal vs informal

9 Mativation to network
& @ Relational Social Capital
[z @ Structural Social Capital

s oo am oo

co s oo
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Appendix 8: Participant Details

Tenure in
Organisation Phase | Phase | Phase
Case | Name Role Organisation | (years) 1 2 3
1| Joyoe Senior Researcher Edul X
1 | sohn Business Analyst Edul 3. X
1| Jane Research/Analyst Edul X
1 | cath Administrator Edul 0.1 X
1| rob Analyst Edul 3 X
1 | Andy Mot Stated Edul 15 X
1 | Chris Senior Researcher Edul 0.5 X X
1| James Business Analyst Edul 3 X
1 | matthew Manager Edul 4 X
1 | Barbara Team Leader Eduz 5 X
1| peter Ressarch Analyst Eduz 1 X
1 | Heather Research Analyst Eduz 0.2 X X
Senior Research
2 | Donna Advizer Jusi 15 X
2| toe Business Data Analyst Jusi E X X
Data Wwarehouse
2 | Cliff Architect Jusi 2.5 X
2 | peter Strategic Technologist Jusi 5 X X
2 | Martin Manager Jusi E X X
2 | Katy Data Modeller Jusd 1 X
2| Zoe Senior Business Adviser | Juss 1 X
2 | Jeff Application Analyst Jusz 5 X
Application
2| sally Development Manager | Jus2 X X
2| Pam Business Analyst Jus3 0.6 X
3 | Brendan Mot Stated Ind1 2 X
3 | Tomy Principal Analyst Justices 15 X X
3 | matthew | Senior Advisor Justicel 0.7 X X
3 | Grant Independent Advisor Justiced 4 X
3 | rebeoca Team Leader Justicel 0.E X X
3 | Bruce Chief Analyst Justicel 13 X
3 | angela Senior Policy Advisor Justicel 5 X
3 | Katy Legzal adviser Justice2 12 X X
3 | Jackie Administrator Justicel 0.3 X
3 | Maolly Senior Advisor Justicel 2 X X
3 | Justin Legal adviser Justicel 2.5 X
3 | John Principal Advisor Justicel 3 X
3 | mike Independent Advisor Ind2 X
3 | Diana Senior Policy Advisor Justiced X X
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Tenure in
Organisation Phase | Phase | Phase
Case | Mame Role Organisation | [years) 1 2 3
4 | Alexa Strategy Manager Healthz 1.10 X
Manager, Performance
Anthony Outoomes Healthl 15.00 X
Azhiey Programme Manager Healtha 3.50
Manager, System
4 | Bevan Performance Healthl E.DD X
Manager, Information
4 | carl B analysis Support3 4.00
4 | Charles Analyst/Programmer Healthz 0.10
4 | Chris Specialist Leader Health3 5.00
4 | Ewan Analyst Supportd 2.00
4 | Hannah performance analyst Support2 0.50
Business Imteligence
4 | lames Analyst Support3 2.00
4 | Jane Operations Manager Healthz 0.50 X
4 | Kirsten Information Analyst Supportd 2.00
4 | Mark Chief Advizor Healthi 3.00
4 | Patricia Programme Analyst Healthz 1.00
4 | Patrick Technical Lead Healthz 0.40
4 | Paul Analyst Supportl 1.00
4 | Penny Chief Advizor Healthi 16.00
4 | robin performance Analyst Support2 2.00
4 | Stephanie | Financial Analyst Support3 5.00
4 | Suzan Senior Analyst Supportl 5.00
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Appendix 9: Participant’s perceptions of knowledge

Keywords
=
3 [
= = - c B a
3 8 2| B —
K |l 2| F HEAEIRAE AR Bl s
B o 4 = - t = a
BlElsl2l5| 2 a5 B f|ala|l=] 8=
Case | Definition x 3 |H & E 5 fa] g 2 5 3 & & E £ fal
1 Undarstanding through =xperisnce and study. Expertiss i -
1 Information from & range of sowrces and is lzamed and built on owver time i i
1 The application of information to a process
The insights and condusions gained from analysing information. A continwum of data,
1 information and knowledg= 1 1
What comes after data and ipfarmatinn. Knowledgs is of broader scope incorporating contest
1 and remaving numbers while their keeping their essence 1 1 1 1 1
Contextualised information, procedures, heuristics, intuitions and modus operandi, held by
. individuals 1 1 1 1 Lle
A set of understandings or strategies about the meaningfulness of information, and the context
in which it can be used which are dynamic and mutually reinforcing and lead to better
understandings or application of practices to sobee sEnificant issves or l=am about 3 particular 1 1 1
' phenomenan.
In the context of this project. knowledge means contextual knowledge. 5o for example when
some thing unexplained and odd pops up in the data someone with knowledge can tell you the
reasan for it, or the lkely reason. Maybe it was a change in busin=ss pylss, maybe we are 1
: meaning the wrong things.
) Something to be managed in order for an onganisation to successfully adapt to change
Facts. perceptions, information known by a person and the combination of all of the abowe.
Understanding of systems — how things work. Sometimes things that can’t be written down 1 1
2 because they are difficult to desoribe —intuition.
Infanmatian of which someone i aware, has an understanding of and acts on for specific
2 purposes — such as parforming their job. 1 1 1
2 Information based on =xperience, context and fact. i i i i
) Beiing aware of information, facts etc, and knowing haw to apply them. 1 1
The insight and und=rstanding of a subject ar=a. This may be synthesizad from information and
apalysis, or modelling — with the end result that predictions or understanding of key drivers may 1 1 1
2 bee reliabdy inferred.
2 The application of information in context. 1 1
) Business experience combined with information 1
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Keywords
=
3 z
= b k-] E: E ]
3 L 2| & —
£l¢ el e HEIFIEAE AR B s
u = S £ c u 2 t| X o I
IR AEHEEEER IS
Cmce | Definition T 3 |! &5 E 5 fal o x 5 3 & & E £ fal
An understanding of how things are done, why things are fike they gz, how to go about
3 achizving objectives. 1
The ability to transfer data inte information relevant for decision and the ability to make
3 decisions that guide future acticns, using learning and =xperiznce 1 1 1 1
Information that has more than intrinsic value and is capable of being correctly applhied for
3 practical purposes. 1
A combination of factual information recalled; understanding of how things {system or machines
etc] work; understanding about how to do things, gg research; knowing where to find 1
3 information 'whao to ask.
Beiing aware of relzvant information in the area, having an idea of how to conceptualise the
3 connections and judging the relative importance of information in a particular application. 1 1
What you know about a subject matters as area of expertise.
1 1
3
A combination of information and experi=nce not necessarily documented in one place.
Enowl=dze requires ability of a person to communicate rel=vant information in context in 2 1 i i 1 1 1 i
] meaningful way so that others may use it or be able to understand it
Knowl=dge is the ability to understand, use and contextualise information.
1 1 1
3
Information leamed through research over a period of time resulting in a body of knowledge
3 remembered. 1 1 1
The st of understandings | have about the Ministry, gowvernment processes, the law — the thing
3 that giwe me @ context for this project. 1 1 1
The ability to answer questions on 3 subject ar to knowwhare to find answers.
1 1
3
A detailed understanding derived from information and experiznce
1 1
3
Understanding of the social and institutional context through which information flows
1
3
Internalised capability to take decisions and actions in @ way that may be tacit and difficult to
cadify 1 1 1 1
4 ¥
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Keywords
&
z [
= o k-] E: T o
g ) a | & -
AR .| el HE AR IR AR A AN
Bl gl .| 2| EIE e l2 | S 52| 8| a|®|E|
Cmce | Definition T 3 |! &5 E 5 fai | 2 5 3 &5 &5 E £ a
The concept of ‘knowing’, =g howa system works, what cause and affect relationship are trus=
2 2tc 1
Information that | possess on the subject as an individual or the ability to know where it exists
2 and find it. Some of it comes with experience and from reasoning s kills. 1 1 1 1
How information is used to understand problems and inform dedsion, change behaviours. L L L
4
Information gained through =xperience and intuition. Not information in the t=ral sense. . . .
4
Effective use of information, do something with the information
1
4
The application of information in context with a wider awareness of relative ssues . L
4
Things that | hawe learmed and experieanced, am aware of and understand. . . . .
4
Interpretation of the information. added value and analysis on information.
1
4
A person’s application of experiznces to enable them to communicate and problem sobee. . . .
4
The ability to apply =xperi=ntial leaming and reseanch to information to inform reasoning, =g to
apply an understanding of the lack of data ar quality und =rlying information to craate 1 1 1 1
4 judgements as to @ range of possible meanings.
Knowl=dge is personal, in that no two people will 2ver have the same degres of knowledge. ks
mare than just formal leaming. =xperiznce and life should be taken into acoount. Knowledge is 1 1 1 1
4 for sharing.
Anything you can contribute which will develop someone else’s understanding or skills.
1 1 1
4
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Appendix 10: Examples of Case 1 survey data

1 often learn more from an informal chat than
throuzh a formal meeting

Agres MWeutral  Dizagres MR

The more familiar 1 am with a team member the
more likely | am to communicate with them face-

0% to-face
60%
50%
1]
B aok
2
o 30% -
=
0%
lm | I I
m m
Agres meutral  Dizagres MR
Email communications help establish trust
TO%
60%
50%
B am
g
o 30H
1
20% -
10% | l
o% -

Meutral  Dizsagres MR
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Res poree

This project's ICT tools are effective

Agres Mewtral Dizagres MR

Resporse

This project would benefit from a wider range of
technologies being available

45%
40%
5%
30

25%
0%
15% -
10% -
5% -
o -

heutral Dizagres

Resporse

My parent organisation places a strong emphais on
using technology toshare information

P .-_

Agres heutral Dizagres
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Res porse

Trust levels in this project are above average

0%

=0 -
a% -
0% -
0% 4
1% -
. L l_

heutral Dizagres

Resporse

The culture of this group is different to the culture of
MYy CWn Organisation
35%

30%
25%
20%
15%
m-i E
%
o

Neutral Dizagree
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Appendix 11: Case 1 Clique Analysis (from UCINET)

File | Edit Format View Help

CLIQUES

Minimum Set Size: 3
Input dataset: frequency data (C:‘\Users\5ally\Desktop.2010 PHD\Thesis docs\SECOND DRAFT\ANALYSIS\Within Case Analysis\Case 1\5NA\frequency data)

3 cliques found.

1: andy John matthew Rob
2: Andy chris rob
3: Barbara John matthew

clique Participation Scores: Prop. of clique members that each node is adjacent to

And:
Barbara
cath
chris
Heather
James
Jane
John
Jo%ce
matthew
Peter
Rrob

1
0
0
0.
0.
0.
0.
1.
0.
1.
0
1

HooococoooHoOR

000 0.667

Actor-by-actor clique Co-Membership matrix

o
-
R

E ST

o

2

m

&
NOROHOOOROOM
cororHOoOOOORO
NOHOHOOOROON

Running time: 00:00:01
UCINET 6.258 copyright (c) 1992-2009 Analytic Technologies
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Appendix 12: Examples of Case 2 survey data

Team members are actively encouraged to share their
knowledze
100%
B0 -
[+l
B s0H
2
o A0 o
s
20% -
| d
Agres Meutral Dizagres N/
Response Type
| often learn more from an informal chat thanthrough a
formal meeting
100%
B0
[+ 1]
B s0H
2
a0k
1
20% -
. M =
Meutral Dizagres N/R
Response Type
The more familiar 1 am with 2 team member the more
likely 1 am to communication with them face-to-face
100%
B4
g e0% -
2
L
. H N
D% .
Meutral Dizagres MN/R
Response Type
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It is difficult to develop good working relationships

without face-to-face contact
100%
B0
B e
=
I k%
. j L
m .
Meutral Dizagres
Response Type
Email communications help establish trust
100
B0%
[+ 1]
B &0k
=i
I A% -
M _ .
o% - -
Meutral Dizagres MfR
Response Type
Trust levels in this team are above average
100%
B0%
£ eo%
2
I aok%
- 'ZI -
m -
Meutral Dizagres MfR
Response Type
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The culture of this team is different tothe cultture of my

W Drganisation
1003
B
B 50% -
=
3 aok
- N
o%
Neutral Dizzgres MR
Response Type
The dynamics of the team are dependent on one or 3
few individuzls within the team
1003
B
B oso%
o
g ao% -
20
o

neutral Dizagres

Response Type
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Appendix 13: Examples of Case 3 survey data

The more familiar | am with 3 team member the more
likehy 1| am to communicate with them face-to-face
=0k
B0
ToH
(L] ﬂ:ﬂ'ﬁ 7
B sow -
B aom -
L= 1)
o= m -
20% -
P |
o -
Agres Meutral Dizagres MR
There are a range of technologies available for use in
this project
E0%
To%
0%
d  50% o
=
a2 40
2 308 -
20%
10%
ol
Meutral Dizagres MSR
This project would benefit from a wider range of
technology
0%
50%
w0
=
a2 30k
O
= 20%
10%
o5 _j
Meutral Dizagres
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Trust levels in this team are above average

o

& i

8

n i

1

Agres Meutral  Disagres
The cutture in this team is different tothe culture of
MYy COWn Organisation

]

@ i

| I

n i

1

Meutral  Disagres MR
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Appendix 14: Example of Case 3 SNA centrality & cjue data

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

- ]
| in outdegree.tut - Motepad E@lﬁ |
File Edit Format View Help - |
FREEMAN'S DEGREE CENTRALITY MEASURES “
Diagonal valid? NO
Model: ASYMMETRIC
Input dataset: binary (C:\Users‘\5ally'\Desktop' 2010 PHD“Thesis docsSECOND DRAFT\ANALYSI

1 2 3 4

outDegree InDegree NFmOutDeg NrmInDeg

1 Mean 6. 000 6. 000 46.154 46,154
2 std Dev 2.478 3.645 19.065 28,038
3 sum 84,000 84,000 646.154 646,154
4 Variance 6.143 13.286 363.483 7B6.137
5 550 590. 000 690. 000 34911. 242 40828.402
6 MCS5Q 86. 000 186.000 5088. 758 11005.917
7 EUC Norm 24,290 26. 268 186. B46 202,060
& Minimum 3. 000 1.000 23.077 7.692
9 mMaximum 11.000 13.000 B4.615 100.000

Network Centralization (Outdegree) = 41.420% I

Network Centralization (Indegree) = 57.988%

Actor-by-centrality matrix saved as dataset FreemanDegree

Running time: 00:00:01
Copyright (c) 2002-92 analytic Technologies

Fl| . 3

ile Edit Format View Help
input dataset: binary (c:\usersisally\Desktop\2010 pHD\Thesis docs'\SECOND DRAFT\ANALYSIS\within Case analysis\case 3\sma‘\binary)

8 cligues found.

Diana Grant Tony

Grant Justin Tony

Jackie Mike Tony

Jackie Molly Tony

mike Rebecca Tony

Brendan Jackie Matthew Mike
erendan Jackie Matthew mMolly
Brendan Mike Rebecca

cligue Participation scores: prop. of clique members that each node is adjacent o

Angela 0.333 0.333 0.333 0.333 ©.333 0.000 0.000 0.000
Brendan 0.323 0,233 0,667 0.667 0.667 1,000 1,000 1.000
sruce 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
piana 1.000 0.667 0.333 0.333 0.333 0.000 0,000 0.000
Grant 1.000 1.000 0.333 0.333 0.333 0.250 0.250 0.333
Jackie ©.333 0.333 1.000 1.000 0.667 1.000 1.000 0.667
John ©.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 ¢.000 0.250 0.250 0.333
Justin 0.667 1.000 0.333 0.333 0.333 0.250 0.250 0.000
aty 9.000 0,000 0,333 0.333 0,000 0,250 0.250 0.000
Matthew 0.000 0.333 0.667 0.667 0.333 1.000 1.000 0.667
ike ©.333 0.333 1.000 0.667 1.000 1.000 0.750 1.000
Molly 0.333 0.333 0.667 1.000 0.333 0.750 1.000 0.333
Rebecca 0.333 0,322 0.667 0.323 1.000 0,500 0.250 1.000
ony 1.000 1.000 1,000 1.000 1.000 0, 500 0.500 0.667

Actor-by-Actor Clique Co-Membership matrix

11111

12345678901 4
ABBDGIJIKMMMRT

1 Angela 000000000000 O00
2Brendan 03000200022110
3 Bruce 00000000000000
4 Diana 00011000000001
5 Grant 0001200100000 2
6 Jackie 02000400022202
& John 000000000000 QO0
8 Justin 00001001000001
-l Kat 00000000000000
l0mMatthew 02000¢200021100
11 Mi 0200020001402 2
12 moll 01000200010201
13 Rebecca 01000000002 021
T 0012202002115

Running time: 00:00:0L
output generated: 19 mMay 10 14:39:17
UCINET 6.258 Copyright (c) 1992-2009 Analytic Technologies
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Appendix 15: Examples of Case 4 survey data

Erail communications help establish trust

50%
0%
ﬁ 30% -
2
2 20% -
10% -
m -
Meutral Diz3gres
This project's technolozies are effective
S0%

Res porse

m]ll-_

Meutral Dis3gres

The culture in this team is different tothe culture of
My oM Drganisation
TO%
B0% -
50%
B a0% -
=N
o 30% -
(13
20%
- -
o - -_
Agree Meutral Dizagres
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Appendix 16: Frequency of Communication/Proximity

121

31

Frequency of Interaction

Case 2

Cased

Ha@w B a0 URY] 555

10

Yo B alloU )] adopy

Hao BEallD

[l

ABp B a0 U B U0

10

AEpEEMO

Case 3

H oo B a0 UR]] 555

JaEn B 330U Byl a0y

Hao BEalg

AEP B 30U B auopy

47

AEpEEMO

Hoow B a0 U] 555

12

16 | 18

Yo B alloU )] adopy

2

Hao BEallD

"

ABp B 30U B U0y

]

AEpEEMO

Case 1

H oo B a0 UR]] 555

H o B alloU Bl alopy

Haow Balg

[l

AEP B 30U B auopy

AEpEEMO

Physical Proximity

Same floor of same building
Different floor same

building

Different building
Different city
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Appendix 17: Examples of cross-case analysis data

Im mvy organisation there is a strong emphasis on using technology
to share information

.--_

Meutral Dizagres

Techmology makes it easier to share information

Meutral Dizagres MfR

It is difficult for individual organisational cultures to be merged
within a single team

45%

35%

30%
25%
209
15%
10

0%

Meutral Disagres
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Appendix 18: Generic Knowledge Sharing Barriers

Keywords
= =
e g 5
[=] = E
Q o W s ]
alao| e o | = @
HELR ¢ $12| |z
w | = 2 s B 3 2 £ s ™
5 - = = o = o a = =
HEl5|8| % £ |5 |g a | 5|5|z|E
= % = S %) c = = = = ¥} = =} "
m = = [=] = 7l =5 [¥] = m “= n
- m ] = .E' (] u a o = = ; c w
Zlo|&|le|=]| 2 El = |8|a|e - | E(2(3|=]|5
s |E|le|ls|E|8| E| e |S| 8 |8|e|5|E| ¢ |B|IE|S|2|5
. g2 Ea o E B2 =) E £ E 2 T | B | = = T = E = | © g
ID Barrier E | 2|&|5|5|&]| 8 |F |&£| & |£|f|8|=|& |E|8|&|8|a
Al Sign off from senicr management to share information 1
AZ Poor communication 1
Lack of project structure 1
Unclear terms of reference 1
Lack of communication 1
A3 Individual unwillingness to share 1
Mot using sharad information tools 1
A4 Knowing who knows what
Timea pressures 1
A5 Knowledge is power attitude 1 1
Selfishness 1
Intractability 1
AB Incompetant or self-serving management 1
llogicalfirrational decision making 1
Overly-rigid bureaucratic processes 1 1
AB Time pressures (lack of time to engage with others) 1
Constant deadlines for reactive requests, meaning urgency comes before
importance 1
A9 Lack of physical proximity 1
CEOs telling you you're not allowed to share even when you've got an
agreament in place 1
Lack of support from management 1
Al Prioritisation - when different members of the group prioritise sharing
differently 1
Time 1
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Keywords
= 2
£ g &
£t s £
Q o | @ s ) E
a1 o o o | & [
@ a3 c W o | ¥ =
&L 2|12 8| < = |5 2 |55 -
w ® | = o o | 2 o | e [
5 | & = =4 o = E
B | £ = o = = S| E o S| ®B|=>| &
s 8|2 8| S c (2 (. R = T = ™
m - = =] - w = ("} — o = wn
= m | 9 c .E' o vl [ o 3 c ] = ]
Elo | &|le| = = £ = o | e | o El2al=|8
e« |E|2|®@|S| 8| E o= T 2| e|5|8| ¢« |2|E B (g | L
. £ Sl |5 w | g E E a S |2 |5 o = E|E |35 ;
ID Barrier e | 2|l&|=|6|&]| 8 |F |&£| & |£|f|8|=|& |£|8|&|&|<
B1 Knowing who knows what 1
Trusting enough to share 1
Having encugh time together 1
B2 Lack of trust 1
Access to appropriate technologies 1
Varying degrees of individual commitment 1
Varying degrees of organisational commitment 1 1
B3 Individual's reluctance to share knowledge with people from another
organisation who they don't know well 1
Availability of individuals 1
Technological compatibility 1
B4 Coemmunication (inconsistent/lack of) 1
BS Individual willingness to share 1
Ignorance of how information will be used by others 1
BG Unwillingness ta share 1
Individual levels of competency and expertise 1
BT Individual's level of commitment 1
Lack of recognition for sharing 1
B2 Issues of confidentiality 1
Competition, not wanting to provide others who could be seen as competitions
for information 1
Jargon and acrenyms 1
BS Poor communication 1
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Keywords

Barrier

Trust

Identity

Shared Language

Manage ment Support

Organisational support

Project Governance

Communication

Proximity

Power/Control

Project Structure

Team Design

Culture

Norms

Shared Purpose

Infrastructure/Tools

Communication Channel

Bureaucracy

Social/Informal Networks

Awareness

C1

Lack of time to explore ideas with others

= |Time

Knowing who knows what

=

Building trust amongst team members

c2

Teo busy working on day-to-day stuff

Mot knowing other's skills, knowledge

Mot knowing other's expectations

Cc3

Poor technology

Physical separation of team members

Lack of trust between team members

c4

Knowing who knows what

Establishing trust

C6

Mot knowing what someone knows

Rebuffs from attempts to share knowledge

Time to circulate ideas

c7

Team members don't gel

Lack of understanding about key cutcomes

Egos

ca

Different agendas and loyalties (individual & organisational)

Communication - vital to work together under one roof

Commitment of individuals

Too many technical skills, not enough relationship building skill

Patch protection

Misinterpratation of information based on preconceptions
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Keywords
= 2
£ g &
£t s £
Q o | @ s ) E
a1 o o o | & 7]
g3 2|8 g SR =
® | @ = g s = S 2 | & = I
3 = c ] = = i} I Q LS E
ap | S 5 o - = o (=5 = =1 = =
sl g|lS|8] 8 & | &3 S|ele|8|e|n
= m | 9 c .E' o vl [ o 3 c ] = ]
Zlz|B|2|g| 2 El T |gle|le s | E|2|R|S|E
« |E|le|&e|S|8| E| e |2| & |28|e|5|E| 2 |B|E|S|=|2
. S | §|=|5|®|g| 5§ | |8| 2 |2|s|€|5|=|£|5/5|3|¢E&
ID Barrier - |2|&|=|c|&]| & = e | & | £]|&8|8|=z| & || 8 |&[R]|=
10 Lack of trust 1
Lack of physical proximity to team members 1
Lack of technology 1
c11 Trust 1
Clarity about individual roles 1
Clarity about shared agenda 1
Time 1
C12 Trust 1
Perscnality clashes 1
Cc13 Teo little time for sharing 1
Synthesising knowledge from different sources 1
Understanding perspectives of othars 1
C14 Shared context 1
Incentives for sharing 1
D1 Knowing the right people with the right information 1
D2 Knowing who knows what 1
D3 Distance 1
Lack of time 1
Worried about what might happen to information 1
D4 Ability to handle large incongruent information sets 1
D5 Trust 1
Conflict of interests 1
D6 Individual agendas as opposed to group agenda 1
Lack of open communication 1
Low levels of trust 1
Ensuring participants feel they are part of a team 1
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o7 Lack of trust 1
Lack of transparency 1
D& Lack of time 1
Mot agreeing shared purpose and objectives upfrant 1
D39 Distrust 1
Insufficient level of commitment from individuals 1
Insufficient oppertunities to share, most effective through informal settings
1
D10 Lack of trust 1
Poor relationship building 1 1
D11 Trust 1
Time 1
D12 Different organisational agendas 1
Herd mentality 1
D13 Trust 1
Perceived value and payback for sharing 1
Competition from others 1
D14 Fear of losing face or contral of information 1 1
D15 Lack of trust 1
Mo sense of belonging 1
Ineffective delegation 1
Dl6 Unwillingness to share - knowledge is power syndrome 1
Lack of trust 1
Different organisational cultures 1
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D17 Helding information for power 1
Some team mambers not included 1
D18 Project team skillset & expertise 1
Poor communication 1
Poor team design 1
D13 Aspiring to gain power and control of members, processes, outputs
1
Poor communication 1
Lack of knowladge or skills (individual) 1
D20 Trust 1
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