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Abstract

Despite its strategic importance, organizational memory remains under developed in public
sector organizations. Research has shown that the private sector organizations have a better
grasp on knowledge management concepts and practices than the public sector organizations.
This study reported the findings of a quantitative investigation of organizational memory
practices within the office (secretariat) of the Ethiopian Parliament. Under a quantitative
research approach, a single case study design was used to encourage participants to share
their view about knowledge acquisition, retention, storage and sharing practices within their
organization. The study was based on a survey data from 156 respondents of multi-unit
organization that were mainly from the research and development, Human Resource,
procurement and finance, general service, legislative, public relations and IT departments.
The result suggested that HoOPR do not have a systematic way of managing both individual
and organizational knowledge. Overall, this indicates that HoPR do not have a planned
organizational memory practices and the organizational memory management enablers such
as organizational infrastructure, organizational culture and organizational support are not in
such a way to foster organizational memory practices. This study is one of the first to

empirically test proposals with regard to the concept of organizational memory.

Key words: Memory, Knowledge, Organizational Memory, OM, Knowledge

Management, KM, Ethiopian Parliament.
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Chapter One
Introduction

1.1 Background of the Study

Organizational memory (here after referred to as OM) has existed as long as organizations
have. The notion of OM has been discussed for over a quarter of a century and it has received a
great deal of attention from researchers across a wide range of disciplines, such as Organization
Theory, Psychology, Sociology, Communication Theory, and Information Systems (Argote,
2013; Casey and Olivera, 2011; Hodgkinson and Healey, 2008). The concept of OM emerged
out of the notion that organizations need to use past and present knowledge in collective and
individual decisions and actions in order to do projections to the future. To do this, organizations
need to preserve present knowledge and identify gaps that must be addressed through learning
(Kransdorff, 1998).

Through OM, managers are able to derive the historical perspective that help shape their
visions of the organizational future, and aid them in understanding the context of decision in the
present. According to Stein (1995), any established organization today is very different from the
same organization before a couple of decades or so, yet many essential characteristics remain so
that the organization is still itself, for better or worse. The persistence of organizational features
suggests that organizations have the means to retain and transmit information or knowledge from
past to future members of the social system. In line with his account, there are three major
reasons to explore OM in more detail: (i) memory is a rich figure of speech that provides insight
into organizational life; (ii)) OM is embedded in other management theories; and (iii)) OM is

relevant to management practices.



Another reason to extend our understanding of OM is that it has long since worked its way
into management theory (Stein, 1995). As a management concept, OM relates the dialectics of
learning versus unlearning, human resources versus information technologies, and is essential to
planning, communicating, decision-making and information processing in organizations. Finally,
we need to intensify our understanding of OM because the topic is relevant to management
practices for a reason that memory management is a daily activity at most organizations (Stein,
1995).

According to literature, building OM involves three steps (Stein, 1995). First, executives
need to determine which experiences are worth remembering and learning from. They should
target activities of the greatest strategic importance. Second, they need to provide structures and
environments that encourage individuals and groups to reflect on and share what they have
learned from their experiences. Successful approaches used by organizations include after action
reviews, peer reviews, collaboration, and communities of practice. Finally, management needs to
embed the lessons learned and experiences into information repositories, work processes and
support systems. Methods include databases, data warehouse, intranet sites, and online
communities. Through these actions, executives ensure that knowledge is not only abstracted
from experience but also effectively put into operations.

In order for OM to be useful and effective for an organization, it is necessary that the
organization need to tailor its strategy to the creation of a favorable environment that fosters and
encourages collaboration and the sharing of knowledge, ideas, experiences and relevant
information among its members (Schein, 1996). OM works best in an organizational culture that
encourages knowledge sharing and reuse. Organizations whose culture does not support

knowledge sharing need to manage expectations of the benefits of OM and OMS while they



undertake actions to change the culture to one that supports sharing. This takes time and effort
and tends to require a top down approach. It is also important to ensure that the Information
System (IS) supporting its processes facilitates both acquisition and retention and the
dissemination of this knowledge in the organization (Perez and Ramos, 2013).

In general, the processes of OM can have a significant effect on the functioning of the
organization. According to Carley, (1992) and Stein, (1995), every time an organization re-
structures itself, the contents of its OM are affected. Similarly, turnover of personnel results in
loss of the human component of an OM, which can have a significant effect on the performance
of the organization. When people depart, they leave spaces in existing networks of social in-
teraction and take with them important knowledge and experience accumulated over many years
(Carley, 1992; Stein, 1995). Similarly, when experts leave, the cost to the organization is even
greater because it takes years of education, training, and experience to make one. Loss of such
kind of knowledge could challenge the achievements and the overall performances of the
organization, and have an impact on cultural norms and values.

In summary, a better understanding of OM can assist officials and managers in framing and
solving problems associated with the retention and utilization of organizational knowledge
within their organizations beyond the limited support provided by contemporary information
technologies (Stein, 1995).

1.2 Public Organizations and their Characteristics

According to Finger and Brand, (1999), public organizations are defined as legal entities that
provide services to the general public on behalf of the government whose operation is subject to
various forms of control and regulations imposed by the government and sanctioned by the

general public. In effect, all institutions established by law or by constitutions, which are



involved in the process of government, can be termed as public organizations. But, they do differ
in a number of ways from private organizations. For private organizations, profit-making and
efficiency improvement are their main concerns, whereas public organizations encounter
distinctive normative pressures during the course of their operations. This is because the
government is a politicized organization with the satisfaction of the interests of different
stakeholders as its top priority (Finger and Brand, 1999). Public organizations, compared with
private enterprises, have the following characteristics which may hinder individual desire for
OM and OL, as presented by LaPalombara, (2000).

Purposes and goals: Public organizations are vastly different from private enterprises in terms
of their goals and purposes. Their goals are sometimes vague, diffused or even paradoxical with
each other, because the functions performed by a government are so diverse and wide-ranging
covering different social aspects and satisfying different interest groups (LaPalombara, 2000).
Accountability: As mentioned above, public sector officials are accountable to a variety of
individuals and constituencies, and their actions are always subject to the governance by a
number of laws, constitutions, administrative regulations, judicial decisions and executive orders.
Moreover, pretty all of them are under continuous scrutiny from outsiders, including the mass
media all the time. This means the actions of all public officials are constrained by external and
internal rules and limitations (Rainey and Milward, 1981). Their agendas are essentially
normative and rarely based on the consideration of increasing efficiency.

Autonomy: In addition, the issue of multiple accountabilities implies that the public
organizations are less autonomous than private businesses (Levin and Sanger, 1994). This is

attributed to the following points. One being the formal chain of command is more complex and



the other being the informal influences from political parties and other parties often affects the
environment in these organizations.

Orientation to action: Compared to private enterprises, the actions of public organizations tend
to be reactive rather than proactive. Conservatism, rather than taking risk, and this is their modal
orientation for action. Such kind of conservatism grows out of the fact that these public
organizations are more traditional and institutionalized than private ones. There are many
examples showing the efforts to reform these organizations often fail (Destler, 1981).
Environment: Since the atmosphere of public organizations is very normative, the enactment of
a single policy relies on careful manipulation of both internal and external environmental forces.
People inside public organizations should learn how they can overcome the various kinds of

constraints described above (LaPalombara, 2000).
1.3 Organizational Memory in Context

An organization’s ability to remember and learn from its past or its ability to use its OM has
been around for centuries as a means of learning, exchanging and accumulating knowledge to
help them realize their objectives. Moreover, well organized, accurate and timely available
information becomes a necessity for every organization to achieve its goals. On top of this,
getting this well organized, long-lasting and accurate information and operationally relevant
knowledge at the required time and place is sometimes difficult, if at all possible. In such a
situation, it is deemed necessary to put in a place up-to-the-minute OM that lets preservation of
organizational heritage and make it accessible to the members of the organization in particular
and to the general public in general. With regard to this notion, the organization under
investigation, owns infrastructures that provide general ICT services to its staff members and

customers through its datacenter that hosts many physical servers dedicated and optimized to



different services. The list of services include internet, intranet, web portal, live audio recording,
ERP, etc. However, the infrastructure is not in such a way to support reuse of organization’s
experience. Besides, there is lack of training and development programs that help acquire new
knowledge and information that can then be reinforced through OM. Employees are far less
likely to leave if there is training and development program or other educational opportunities
within the organization (Chen and Edgington, 2005). In addition to this, OM practices pertaining
to motivating and encouraging employees towards sharing, acquiring and reusing knowledge are
at their minimal. The author, therefore, believes that a lot need to done surrounding this area.

Owing to the above discussion, investigating the office (secretariat) of Ethiopian Parliament
from this perspective is worth mentioning and there are a couple of issues that need to be
addressed for the effective adoption of OM as identified as follows: For one thing, currently,
there is a high rate of employee turnover that accounts for about a considerable amount (5.7% in
2010 E.C., 15.0% in 2009 E.C., and 11.9% in 2008 E.C.) of the total workforce which makes it
difficult to embed and leverage intellectual capital. Secondly, there is a general lack of OM best
practices.

Starting from its inception to date, the Parliament of the country has been going through
different forms and producing different information contents as output of its activities and
processes. These information contents have never been given due attention and the researcher no
longer assumes that nobody will be able to gain access to such information contents unless some
urgent measures are taken. To ensure that these information contents survive, these
organizational assets must be supported with best OM practices. Based on the above account, it
is pretty easy to imagine the difficulty facing the office (secretariat) of the Parliament concerning

the loss of operationally relevant knowledge through employee turnover and retirements added to



lack of OM best practices. In order to deal with the loss of this operationally relevant knowledge,
OM is said to play a vital role. These core issues are, therefore, placing real and pressing
demands on the office (secretariat) of the Parliament to think critically and act towards building
robust OM. In this context, this research, therefore, aims to identify and address the core tone of
these problems specifically through the identification of critical OM initiative (OMI) areas of the
organization into a well-structured and coherent OM implementation framework. The reasons for
choosing this organization as the subject of study were that 1) it is a public organization; 2) there

is a new OM initiative; and 3) the ease of access to resources and facilities.
1.4 Statement of the Problem

Organizations of the present and future will live in an environment where the business
landscape is continuously changing. In the currently emerging knowledge society, information or
knowledge is seen as the most important success factor. Similar to the significance of
technologies and mechanical machineries during the industrial period, the continuous creation
and renewal of innovative ideas, as well as the management of existing bodies of tacit and exlicit
knowledge will play a pivotal role in the future organization’s performance. The creation,
acquisition and retention of knowledge as well as its efficient utilization is becoming the most
important aspect of maintaining and archieving organizations heritage.

In an organization where there is lack of proper KM, two main problems are more likely to
be encountered: one being OM loss and the other being brain drain (Stein, 1995). OM loss occurs
when the same department or division fails to remember the knowledge it gained from previous
activities or experiences like the case of NASA which has lost the knowledge of its first mission
to moon and admitted that all its work had to be redone (Hall and Raffaele, 2013). Other cases,

as explained by Davenport, (1998) include the case of Ford and its efforts to rebuild its



successful Taurus design, which no body remembered and there were no records available and
the case of Russian venture to build a new tractor factory in Russia and approached international
harvester who has done the same, some 20 years back, and found that nobody had any clue
regarding the old project. Thus, organizations tend to reinvent the wheel every time a new, yet in
many ways, similar project or activity is undertaken. This also means that the organization will
repeat the same mistake, given that it has not learned from previous experiences (Coffey and
Hoffman 2003; Pollitt, 2000; Tuomi, 1995; Walsh and Ungson, 1991). Hence, the statement of
George Santayana which goes like “Those who cannot remember the past are condemned to
repeat it. "On the other hand, brain drain, occurs whenever valuable knowledge resources are lost
with employees leaving the organization due to a number of reasons (Al-Ali, 2003).

Up on consulting literatures, the researcher managed to see that there are different outlooks
of OM that gave rise to different schools of thoughts. Literatures on OM hold many varying, and
occasionally competing, definitions. Little, however, rests on pragmatic examinations of OM
within a context of use, even though there have been repeated calls for such types of studies.
Walsh and Ungson (1991), for example, assert that “Despite the general use of the term OM, it is
not clear that we have understood the concept or its implications for the management of
organizations.” Though, Walsh and Ungson do distinguish a number of general components of
OM, their paper is more of theoretical. Similarly, other papers concerned about OM also theorize
it at a very grand scale, not relying on experiential data. Huber (1990), for example, argues that
OM support would be useful, but the papers do not distinguish clearly what constitutes OM.

What is more, most studies of OM have largely focused on the technology systems designed
to replace human and paper-based memory systems. Some of these studies (Ackerman, 1994 and

Morrison, 1993) have examined memory systems in use, but the studies have been often based



on the assumptions of organizations or organizational tasks. More importantly, the studies have
been limited to particular systems, and these systems are often prototypes. The lack of empirical
examinations of OM is unfortunate in that the literatures so far have not yet empirically
examined how OM is related to its enablers. The need for systematic work to examine OM is
even more pressing than for many other organizational concepts. However, as it is argued above,
OM as a theoretical concept must result initially from studies within an organizational setting;
that is, within a context of everyday use.

Despite its strategic importance, organizational memory remains under developed in public
sector organizations. Research has shown that the private sector establishments have better
understanding on knowledge management concepts and practices than public sector
organizations (Marsh, 2016). Hence, most of the initiatives that have been undertaken both
locally and globally in the area of OM are on private and financial sectors. As it is stated above,
OM has been a long-running area of concern in the study of private sector organizations, and it is
here that the defining concepts of the literature came from. It is a much more recent theme in the
study of public sector organizations.

Given the internal and external challenges facing public sector organizations, the processes
and systems associated with knowledge management could serve as a resource for performance
improvement and greater level of effectiveness and efficiency. Public sector organizations are no
exception as they have been facing increasing pressures to change from both external and
internal factors (Finger and Brand, 1999). However, as it is noted in the background, the
environment of public sector organizations is very normative where investigations are under
careful manipulation of both internal and external environmental forces (Levin and Sanger,

1994). Hence, literature on the aspect of OM in public organizations is still under-developed



(Ferdinand, 2004), and a pragmatic study needs to be done (Vince, 2000).In conclusion, OM
gained less attention in the public sector organizations and there is a clear dearth in existing
researches on this topic.

Therefore, this study derives its impetus and motivation through an established void in the
literature that lacks implementation practicality as far as OM is concerned. Moreover, there are a
couple of issues that need to be treated from such perspectives concerning the organization under
investigation. For one thing, currently, there is a high rate of employee turnover that accounts for
about a considerable amount of the total workforce which makes it difficult to embed and
leverage intellectual capital which in turn requires capturing tacit knowledge from employees
leaving the organization. According to Stein (1995), a major threat to OM is personnel turnover,
for much of the information generated within an organization is stored within the people in the
organization. Carley (1992) also finds, within the context of her simulation model, where there is
no repository knowledge other than personnel, that turnover leads to a reduction in OM.
Secondly, there is a general lack of OM best practices. According to Atwood (2002), the
challenges facing any organization that intends to implement an OM are difficult to transcend.
There are a few examples of organizations that have implemented successful OM and there are
no prescriptive approaches that define how to develop an efficient and effective OM. In the
words of Atwood (2002), this should not be surprising since each organization is unique, so must
each organizational memory system (OMS) be unique. The challenges may be common, but the
solutions must be unique. Hence, the role of OM in public sector organizations has not received
much attention in the literature.

This study is one such empirical examination that is based on a single case study within the

organizational setting which aimed at investigating the extent to which the office (secretariat) of
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Ethiopian Parliament has adopted OM in order to retain the knowledge of its employees and

share it with others.
1.5Research Questions

In this study, the researcher, in the course of his investigation, intends to answer the
following research questions:
RQ1: What are the personal barriers towards organizational memory within the office
(secretariat) of Ethiopian Parliament?
RQ2: What are the infrastructural barriers in building organizational memory within the office
(secretariat) of Ethiopian Parliament?
RQ3: What are the cultural barriers in building organizational memory within the office
(secretariat) of Ethiopian Parliament?
RQ4: What are the challenge(s) in building organizational memory within the office (secretariat)

of Ethiopian Parliament?

1.6 Research Objectives

1.6.1 General Objective

The purpose of this research work is to assess organizational memory practices within the
office (secretariat) of Ethiopian Parliament.

1.6.2 Specific Objectives

With the aim of achieving the general objective of this study, the following specific
objectives are identified:

— identify the challenges with respect to organizational memory within the office

(secretariat) of Ethiopian Parliament.
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— identify the cultural barriers towards organizational memory within the office
(secretariat) of Ethiopian Parliament.

— identify the infrastructural barriers towards organizational memory within the office
(secretariat) of Ethiopian Parliament.

— identify the personal barriers towards organizational memory within the office
(secretariat) Ethiopian Parliament.

— forward recommendations towards organizational memory to the organization under

investigation
1.7 Scope and Limitation

This study aimed at investigating OM practices within the office (secretariat) of Ethiopian
Parliament. Due to time and financial constraints, like most studies, this study is also confined to

the office (secretariat) of Ethiopian Parliament.
1.8 Variables used and their definition

Knowledge: knowledge is the capacity with which one thinks creatively, interprets the available
information and act up on it. It is a human act and the result of thinking (Beijerse, 2000).
Knowledge Management (KM) is a systematic, organized, explicit and deliberate ongoing
process of creating, disseminating, applying, renewing and updating the knowledge for achieving
organizational objectives (Pillannia, 2007).

Memory is “the faculty of retaining and recalling things past and it is associated primarily with
individuals” (American Heritage Dictionary, 1969).

Organizational Memory (OM): is concerned about storage of all knowledge pertaining to an
organization and in its most basic sense, it refers to stored information from an organization's

history that can be brought to bear on present decisions (Walsh and Ungson, 1991).
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Organizational Culture (OC): Culture is defined as “a learned way of perceiving, thinking, and
feeling about problems that is transmitted in the members of organization” (Schein, 1984, as
cited in Ungson and Walsh, 1991). Organizational culture is a set of norms and values which
collectively guide and influence the behavior of employees in an organization (Smith et al.
2003).

Infrastructural Support (IS): The extent of use of information and communication technology
tools (ICT) such as internet, intranet, ERP, Web portals, inventory management systems,
information systems, data base management systems etc. (Gold et al, 2001; Lee and Choi, 2003).
Knowledge Acquisition (KA): Knowledge acquisition is a process of seeking and acquiring
relevant knowledge from external sources and creating new knowledge by combining it with
internal know-how for better product and service (Chen, 2007).

Knowledge Creation (KC): It is the process of creating new knowledge from knowledge
obtained from outside and within the organization by applying internal know-how (Holsapple,
2001). It 1s also a technique of transforming knowledge into a form that is suitable for
assimilation or internalization in the organization’s context and it is considered to be an
immediate process after KC in KM.

Knowledge Storage (KST): It is a process of accumulating and documenting the available
organizational knowledge and acquired knowledge for future use and reference (Lawson, 2003)
Knowledge Sharing (KS): is a process of bidirectional flow of knowledge between individuals,
groups, individual and group, between the external environments and the organizations at large

(Friesl, 2011; Al-Gharibeh, 2011; Argote and Ingram, 2000).
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Knowledge Dissemination (KD): refers to the human processes and technical infrastructures
that make embodied knowledge available to the people and identify who to use a particular body
of knowledge within an organization (Armbrecht et al., 2001).

Organizational Support (OS): refers to supports such as involvement of the management in
providing the necessary infrastructure, facilities, funds, formulating a suitable OM strategies and
creating a conductive environment towards OM processes and practices (Davenport et al, 1998;

Liebowitz and Beckman, 1998).
1.9 Significance of the Study

This study aimed at assessing OM practices of the office (secretariat) of Ethiopian Parliament
and it is supposed to have the following contributions. First of all, the result of this research work
will help the organization under investigation in promoting OM practices into a well-structured
and coherent one. Secondly, it can be applied to other similar public sector organizations with or
without modifications. Thirdly, future researchers or students may find it helpful in carrying out
further research in this area and it will also serve as reference material for students, managers or
organizations. Finally, it will have an educational significance to the scientific community in

general and to the field of Information Science in particular.
1.10 Thesis Structure

This is a section that outlines the structure of this thesis. This study is organized into five
chapters. The first chapter describes background of the study, statement of the problem, research
questions, general and specific objectives, scope and limitation, significance of the study, study
variables and outline for the composition of the thesis. The second chapter is devoted to literature
review about OM, KM and related concepts followed by a detail review of OM. The third

chapter describes the actions to be taken to investigate the research problem and the rationale for
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the application of procedures or techniques used to identify, select, process, and analyze data
applied to understand the problem, thereby, allowing the reader to critically evaluate the study’s
overall validity and reliability. The fourth chapter deals with data analysis, interpretation and
presentation of the results. Last but not least, the fifth chapter discusses the conclusion about the

current study, recommendation for future studies and managerial implications.
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Chapter Two
Literature Review

2.1 Theoretical Framework

Nowadays, information has become the power of every organization and means for its day to
day activities and development process. The progresses made by human civilization could not be
achieved without transfer of Knowledge from generation to generation. Even though oral
knowledge transfer cannot be neglected, man kind used primarily written documents to preserve
knowledge for its descendants. Thanks to that, the new generation is able to build on the
knowledge of their antecedents rather than starting from scratch, which enabled mankind to
reach great depth in science, culture, etc.

Knowledge has been recognized as one of the most important assets of organizations, which
decisively influences its performance. This has led to a growing interest in KM and has raised
questions about what information technology should be provided for its support. To improve
business performance, organizations are transitioning from the simple accumulation of
individually acquired knowledge to ensuring that their employees capture knowledge for
collective benefit. Some of these organizations rely on databases to store the lessons learned
through experience. However, some authors argue that technology alone does not improve
performance (Olivera, 2000). Employees learn the most by interacting with other employees;
when seeking information, they are more likely to turn to trusted colleagues than to databases.
Although technology plays a useful role, executives must understand the many channels through
which knowledge migrates into organizations and address the peculiar ways in which people
actually seek out information and solve problems. Key experiences, such as new service

development or core work processes, generate knowledge that becomes part of an organization's
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memory. This knowledge is held within individuals, networks and relationships, information
repositories, work processes, procedures and support systems. As such, business performance
improves as executives use the growing stores of knowledge to guide organizational activities,
structures, and processes.

Organizations may exist independent of particular individuals, but it should be recognized
that individuals acquire information in problem-solving and decision-making activities (Weick
and Gilfillan, 1971). This focuses on individual cognitive activities as the central element in the
organization's acquisition of information that reflects an active construction of memory.
However, interpretations of problems and solutions vary with individuals. The thread of
coherence that characterizes organizational interpretations is made possible by the sharing of
interpretations. Thus, through this process of sharing, the organizational interpretation system in
part transcends the individual level. This is why organizations may preserve knowledge of the
past even when key organizational members leave (Weick and Gilfillan, 1971). According to
Walsh and Ungson (1991), interpretations of the past can be embedded in systems and artifacts
(e.g., cultures, structures, transformations, ecology), as well as within individuals. In this way,

OM is considered to be both an individual and organizational level construct.

Although the need to preserve knowledge in organizations is now recognized,
organizational theorists still disagree on a number of issues relating to OM. Existing literature
exhibits contradictory arguments regarding OM which can make the relevance and
application of OM concepts difficult to understand. This section describes some of the
disagreements surrounding OM in order to provide a clear understanding of how OM might

help to manage knowledge.
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It is perhaps surprising that there are arguments not only for, but also against, the desirability
of making the knowledge of the past available in knowledge storage repositories (Paper and
Johnson, 1996). Some do indeed argue that OM is functional (Argote et al., 1990; Stein, 1995;
Walsh and Ungson, 1991). Walsh and Ungson (1991), for instance, identify three important
organizational roles occupied by OM: (1) an informational role; (2) a control function; and (3) a
political role. Other benefits that have been identified include increased organizational learning
(Te’eni and Weinberger, 2003), improved coordination (Yates, 1989), and the facilitation of
knowledge sharing (Te’eni and Weinberger, 2003).

Stein (1995) contends that OM can benefit organizations in several ways, including
strengthening its identity and providing new personnel with access to the expertise of their
predecessors. Argote et al. (1990) and Stein (1995), on their part, assert that an appreciation of
OM can facilitate the solution of problems associated with the retention and utilization of
knowledge within organizations. They further suggest that the effective use of OM can protect an
organization from some of the negative effects of staff loss.

On other hand, these same authorities plus some others (Walsh and Ungson, 1991; Stein and
Zwass, 1995) fall to the other extreme and have pointed to non-functionalities of OM. In their
view, organizations should discard old practices and develop new ones. Stein (1995), on his part,
argues that organizational memory is not necessarily a good thing for individuals or
organizations, and that, at the other extreme, it can become a constraint that threatens
organizational viability.

Overall, some scholars like Walsh and Ungson, (1991) and Stein and Zwass, (1995) are
found to be in between the influence of the two extreme school of thoughts and they are telling

us that OM is there for better or worse depending on the way organizations handle it. If
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organizations depend too much on OM, they are more likely to suffer from resistance to change.
To the contrary, if organizations ignore OM all together, they are more likely to suffer from
organizational amnesia. Hence, organizations should consider handling OM in such a way that
they take the most but the best out of it.

An organization’s ability to remember and learn from its past or its ability to use its OM has
been around for centuries as a means of learning, exchanging and accumulating knowledge to
help the organization realize its objectives. In its most general sense, OM is concerned with the
ability to reuse an organization’s experience (Ackerman and Halverson, 2000). Due to its
multidisciplinary nature, definitions of OM range from those that consider OM to be a static
repository (Huber, 1991; Huber, Davenport and King, 1998; Walsh and Ungson, 1991) to those
that consider OM as a more dynamic, socially constructed phenomenon, or as a process
(Anderson and Sun, 2010; Casey, 1997; Morgeson and Hofmann, 1999; Olivera, 2000; Spender,
1996). One of the first widely accepted OM conceptualizations is described in Walsh and
Ungson’s (1991) model. Their model synthesizes many of the previous scientific insights
developed about how organizations store and retrieve knowledge. According to them, OM is
viewed as an aggregate of information useful for decision-making and is stored in organizational
bins. This is, therefore, a static conception of shared memory that focuses on locations and
contents. Information for decision-making is then stored as: experience in individuals; shared
experience in culture; integrated sets of practices guiding transformation of inputs into outputs;
structural configurations connecting formal roles played by individuals; and physical
arrangements of the workplace.

Similarly, Stein (1995) defines OM as the means by which knowledge from the past is

brought to support present activities, thus resulting in higher or lower levels of organizational
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performance. This explanation corresponds closely with the definition given by Walsh and
Ungson (1991), who conceptualize OM as “stored information of an organization's history that
can be brought to bear on present decisions”. According to their definition, OM is considered to
provide information that reduces transaction costs; contributes to effective and efficient decision
making, and is a basis for performance within organizations. In the words of Walsh and Ungson,
OM refers to the accumulated body of data, information, and knowledge created in the course of
an individual organization's existence. They also view it as accumulated heritage representing the
beliefs and behaviors of organizational members both past and present cumulated over the life of
the organization. This implies that OM is the sum of all knowledge assets owned or held by an
organization.

On the other hand, recent works have emphasized the dynamic view of OM and the concept
has progressed to include dynamic features. Morgeson and Hofmann (1999) proposed that the
structure of OM is defined by continued interactions between members of an organization,
supported by memory artifacts. According to them, the OM structure is usually linked with
interactions, roles, tools, units of memory (individuals and groups), forming a web of resources,
processes and connections able to hold past experience and bring it to present organizational
activities. The organizational interactions are embedded in processes of probing and sense
making that result in the recall of past experience. OM must display certain functions including:
adaptation, goal attainment, integration, and pattern up keeping supporting them. This view of
OM as having structures and functions, brings in the notion that OM should be seen as a process
that enacts memory contents distributed inside and even outside organizational environment. The
focus is no longer on storing and retrieving large amounts of information but also on supporting

interactions, making them easier as well as informing and supporting by automatic feedback.
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In summary, a dynamic view of the structure of OM takes into account the social nature of
memory (Corbett, 2000). Rather than viewing memory as knowledge stored in a collection of
retention bins, the emphasis is on memory as continually constructed and reconstructed by
humans interacting with each other and their organizational environment (Corbett, 2000; Johnson
and Paper, 1998). From this perspective, memory and forgetting are inextricably linked: The
processes through which organizational knowledge is enacted are also processes of creation,

retention, and decay.

2.2 Related Terms (OK, KM, OM and OL)

2.2.1 Organizational Knowledge (OK)

Davenport and Prusak (1998) consider knowledge as an evolving mix of framed experience,
values, contextual information and expert insight that provides a framework for evaluating and
incorporating new experiences and information. According to them, in organizations, knowledge
often becomes embedded in documents or repositories and in organizational routines, processes,
practices, and norms. Nonaka (1994), on himself, expands this view by stating that knowledge is
about meaning in the sense that it is context-specific. This implies that users of knowledge must
understand the context in which it is generated and used for it to have meaning to them. This
further implies that for an OM to be useful, it must also store the context in which that
knowledge was generated. According to Nonaka (1994), the notion that knowledge is context
specific argues against the idea that knowledge can be applied universally, however it does not
argue against the concept of organizational knowledge. This section considers organizational
knowledge to be a subset of OM. This further implies that the processes of OM are also a subset

of KM practices.
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2.2.1.1 Knowledge Dimensions

Knowledge can be broadly classified into individual knowledge and organizational
knowledge. The former resides in an individual mind, whilst the latter is formed through
interactions between technologies, techniques and people the pattern and form of which depend
on an organization’s history and culture. This view is consistent with that of Nonaka and
Takeuchi (1995) who assert that individual knowledge moves to group level and finally be
assimilated at the organizational level through an upward spiral of knowledge creation (KC).

Researchers have distinguished two types of knowledge, explicit and tacit. Nonaka (1994),
Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995), for example, have used Polanyi's (1967) concept of explicit
knowledge and tacit knowledge to define knowledge dimensions. According to them, explicit
knowledge is that part of knowledge which is characterized by ease of articulating, capturing,
and distributing of knowledge in different formats, whereas tacit knowledge is difficult to
capture, codify, adopt, and distribute. This is because individuals cannot easily articulate this
type of knowledge, for it is deeply rooted in their work routines (Kogut and Zander, 1992;
Nelson and Winter, 1982). Experience, personal interactions and the craftsmanship of experts,
for example, cannot be articulated through procedures and recipes (Bhatt, 2000).

Explicit knowledge and tacit knowledge could also be classified as organizational knowledge
(Nonaka, 1991). Therefore, as this research study is concerned with organizational knowledge, it
is worth explaining about explicit and tacit knowledge and it is presented in the following sub-
sections.

2.2.1.1.1 Implicit Knowledge
According to Beijerse, (2000), implicit knowledge is people bound knowledge that resides in

the human mind, behavior, and perception and it evolves from people's interactions and requires
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skill and practice. Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) suggest that tacit knowledge is hidden and thus,
cannot be easily represented via electronics. Furthermore, it refers to hunches, intuitions and
insights (Gore and Gore, 1999; Guth, 1996). It is personal, undocumented, context-sensitive,
dynamically created and derived, internalized and experience-based (Duffy, 2000). As part of
tacit knowledge suppliers, Kanti and Koenig (2000) presented some sources for tacit knowledge
as illustrated in Figure 2.1 below.

Fig 2.1: Sources of Tacit Knowledge

Face to face Tc]cphor}c Top
Conversation Conversation Management
* Support
Mentoring /
& : Social Capital
Training Tacit Knowledge (trust and culture)
Customer E-Mail
Knowledge Individual Knowledge
(Staff and Expert)

Source: (Kanti and Koenig, 2000)

Implicit or tacit knowledge is the knowledge that people have in their minds; it is much less
concrete than explicit knowledge (Kanti and Koenig, 2000). It is more of an unspoken
understanding about something, knowledge that is more difficult to be codified. It is difficult to
access tacit knowledge as it is often not known both to the owner and to others. In fact, people
are not that far conscious about the knowledge they possess or its value to them and to others.
Dr. Michael Polanyi, the founder of the modern theories about understanding tacit knowledge,

said “we can know more than we can tell”.
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2.2.1.1.2 Explicit Knowledge

Explicit knowledge is the exact opposite to implicit knowledge and it is that part of
knowledge which is recorded and codified for people to find and use it easily. Explicit
knowledge can be articulated as the most common types of knowledge. It is readily available in a
form and in a way that makes it easily transmissible through formal languages. In other words, it
is formal and systematic and thus easy to communicate and share (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995).
Similarly, in 1995, Nonaka and Takeuchi explain it in a more precise way. According to them,
explicit knowledge is typically documented and publicly available; has a structure, fixed-content,
can be externalized and it is consciously known (Duffy, 2000). It is what can be captured and
shared through IT, for example. Explicit knowledge can be found in various sources, such as HR
data, minutes of meetings, databases, libraries and the Internet (Patel et al., 1999). Kanti and
Koenig, (2000) reveal some sources of explicit knowledge as shown in Figure 2.2. According to

them, it can be gained from different sources including libraries, scientists, domain experts,

databases etc.

Fig 2.2: Sources of Explicit Knowledge

Information
Technology

Business/Finance

Analysts

Librarians
Information
Specialists

Record Manger/
Archivists

U

Consultants
and Others

Scientists

Explicit Knowledge Supplier

/

Federal/State/
Local

Sector Specialists

(Agriculture,Education,

and Industry)

Software

Legal
Specialist

Health
Specialists

Learning
Experts

Source: (Kanti and Koenig, 2000)

24




OM systems developed with IT tools, so far, are proved to be useful to capture explicit
knowledge but not yet the tacit one. OM systems should also consider capturing tacit knowledge
which is extremely difficult. This difficulty is attributed to a couple of situations: the
development of OM system is challenging because of inadequate information (inadequacy due to
uncertainty) regarding the nature of knowledge sought for whom, when, where and why and the

other being the level of acceptance of OM systems by the employees.
2.2.2 Knowledge Management (KM)

The need for research in managing knowledge in organizations stems from the importance of
knowledge for the development and survival of organizations (Antonie et al., 2008; Watson,
2003). Knowledge management (KM) is the process that deals with the development, storage,
retrieval, and dissemination of information and expertise within an organization to support and
improve its business performance. Good managers in organizations have been using the know-
how of individuals they hired with skills and experience, and processes for effective management
on an ad hoc, casual basis. However, only recently have organizations begun to focus their
interest on this aspect in more systematic and a formal manner. Knowledge Management (KM)
addresses the process of acquiring, creating, distributing and using knowledge in organizations.

Knowledge is a fundamental factor, whose successful application helps organizations deliver
creative products and services. There is a wide variety of literature about what knowledge and
knowing means in epistemology, social sciences, and psychology. However, the business
perspective of knowledge is much more pragmatic (Antonie et al., 2008; Watson, 2003).

Most organizations already have a vast reservoir of knowledge in a wide variety of
organizational processes, best-practices, know-how, customer trust, MIS, culture and norms

(Davenport and Prusak, 1998; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995). However, this knowledge is diffused,
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and mostly unrecognized. Often, organizational culture itself prevents people from sharing and
disseminating their know-how in an effort to hold onto their individual power base and viability
(Stein, 1995). Determining who knows what in an organization itself could be a time consuming
and daunting task. This, in itself, justifies the need for a KM system for organizations to allow

them to identify and access workers skills and expertise.
2.2.3 Organizational Memory (OM)

Organizations must embrace change. To begin with, they need to re-evaluate the types of
knowledge and skills needed by their workforce to effectively compete in the future business
landscape (Fellers 1993). In addition, they need to learn from both successes and failures. Since
change is extremely hard to accomplish, organizations must be willing to accept failure and learn
from it (Caron, Jarvenpaa and Stoddard, 1994). Though it is easier to learn from successes,
organizations must have a mechanism to retain what was done correctly as well as what was not
(Levitt and March, 1988). Such a mechanism is typically referred to as OM.

Organizational memory, sometimes called institutional or corporate memory, is the
accumulated body of data, information, and knowledge created in the course of an
individual organization's existence (Ackerman and Halverson, 2000). Ackerman (1994), on his
part, defines OM as organizational knowledge with persistence. According to Ackerman and
Halverson (2000), OM is seen to have two principal goals: one being integration of information
across organizational boundaries and the other being controlling current activities and thus avoid
past mistakes. A concept of OM, like KM, has no single, universally accepted definition. As
noted by Ackerman and Halverson (2000), early efforts assumed that OM could be considered as
though it were a single, monolithic repository of some sort for the entire organization. Later, they

noted that “In organizations, it often becomes embedded not only in documents or repositories
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but also in organizational routines, processes, practices and norms.” On the one hand, Schein
(1996) defines organizational culture as the organization’s “embedded memory.” As these
definitions highlight, OM is more than just simple information. In communities of practice, it is a
combination of experiences and skills about projects, products and decisions that is more often
embedded in the minds of the workers, or entrenched in the organization’s culture as tacit
knowledge, rather than stored in formal documents, reports and manuals as explicit knowledge.

Organizational Memory (OM) can be defined as the way an organization stores
organizational knowledge and applies it to present activities. OM represents something more
substantial than its contents. An effective OM should support tasks for managing knowledge
(Schwartz et al., 2000). Forward-thinking OM needs to facilitate the interaction of organizational
knowledge, i.e. the way knowledge is actually organized and utilized. This knowledge utilization
is a continuous process whereby individuals or groups within an organization share knowledge
(Lee and Choi, 2003).

Both academic and managerial literature widely recognizes OM as an important pre-requisite
for organization’s survival and successful performance, especially in environments that are
complex and ambiguous (Lant and Montgomery, 1987), turbulent (Carmeli and Sheaffer, 2008),
as well as competitive (Garvin, 1993). Frederick (2010) supported this notion by referring to
Aeschulus, who wrote that “memory is the mother of all wisdom”

2.2.3.1 Importance of Organizational Memory

Practice of OM in relation to employee turnover is still high today. A study of Rusaw, (2005)
demonstrates how losing knowledgeable employees due to either turnover or retirement can
negatively affect organization’s problem solving capacity. However, a developed OM is believed

to moderate negative effects of turnover on organization’s performance (Argote, 1999; Olivera,
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2000). Other benefits of OM include improved learning capabilities (Wexler, 2002); access to
previous experiential knowledge which makes it possible to re-apply proven solutions and to
avoid past mistakes (Kransdorff and Williams, 2000); accumulation and storage of the “best
practices”, which can be integrated, analyzed and adapted to other situations (Nilakanta, Miller
and Zhu, 2006). Overall, OM can even be used for purposes of coordination and organizational
reconstruction (Campbell-Kelly, 1996; Yates, 1989; Olivera, 2000).
2.2.3.2 Forms and Functions of OM

OM can be viewed as abstract or concrete. It is comprised of unstructured concepts and
information that exist in the organization’s culture and the minds of its members, and that can be
partially represented by concrete/physical memory aids such as databases. It is also comprised of
structured concepts and information that can be exactly represented by computerized records and
files. Sandoe and Olfman (1992) and Morrison (1997) describe these two forms of OM as having
two functions: representation and interpretation (Look at table 2.1). Representation presents just
the facts (or knowledge or expertise) for a given context or situation where as interpretation
promotes adaptation and learning by providing frames of reference, procedures, guidelines, or a
means to synthesize past information for application to new situations (Jennex and Olfman,

2003).
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Table 2.1 Forms and Functions of OM

REPRESENTATION FUNCTION INTERPRETATION FUNCTION
— data — organizational device policies
— documents and hypertext — standard operating procedures
CONCRETE | _ gymalized knowledge
FORM . .
— formalized expertise
— frameworks
— information
— cognitive maps — culture
ABSTRACT — conceptual lenses — ecology
FORM
— frameworks — language
— social structures

Source: (Jennex and Olfman, 2003)

2.2.4 Organizational Learning (OL)

Organizational Learning (OL) is the development of shared meanings and interpretations of
those meanings to enhance future activities. In 1996, Malhotra defined Organizational Learning
(OL) as the process of detection and correction of errors. In this view, organizations learn
through individuals acting as agents for them. Individual learning activities are seen as being
facilitated or inhibited by an ecological system of factors that may be called an organizational
learning system.

Huber, Davenport and King (1998) believe that an organization learns if, through its
processing of information, its potential behaviors are changed. Huysman, Fischer and Heng
(1994) as well as Walsh and Ungson (1991) believe that OL has OM as a component. In this
view, OL is the process by which experience is used to modify current and future actions. Huber
(1991) considers four constructs as integrally linked to OL: knowledge acquisition, information
distribution, information interpretation, and OM. According to him, OM is the repository of

knowledge and information acquired by the organization. OL uses OM as its knowledge base.
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A different perspective on OL from Brooks et al. (1998) shows that organizations do not
learn, rather only individuals that learn. Typically, most organizations consider learning, as an
activity that is separate from working. However, during work, people gain experience and
reproduce their know-how through making sense of what they are doing. As they analyze these
experiences into general abstractions, their perceptions on how work should be done changes. As
these individuals influence their co-workers, the organization learns and the process is gradually
changed.

Individuals share their experiences through stories with other individuals who work in the
same or similar environments. These stories are used to exchange experiences and knowledge
among the other individuals within a group or community settings. These groups are sometimes
identified as “communities of interpretation” or “communities of practice” because it is through
the continual development of these communities that the shared means for interpreting complex
activity are formed, transformed and transmitted (Atwood, 2002). In addition, the
communications and interactions of the people within these groups change over time as the
demands of the working environment force the group to revise knowledge in accordance with the
changing needs of that environment. An important goal of an OM is to facilitate the interaction
within these communities so that it can foster the organization’s learning objectives. OM cannot
be separated from OL; the two are tightly intertwined (Atwood, 2002).

In summary, OL is the process by which an organization assimilates experiences of its
members and uses that experience to modify the organization’s potential actions. Whether the
actual organization learns or only its members learn and then share their learning with other

members is not sufficient per see (Brooks et al., 1998). In both cases an OM is necessary to
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facilitate the processing and retention of information and knowledge needed for the learning to

take place.
2.2.5 Relationship between OM and KM

The relationship between OM and KM is another issue of debate. KM encompasses the
management of organizational knowledge to enhance competitive advantage and implies an
integrated approach to identifying, capturing, preserving, and retrieving the knowledge
associated with the activities of an organization. Davenport and Prusak (1998), for example,
define KM as the process of capturing, preserving, and distributing organizational knowledge.
The question whether OM and KM are fundamentally distinct fields of enquiry, or they possess
substantial commonality is unresolved. Recent KM literature has either identified OM as an
element of KM or appears to have used the terms, whether by accident or design,
interchangeably. Unfortunately, however, there has been little attempt to systematically address
the nature of the differences and similarities between them. There is little agreement as to what,
if indeed anything, distinguishes OM from KM (Davenport and Prusak, 1998; Witherspoon et
al., 2013).

OM and KM seem to have evolved, at least, into close partners (Schwartz et al., 2000). Most
researchers, including Kuhn and Abecker (1998), view OM as an important component of the
KM perspective. The argument is that OM, being concerned with the preservation of knowledge
for present and future use, must be integrated with KM. Similarly, Randall et al., (2001) consider
OM to be a sister concept to KM, and the two are in practice used interchangeably. Hoog and
Spek (1997) acknowledge the close relationship between OM and KM when they state that an
important problem in KM is “insufficient use of knowledge possibly stored in badly organized

corporate memories”. However, some researchers hold the view that OM and KM are not the

31



same and should not be confused. Marsh and Morris (2001), for example, draw attention to
temporality, arguing that KM is of the present, while OM is of the past. They regard KM as
relating to the management of knowledge that is currently in use, while OM is concerned with
the storage of past knowledge for future use. Given that a central aspect of KM is the
preservation and retrieval of organizational knowledge and that OM is the mechanism by which
knowledge from the past is brought to bear on the present and future, it seems legitimate to
regard OM as a constituent of KM. The two terms are not synonymous: KM, which addresses the
entire issue of managing organizational knowledge, is a far broader area than OM. The storage

and retrieval of organizational knowledge is just a part, albeit a crucial part of the whole job.

2.2.6 Organizational Memory Models

2.2.6.1 Walsh and Ungson’s Organizational Memory Model

Walsh and Ungson (1991) used to call bins what others call OM storage structures. These
authors consider what is remembered (OM contents) as different to how it is remembered (bins),
emphasizing the importance of the contents. According to Walsh and Ungson, the bins or storage
components that make up the structure of the OM are: individuals, information, culture,
transformations, structures, and ecology. Human intelligence may draw from these bins and add
value by creating knowledge. Stein and Zwass (1995) add "information systems" to the bins
defined by Walsh and Ungson.

The individual bin: individuals have their own recollections of what has transpired in an
organization. These observations should be stored in a format that human beings can use as a
memory aid. Organizational memory must include direct experiences and observations of
individuals in a suitable format that matches individual cognitive orientations and value systems.

Examples include e-mail messages, project reports, and inter-office memos.
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The information bin: the formal information system contains a wealth of data and
information that represents details of transactions, decisions, and exchanges. This is a more
tangible form of OM.

Figure 2.3 Walsh and Ungson’s Organizational Memory Model
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Information Retrieval

Source: Walsh and Ungson (1991)

The culture bin: organizational culture is a learned way of perceiving, thinking, and feeling
about problems that are transmitted by members of the organization to the organization. Past
experience has a direct bearing on issues to be faced in the future. Any knowledge creation must
consider organizational culture. Cultural memory is difficult to change because cultural beliefs
are repeatedly transmitted. And both the detail and context of the information may be lost or
altered, but it can be reflected in much of the organization's documentation and information
exchange.

The transformation bin: transformations are business processes within organizations that
occur frequently. There is always a predictable logic that flows from a standard input to an
expected output. The retrieval of how past and current processes work has a bearing on how

future processes will work or how current processes might be altered.
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The structural bin: organizational structures must be considered in light of their implications
in individual role behavior and their links with the environment. Individual roles provide a
repository for OM. Power positions or positional authority all impact how information is stored
or interpreted. These positions represent informal and formal rules of behavior that help put
information in a situational context.

The ecology bin: ecology is the physical structure of the organization. The physical setting
represents the status of the hierarchy of the organization. It also represents how members of the
organization feel about the organization and how people outside of the organization view a
particular organization.

2.2.6.2 Watson’s Organizational Memory Model

Watson (1998) defines OM as a technological entity. According to him, the required tasks in
an OM are very similar to those of data management. Watson believes there are two key
questions: where and how is data stored and how that data can be accessed. Figure 2.3 shows the
most relevant components of his model. Watson assumes that the organization somehow needs to
store information in order to make decisions and cope with daily operations. Like Walsh and

Ungson, Watson also believes that the OM can be fed with outside information.
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Fig 2.4: Watson’s Organizational Memory Model
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To distinguish data, information and knowledge terms, Watson defines data as facts which
have not yet analyzed nor summarized (raw data). Information as data processed into a
meaningful form, although “meaningful” depends on the context; e.g., one person's information
might be another's data. Finally, knowledge is explained as the ability to use information, i.e.,
know what information is required and which is the meaning of such information (Watson,
1998).
2.2.6.3 Pautzke’s Organizational Knowledge Model
Pautzke (as cited in Lehner and Maier, 2000) presents a layered model of knowledge
accessible or not within the organization. According to him, the first two layers, from inside,
include information already shared by all employees or information which is accessible to the
organization. The OM role, then, in this context is to enlarge these two layers, increasing the

shared or accessible knowledge for the members of the organization. (Look at Figure 2.5 below)
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Figure 2.5 Pautzke’s Organizational Knowledge Layered Model
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Another observation to be made about Pautzke’s model concerns the third layer: knowledge
which belongs to individuals but is not accessible to the organization. Part of it, one would like
to make it available to the organization. Lehner and Maier suggest three ways to do this:

— Nothing special: employees use their private knowledge in whatever they do for the
organization. The problem is when employees leave the organization.
— Distribute the knowledge of individuals among several employees through discussions. This

assumes employees are willing to share their knowledge.
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— Institutionalize knowledge: employees include in the results of their work their knowledge.

This strategy is very limited as some knowledge cannot be formalized.
2.2.7 Lessons Learned from the Literature Survey

As it is noted by Walsh and Ungson (1991), OM is stored in six ‘storage bins.” These ‘bins’
are accessed to draw on OM to use in making planned decisions. Since mission is the driving
purpose of organizations, any use of OM should assist in fulfilling organizational mission
(Hedberg, 1981). This can help managers and individuals to sort through information with
varying degrees of relevance; if it relates to the mission, it should be included; if it doesn’t, think
spending less time managing that particular piece of information or knowledge.

No two public organizations have the same resources, mission, and characteristics implying
that there may not be one universal way of managing OM. Managing OM, and developing
knowledge from memories, is a continuous process requiring commitment at all levels of the
organization. Knowledge development relates directly to organizational culture and structure; if
an organization is structured hierarchically, there is already reduced potential for OM
development. Knowledge is typically developed at the bottom of the hierarchy at the individual
level. In this way, they are the ones creating much of the knowledge in the organization.
Individuals can encourage OM development through cultivating an open culture of trust,
learning, and sharing of knowledge of employees, rather than concentrating entirely on managing
organizational collections or databases.

Management is responsible for determining how the culture of the organization is expressed,
and also for encouraging employee’s knowledge growth that supports the mission of the
organization. Individuals are on the front lines of developing new knowledge within organization

—they are working in the background, experiencing its changes day-to-day, and solving problems
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as they occur. These intellectual assets, when cultivated, disseminated and used, are what will set
the organization apart from others, and will determine how effective it is to encourage and
manage growth.

Both tacit and explicit knowledge are valuable to public organizations, but the tacit one that
is how an organization grows is what makes good individual better. If resources and techniques
are not there to tap tacit knowledge, then encouraging organization-wide dissemination of
knowledge could not help to hedge against loss of skills. Encouraging and providing
opportunities for employees learning and development increases the capacity for OM and allows
public organizations to grow and change to help fulfill their mission.

Formal dissemination programs such as mentoring, community of practice have been shown
to be effective in developing ties between employees, connecting them together and making
them more likely or willing to share knowledge. They help new employees assimilate into the
culture faster and provide a teaching outlet for older employees to share their knowledge. In
experience-based organizations, transfer of hands-on skills is critical for them to survive.

Based on the lessons learned from literature review, researches on OM in private sector
organizations can be tailored to be used in public sector organizations and it helps to cultivate a
culture where employees trust one another making them willing to share information, and this
then encourages learning. Without an existing culture of trust and sharing, organizational
memory management (OMM) will not probably be as effective a tool as it could be since there
will be less potential for learning from and using OM as an essential knowledge asset. When
combined with records within the OM, new knowledge can be formed that can then be

disseminated and used to support the mission of the organization.
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2.3 Assumptions

While proposing a unifying definition of OM is beyond the scope of this paper, two aspects
of such a definition will be highlighted and will guide the discussion in the remainder of this
paper. First, OM is concerned with the storage and reuse of an organization’s overall experience.
Second, providing effective OM is not a problem that information technology has solved and,
perhaps, one that information technology alone is incapable of solving. What is more, the
researcher will not distinguish between group, organizational, and community memories in
this paper unless the level of analysis is critical to the argument. He will use the term OM to
denote all types of memories unless the distinction is important.

To this end, the researcher took the stance of the authorities who support and appreciate OM
in that it facilitates the solution of problems associated with the retention and utilization of
knowledge within organizations and assumes that OM is ultimately the result of both processes
and objects. Memory is both an artifact that holds its state and an artifact that is simultaneously

embedded in many organizational and individual processes.
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Chapter Three
Research Methodology

3.1 Introduction

Research methodology refers to the general and systematic research strategy that outlines the
way in which research is undertaken and, among other things, focuses on orderly collection of
data for the purpose of obtaining information to answer a particular research problem or question
(Ghauri and Gronhaug, 2005; Howell, 2013).

The previous chapter described the research questions and theoretical framework that was
developed from a review of the available literature. This chapter presents the way in which this
study collected data to answer its research questions.

The chapter has been divided into sections: research philosophy, research approach, research
design and strategies, time horizon, the population under study, sampling procedures, methods of

data collection, validity and reliability tests, data analysis and ethical considerations.
3.2 Research Philosophy

Research philosophy is associated with clarification of assumption about the nature and the
source of knowledge (Creswell, 2014). All studies are based on some kind of assumptions about
the world and the ways of understanding the world. There is no agreement among philosophers
concerning the most appropriate ways of understanding the world; therefore, the researcher is
expected to clarify the philosophy he has chosen to understand the research problem (Kothari,
2004). Researchers have different views of the world, and the processes that operate within it, are
part of what is known as philosophy. Philosophy is concerned with views about how the world
works and, as an academic subject, focuses, primarily, on reality, knowledge and existence. The

two major philosophical assumptions that dominate and influence research and tradition of
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science are positivist (sometimes called scientific) and interpretivism (also known as anti-
positivism) (Cohen, 1988; Creswell, 2014; Kothari, 2004).
3.2.1 Interpretivism

Philosophers of interpretivistm contend that only through the subjective interpretation and
intervention in reality can that reality be fully understood. Interpretivists in relation to ontology
and epistemology believe that reality is multiple and relative (Hudson and Ozanne, 1988).
According to them, these multiple realities also depend on other systems for meanings, which
make it even more difficult to interpret in terms of fixed realities. Interpretivism considers
knowledge as a subjective entity rather than objective construct. Scholars from Interpretivism
argue that knowledge cannot be converted from one form to other and they assume that
knowledge is a socially constructed entity thought language, consciousness and shared meanings.
According to them, it is impossible to articulate, share, convert and store tacit knowledge

(Polanyi, 1966, 1997) and to separate knowledge from the knower and view it as object.
3.2.2 Positivism

As a research philosophy, positivism adheres to the view that only “factual” knowledge
gained through observation (the senses), including measurement, is trustworthy (Collins, 2010).
In positivism studies, the role of the researcher is limited to data collection and interpretation in
an objective way. In these types of studies, research findings are usually observable and
quantifiable. Positivism depends on quantifiable observations that lead to statistical analyses. In
the words of Collins (2010), positivism, as a philosophy, is in accordance with the pragmatist
view that knowledge stems from human experience and studies with positivist paradigm are
based purely on facts and consider the world to be external and objective. It also has an

atomistic, ontological view of the world as comprising discrete, observable elements and events
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that interact in an observable, determined and regular manner. Moreover, in positivism studies
the researcher is independent from the study and there are no provisions for human interests
within the study (Crowther and Lancaster, 2008).

According to Hirschheim, (1985), positivism has a long and rich historical tradition. It is so
embedded in our society that knowledge claims not grounded in positivist thought are simply
dismissed as non-scientific and therefore invalid. This view is indirectly supported by Alavi and
Carlson (1992) who found that all the empirical studies were positivist in approach. Positivism
has also had a particularly successful association with the physical and natural sciences.

In the context of this study, the researcher adheres to the positivism philosophical

assumptions based on the references given above.
3.3 Research Approach

An important stage in virtually any research work is gaining an understanding of the
available research approaches, which can be either inductive or deductive (Saunders et al., 2012).
Crowther and Lancaster (2008) argue that as a general rule, positivist studies usually
adopt deductive approach, whereas inductive research approachis usually associated with
a phenomenology philosophy. Moreover, positivism relates to the viewpoint that researcher
needs to concentrate on facts, whereas phenomenology concentrates on the meaning and has
provision for human interest. Hence, this study used a deductive research approach supporting

the arguments made by Crowther and Lancaster (2008).
3.4 Research Design and Strategies

Research design provides guidance for data collection and data analysis (Bryman and Bell,
2007), enabling researchers to find answers to the questions set for any research. Within the

scope of a multi-method quantitative research type and a descriptive research design, the author
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adopted a case study research strategy. A case study is one of several ways of doing research
whether it is social science related or even socially related because its aim is to understand
human beings in a social context by interpreting their actions as a single group, community or a
single event. According to Gillham (2000a), a case study is an investigation to answer specific
research questions which seek a range of different evidences from the case settings. Yin (1984),
on his part, advocates a case study research method as an empirical inquiry that investigates a
contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context; when the boundaries between
phenomenon and context are not clearly evident; and in cases where multiple sources of evidence
are used. To this end, the researcher employs a single case study as research strategy based on
the fore-mentioned statements plus much is not known about OM in public sector organizations

(Ferdinand, 2004).
3.5 Time Horizon

In the research design stage, the time frame needs to be taken into consideration whether to
resort to cross-sectional or longitudinal studies based on the purpose of the study. In the context
of this study, a cross-sectional research design was assumed to be more appropriate, for the
reason that the time frame given to undertake this research project was short as it is required to
be completed within a specified period of time (Saunders et al., 2012). Further, it sounds
appropriate given that the data was collected at a specific point in time in order to investigate the

overall practices of OM in the office (secretariat) Ethiopian Parliament.
3.6 Sources of Data

Normally, the researcher collected data from two possible sources; primary sources and
secondary sources. To obtain participant’s response, a survey was administered as part of

primary data collection strategy and document analysis for collecting secondary data in order to
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support participant’s responses. Document review, also referred as documentation or literature
survey (Singh, 2007), that is the analysis of published and unpublished documents, articles,
journals, conference proceedings, organization reports, and memos of relevance to the topic
being investigated were considered rigorously. The reason for such analysis is to fine tune the

research questions and to expand the researchers understanding about the area of study.
3.7 Research Procedure

In most studies, there is a formal procedure to be followed while collecting data. In the
context of this study, the research procedure undertaken was as follows: first, each participant
was contacted in person and the purpose of the study was explained to them; next, the direction
that the participant would be following while completing the questionnaire was explained,
finally, the questionnaire was given to them and their response were collected and the process

completed in two weeks’ time.
3.8 Population

A research population is generally a large collection of individuals or objects that is the main
focus of a scientific inquiry (Creswell, 2014). The target population for this study was employees
of the office (secretariat) of Ethiopian Parliament which make up a total of 445 potential
respondents.

3.9 Sampling Technique

When we conduct research, we are generally interested in drawing some conclusion about a
population of individuals that have some common characteristic. However, populations are
typically too large to allow observations on all individuals, and we resort to selecting a sample
(Creswell, 2014). In order to make inferences about the population, the sample must be

representative. Thus, the manner in which the sample is drawn is critical. Probability sampling
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uses random sampling in which each element in the population (or a subgroup of the population
with stratified random sampling) has an equal chance of being selected for the sample (Kothari,
2004). This technique is considered to be the best means of obtaining a representative sample.

The type of universe might be finite or infinite depending on the nature of objects in the
universe. A universe is said to be finite if the number of objects in it is certain like employees of
the office (secretariat) of Ethiopian Parliament or infinite if counting or listing all the members
of the universe is not possible like the case of stars in the sky. The size of the sample to be
estimated depends on factors like size of the population, the nature of the population, and the
type of the study.

In this research, a stratified random sampling technique was adopted. Stratified random
sampling is a probability sampling technique where the researcher divides the entire population
into different non-overlapping subgroups or strata and randomly selects the final objects
proportionally from each stratum (Creswell, 2014). The rationale behind such sampling
technique is that it guarantees the representativeness of the resulting sample by making sure its
proportionality in composition with that of the population. Besides, this technique gives the
researcher the flexibility to select respondents independently within each category based on their
chances. Moreover, it is a requirement for parametric tests in quantitative researches.

Here, in line with the nature of the sampling technique, the population was divided into units
based on the structure of the organization under study. The population was categorized into
twelve layers to represent the available directorates for the reason that members of the sub-
groups of such classification assumed to be homogeneous in the context of the organization. The
researcher then used a proportional simple random sampling without replacement technique to

select the respondents from each stratus.
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3.9.1 Criteria for Sample Selection
3.9.1.1 Inclusion criteria
Employees at the office (secretariat) of Ethiopian Parliament with an education status of

diploma and above are included in this study.
3.10 Sample Size

Most of the time, due to large sizes of populations, it is not possible for researchers to
consider every individual in the population due to time and financial constraints. They use
sample of the target population, instead. A sample is a subset or subgroup of the population
which comprises some members selected from it. A general rule of the thumb is to always use
the largest sample possible. The larger the sample the more representative it is going to be
(Bryman and Bell, 2007).Smaller samples produce less accurate results because they are likely to
be less representative of the population.

Since the universe for this study is finite, sample size can be obtained using formulas. Given
the total population is known, there are several methods to determine sample size. For this study,
the researcher used Yemane’s formula to calculate sample size (Yamane, 1967). Sample size
determination for descriptive studies is based on confidence intervals; that is, the level of
precision required in providing estimates of the rates, proportions and means. With that said, the

formula used to determine sample size is given below.

where
n = the sample size,

N = the population of the study, and
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e = the level of precision (set as 0.05 for this study)

N N B 302 _ 302
1+N(e)(e)  1+302(0.05)(0.05)  1.755

n=
1+N(e)?

=172.079=172

Based on the above formula, with 95 per cent confidence interval and 0.05 level of precision,
the estimated sample size is determined to be 172. Out of the total sample size (172), sample size

of each stratum is calculated as follows using the following formula.

Size of entire Sample

Sample size of a strata = (. Y(Layer Size).......coeeeiiiinnannn. (2)

Population

Table3.1 Estimated sample size per stratum

1 st 2nd 3rd 4th Sth 6th 7th 8th 9th 1 Oth 1 1 th 1 2th
sl Strata | Strata | Strata | Strata | Strata | Strata | Strata | Strata | Strata | Strata | Strata | Strata
Sub . 6 9 124 34 10 12 27 12 7 30 7 24
Population
Estimated
Sample 3 5 71 19 6 7 15 7 4 17 4 14
Per Strata

Source: own survey, June (2018)

3.11 Method of Data Collection

3.11.1 Questionnaire Development

Questionnaire is a data collection instrument consisting of a series of questions and
additional prompts for the purpose of gathering information from respondents. Questionnaires
allow the collection of both subjective and objective data in a large sample of the study
population in order to obtain results that are statistically significant, especially when resources
are limited.

In order to answer the specific research questions outlined above, both quantitative and
qualitative data were collected using a survey method. The questionnaire was adapted from a
dissertation of S.D. Uma Mageswari (Ph.D.), (2014) on “Knowledge Management practices in

industries” at Pondicherry University and the same instrument was used by Canada’s Statistics
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office for Survey of Knowledge Management Practices (2001) and by Binyam Teshome for
thesis survey of “Organizational Memory for Knowledge Retention in Ethiopian Revenue and
Customs Authority (2013) at Addis Ababa University.

In accordance with the objective of this study, the questionnaire was tailored towards
organizational settings of the study. It was prepared in English and was subjected to a pilot test
prior to the actual survey on 36 (21%) randomly selected respondents from each stratum at the
office (secretariat) of Ethiopian Parliament. The pilot study revealed that the questionnaire was
well received by the respondents and the data was used for estimating the sample size for the
actual study. After going through the suggested minor amendments, the actual survey was
conducted. In this research, a self-administered survey method was used, for such kind of
approach allows the researcher to distribute questions to the respondents and then collect their
response at a later time. This method is chosen over a researcher-administered survey due to its
nature of letting respondents to feel at ease in completing the questionnaire. This in turn
maximizes the response rate of the survey.

The questionnaire has got eight sections (see Annex I). Part (I) covers the background
information of the respondents; Part (II) used to measure the personal barriers with regard to
knowledge sharing in the organization; Part (III) used to assess the status of organizational
support in the organization; Part (IV) concerned about infrastructural supports in the organization
as far as OM is concerned. Part (V) is used to gather data about organizational culture of the
organization. Part (VI) used to gather data on the processes of knowledge acquisition/knowledge
capture; Part (VII) was about knowledge dissemination practices in the organization and finally
part (VIII) is an open ended question that is used to cross validate or substantiate the responses

of the respondents.
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The questionnaire consists of multiple items of questions that are used to identify and collect
the respondents’ knowledge, opinion, processes and practices of OM. The respondents were
requested to indicate their degree of agreement or disagreement based on a five-point Likert
scale responses ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree” (1=Strongly Disagree,
2=Disagree,3=Don’t Know, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree). Data was collected mainly in the form
of questionnaire, supplemented by other secondary data sources, such as documents, observation
and triangulation. Finally, the final questionnaire was administered to the selected respondents
and the collected data were codified and used for analysis. Data analysis, interpretation and

presentation are discussed in the next chapter.
3.11.2 Document Analysis

Document analysis is a form of qualitative research technique in which documents are
interpreted by the researcher to give voice and meaning around an assessment topic (Bowen,
2009). According to O’Leary, (2014), there are three primary types of documents:

— Public Records: The official, ongoing records of an organization’s activities. Examples
include mission statements, annual reports, policy manuals, strategic plans

— Personal Documents: First-person accounts of an individual’s actions, experiences, and
beliefs. Examples include e-mails, curriculum vitae (CV), duty logs, incident reports,
reflections.

- Physical Evidence: Physical objects found within the study setting (often called artifacts).

Examples include flyers, posters, agendas, handbooks, and training materials.
3.12 Data Analysis

Data Analysis is the process of systematically applying statistical and/or logical techniques to

describe and illustrate, condense and recap, and evaluate data. According to Shamoo and Resnik
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(2003), various analytical procedures provide a way of drawing inductive inferences from data
and distinguishing the signal (the phenomenon of interest) from the noise (statistical fluctuations)
present in the data. An essential component of ensuring data integrity is the accurate and
appropriate analysis of research findings. For data analysis, first, the researcher used Microsoft
Office Excel 2010 for data preprocessing. Next, the data was exported to IBM’s Statistical
Package for Social Sciences (SPSS Version 20) for analysis. Then, the researcher used
descriptive statistics to describe the population in relation to the relevant study variables. Finally,

the result was further interpreted, discussed and presented using table and graphs.
3.13 Validity and Reliability Tests

According to Blumberg et al., (2005), validity refers to the extent to which a test measures
what we actually wish to measure. On the other side, reliability is concerned about a
measurement that supplies consistent results (Blumberg et al., 2005). When looking at validity,
in correlation to reliability, validity is more essential. If a research is not valid, it hardly matters
if it is reliable. The research conducted need to be valid to be able to answer the research
question. However, the optimal situation is to conduct research that is both reliable and valid
(Blumberg et al., 2005).

In this study, the researcher took both the primary and secondary data into consideration to
ensure validity and reliability. As such, reliability was checked for both the pilot and actual
studies data and resulted in acceptable internal consistency measures, Cronbach‘s alpha. A
Cranach’s alpha model is used with a cutoff value of 0.7 to test reliability of the assessment of
each construct as recommended by most researchers (Chin, 2010; Joseph et al., 2014) and the
overall value was found to be well above 0.9 for each case indicating the reliability of the study

constructs (Look at Figure 3.2). Moreover, as the majority of secondary data were collected from
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established academic local and international journals, it is therefore reasonable to believe that the
study and its associated data are reliable.

Fig 3.2 Indicators and their overall reliability statistics

PB(7) OS(6) IB(5) 0C(5) KA(S) KS(4) Overall(32)
Alpha Alpha Alpha Alpha Alpha Alpha Alpha
0.70 0.86 0.78 0.80 0.86 0.79 0.92

Source: own survey, June (2018), output

3.14 Ethical Considerations

In any research, the ethical implications of the study for both the researcher and the
respondents must be considered. According to Sekaran (2003), ethical issues are related to how
respondents are treated, and how confidential information is protected during the research
process. The data for this study was collected using two possible ways. The first being a survey,
in which respondents were requested to complete questionnaires, and the second being document
analysis and observation.

As part of research ethics, participants were asked for their consent in participating in the
study by describing the purposes of the research that the research was being conducted only for
academic purposes and their responses would be treated with strict confidentiality. In addition,
participants were let to know that participation is entirely voluntary and includes the right to
withdraw or refuse and as part of this, an informed consent form was included in the instruments
used in the study. Further, participants were notified not to provide their name on any part of the
instruments used in the study. Moreover, the researcher has done his level best to treat both the
participants and the information they provided with morality and respect and hence due attention
was given to data collection and analysis stages. Finally, participants were informed that they

have the right to know the research results if they wish to.
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Chapter Four
Data Analysis, Interpretation and Presentation

4.1 Introduction

Data analysis is a process of inspecting, cleaning, transforming and modeling data with the
goal of discovering useful information, informing conclusions, and supporting decision-making
In line with this, this chapter deals with data screening procedures, analysis of the demographic
profile of the respondents and the response rate of the questionnaire, and finally, presenting the

answers to the research questions through analysis and interpretation of the collected data.
4.2 Data Screening

As part of data screening processes, visual inspection of the data to identify and correct errors
in the data set, identification of missing values and tests for violations of statistical assumptions
such as normality and outliers (Hair et al., 2014) were considered. While checking for errors,
values that fell outside the range of possible values due to error in data entry or due to
differences in individual respondents were identified. Descriptive statistics including
frequencies, minimum, maximum values and data patterns were used to identify and correct the
errors. Unfortunately few missing values were found in the data set and two questionnaires were
abandoned from further analysis for the following reasons:

— One respondent filled the same value for almost all questions in the questionnaire.

— One respondent left almost half of the questions unfilled in the questionnaire.

Therefore, from a total of 172 distributed questionnaires, 156 questionnaires were filled and
returned by the respondents while two questionnaires were rejected due to the reason mentioned
above and 14 questionnaires not returned by respondents which made the response rate of the survey

to be 91%. Hence, a total of 156 questionnaires were used for further analysis.
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4.3 Demographic Profile of the Respondents and the Response Rate of

Questionnaires

This part of the survey was concerned with the background information of the respondents,
the employees of the Secretariat of the House of Peoples’ Representatives of the Federal
Democratic Republic of Ethiopia (FDRE), whom the researcher invited to participate in this
research. In this particular study, respondents were requested to provide their gender, age group,

educational status, work experience and their position in the organization as part of background

information (i.e. Worker, Professional, Team Leader, Director and Other).

Table 4.1: Sex Distribution of the Respondents

o Frequency Percentage Valid percent Cumulative

(%) (%) percent (%)
Male 89 57.1 57.1 57.1
Female 67 429 429 100.0
Total 156 100.0 100.0

Source: own survey, June (2018), output
As it can be seen from Table 4.1 above, the majority of the respondents of the survey were found
to be male and accounts for 57.1% (89) of the total informants; the remaining 42.9% (67) being

female. This indicated that the number of male respondents of the survey was somehow larger

than the number of female respondents.
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Fig 4.1: Age distribution of the respondents
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Figure 4.1 above showed that a large percentage, i.e., 39.1% (61) of the respondents were
found to be in the age range of 31-40, followed by the age range of 41-50 that accounts for
26.3% (41). Respondents in the remaining age ranges were presented as follows according to
their score: 24.4% (38) of the respondents were in the age range of 23-30, 9.0% (14) were above
50 and 1.3% (2) of them were below 23. As can be seen from the bar chart, the number of
respondents in the age range between 23 and 50 was well above the number of respondents in the
remaining age groups and they account for about (90%) of the overall participants. Hence, they
were the major participants of this study.

Fig 4.2: Educational Background of the Respondents
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Referring to Figure 4.2 above, we can see that out of the 156 respondents, 51.3% (80) of them
were first degree holders and 27.6% (43) of them had master’s degree as far as educational
background of the respondents is concerned. When both Bachelor’s and Master’s degree holders
were taken all together, they accounted for 78.9% (123) of the total informants and the remaining
21.2% (33) of them held college diploma. The study showed that the majority (more than 3/4) of the
respondents were Bachelor and Master’s degree holders.

Fig 4.3: Positions of the Respondents
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Referring to Figure 4.3 above and considering the respondents by their position in their
organization, by far the highest percentage, i.e. 65.4% (102) of them were professionals who were
assumed to be first and Master’s degree holders followed by workers which accounted for 21.2%
(33).The remaining 9% (14) and 4.5% (7) of the respondents were Team Leaders and Directors

respectively. This showed that most of the participants of this study were professionals.
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Fig 4.4: Work Experience of the Respondents
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Lastly, when treating the participants from their work experience point of view, Figure 4.4 above
shows us that respondents who have 6-10 years of work experience in the organization comprised
28.2% (44) of the total informants followed by 2-5 years of work experience covering 23.7% (37) of
the overall respondents. Employees having 11-15 years of work experience represent 14.9% (23) of
them. Finally, employees of the least work experience (less than two years of experience) comprised
20.1% (31) whereas employees of the most work experience (greater 15 years of experience)
accounted for only 12.3% (19) of the respondents where tacit knowledge is at the verge of leaving
the organization due to retirement. From KM perspective, employees with the most experience must
be good and reliable sources of tacit knowledge for organizations as knowledge can be acquired and
accumulated through experience.

Generally, according to the survey conducted, most of the participants were found to be first and

Master’s degree holders being within the age range of 31-50 and at the operational level.
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4.4 Findings and Discussion

This section presents the answers to the research questions through analysis and
interpretation of the data collected.
4.4.1 Personal Barriers towards Knowledge Sharing

Part-1 of the questionnaire was intended to collect the views of respondents about personal
barriers towards knowledge sharing and to answer the research question (RQ.1) regarding
individual barriers towards supporting OM practices within the office (secretariat) of Ethiopian
Parliament. Figure 4.5 summarizes the result of the study variable used to assess the respondents’

attitude.

Fig 4.5: Views of Respondents towards Knowledge Sharing (Personal Barriers)
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As can be seen from Figure 4.5 above, the majority of the respondents, i.e. (92.3%) of them
reported that they would gain new ideas, technologies, skills or techniques as a result of sharing

knowledge. Similarly, (87.8%) of the respondents reported that knowledge sharing, would help
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them avoid repeating the same mistake again. Correspondingly, (81.4%) of the study participants
reported that sharing knowledge would not waste their time and would not increase their work
load. Likewise, out of the respondents who were requested for their willingness towards sharing
their own know-how, experience or skills to their colleagues, (93.6%) of them showed readiness
towards sharing their own know-how, experience or skills to their co-workers. This being the
case, out of the total respondents, who were asked whether their personal competitiveness would
reduce or not following knowledge sharing, (73.7%) of them, reported that, their personal
competitiveness would not be affected as a result of sharing knowledge.

On the other hand, (45.5%) of the respondents reported that exclusive ownership of
knowledge would not make them outstanding and important person in their organization whereas
(41.7%) of them believed that sole ownership of knowledge would make them otherwise.
Besides, (78.9%) of the participants reported that they count on the knowledge of their co-
workers.

An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the knowledge sharing behavior
scores for male and female respondents. There was not a significant difference in the scores for
male respondents (M = 23.36, SD = 3.14) and for female respondents (M = 23.88, SD = 3.67)

conditions; t (154) =-0.96, p = 0.34 (two-tailed).

Table 4.2: Group Statistics (Male, Female)

Gender N Mean Std. Deviation  Std. Error Mean
PB Mean Male 89 23.3596 3.13792 0.33262
Female 67 23.8806 3.66607 0.44788

Source: own survey, June (2018), output
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Taking the demographic variables of the study as a splitting factor, the distribution of
respondents was found to be somehow comparable for almost all the study factors under
investigation. This indicated that there was no significance difference among respondents based
on their demographic variables as far as sharing knowledge is concerned.

In general, it can be said that there was, reasonably, a good level of trust relationship among
co-workers towards knowledge sharing in terms of willingness to accept and to share know-how,
skill and expertise within their organization. This can be taken as a good starting point in the
process of fostering the existing OM within the office (secretariat) of Ethiopian Parliament.

To the contrary, there happened to be a considerable percentage of employees who were
resistant to knowledge sharing practices particularly regarding sole ownership of knowledge.
According to the study, (41.7%) of the respondents reported that sole ownership of knowledge
would make them an important person within their organization. This implied that, those who
have such type of stance also have a strong fear of losing their power and competency within
their organization if they share their knowledge. Still important, there were employees who
support knowledge sharing yet, they thought that it would add additional work load to their daily
routines. Cumulatively, these perceptions may overpower on an individual’s positive attitude
towards knowledge sharing practices and they will produce a negative impact on both individual
and group memories. This in turn will affect the overall OM of the organization.

In conclusion, this study revealed that there was a common understanding on the importance
of knowledge sharing practices and most of the respondents believed that knowledge sharing has
nothing to do with their competency within their organization. However, according to the
majority of the responses of the participants to the open ended questions, some resources like

time and space were reported to be the most common barriers to them.
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Knowledge transfer and distribution are few other terms used to represent knowledge
sharing. Knowledge sharing is the most challenging KM process, for it is based on a voluntary
action (Davenport, 1998). Yet, it is crucial because individual knowledge is not useful to the
organizations unless shared (Jasimuddin et al., 2011; Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995).

Individuals have their own recollections of what has been taken place in and about
organizations. They store their organization's memory in their own capacity to remember and
articulate experience in the cognitive orientations they employ to facilitate information
processing. Moreover, individuals and organizations keep records and files as a memory aid. As
Huber (1991), March and Olsen (1975), Simon (1976), Weick (1979a) and Yates (1990)
observed, such information help to constitute an OM.

According to literature, in a work environment which is characterized by openness and trust
(Aulawi et al., 2009), employees communicate freely and share their knowledge with their peers
and managers. Moreover, similarity among the employees based on their socio-demographic
profile, fair treatment, incentives and rewards motivates employees towards knowledge sharing
(Witherspoon et al., 2013).

Gupta and Govindarajan (2000) classified at least five critical elements of knowledge
transfer: perceived utility of the knowledge, motivation of the source to transfer (O‘Dell et al,
1998), motivation of the recipient to acquire, absorptive capacity of the recipient, and the
organizational context that supports the transfer. Extrinsic rewards and incentives for knowledge
sharing, rather than knowledge hoarding, motivate employees to share knowledge (Burgess,
2005; Lee and Yang, 2000; Wang et al., 2014).

Based on result of the current study, the review of theory and research related to knowledge

sharing, the following have been identified as the major factors that influence knowledge sharing
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between individuals in organizations: the nature of knowledge, motivation to share, opportunities

to share, organizational and infrastructural supports and the culture of the work environment.

4.4.2 Organizational Support

In this part (Part-II) of the survey, the researcher aimed at exploring the status of the provision of
organizational supports in terms of involvement of management in providing the necessary
infrastructure, facilities, funds, formulating a suitable OM strategies and creating conductive

environment towards OM processes and practices. Figure 4.6 summarizes the result of the study

variable used to assess the respondents’ opinion.

Fig.4.6. Respondents’ view on Organizational Support within HoPR
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According to Figure 4.6 above, the study showed that the number of respondents who
agreed to the presence of motivational scheme reported to be comparable with the number of
respondents who disagreed to its presence within HoPR. Put differently, out of the 156

respondents who were asked to provide their opinion on the absence or presence of motivational
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scheme, as part of organizational support, in their organization, 41.7% of them disagreed
whereas nearly the same percentage i.e., 41% of them at least agreed to the presence of
motivational scheme within their organization. On other hand, the remaining 17.3% of the
respondents had no a say to the idea under discussion.

Similarly, the majority (47.5%) of the respondents reported that there was no specific budget
dedicated to acquiring and sharing knowledge in their organization. Besides, a significant portion
of the respondents (29.5%) of them were not cognizant to this notion. The remaining (23.1%) of
them agreed to statement regarding the presence of specific budget dedicated to acquiring and
sharing knowledge within their organization. Concerning periodic plan to acquire, organize and
share knowledge, the majority (50.7%) of the participants disagreed to its presence. Moreover,
(51.3%) the respondents at least disagreed to the level of readiness of management to encourage
employees to suggest ideas for new opportunities.

In summary, this result revealed some vivid patterns towards organizational support within
the office (secretariat) of Ethiopian Parliament. As such, nearly the same proportion of the
respondents treated each variable of the study for organizational support in a similarly fashion. In
other words, the majority of the respondents at least disagreed to the positively coded statements
for every study variable as far as organizational support of the organization is concerned. This
indicated that there was less motivational scheme in terms of incentives, rewards and conductive
environments, resource allocation, periodic plan to acquire, organize and share knowledge, level
of readiness of management to encourage employees to suggest ideas for new opportunities and
entertaining different views within the office (secretariat) of Ethiopian Parliament. This in turn
brings a negative impact on the development of a robust OM within the organization under

investigation. Hence, much remains to be done in this area.
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Literature tells us that, leaders need to be flexible, willing to learn and need to have a clear
understanding of importance of knowledge and knowledge management at times of upheaval
(Carpenter and Fredrickson, 2001). Simple implementation of KM systems cannot bring success
unless employees cooperate. Winning commitment and cooperation from the employees is
possible only when leaders become strategic planners of the organizations by formulating KM
strategy, setting example by participation and providing necessary funds and infrastructure
(McKenzie et al., 2001).

Many organizations have introduced a new job title called Chief Knowledge Officer (CKO)
(Liebowitz, 2002) who will exclusively look after knowledge related activities. CKOs are the
common medium through which all the KM activities are coordinated effectively and turn it into
performance. The most important goal of a CKO is to endure and embed knowledge in
organization’s daily life. CKOs are nomads who browse the entire organization searching for
opportunities and to manage organization wide knowledge creation process at the organization
level (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995). CKOs require a blend of technical, human and financial
skills that can blend the technology based explicit knowledge with the cultural and behavioral
factors that impede or facilitate KM practices (Davenport, 1998).

Hence it could be concluded that leadership and management support is the most essential
critical success factor for fostering knowledge management in organizations as they design the
organizations’ strategy, create culture and provide necessary infrastructure, and other major
enablers of OM practices
4.4.3 Infrastructural Support (ICT)

In this part (Part-III) of the survey, the researcher aimed at exploring the extent of use of

information and communication technology tools (ICT) such as internet, intranet, ERP, Web
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portals, inventory management systems, information systems, data base management systems,
data warehouses for effective OM and to answer the research question (RQ.2) regarding
infrastructural barriers towards promoting OM practices within the office (secretariat) of
Ethiopian Parliament. Figure 4.7 summarizes the result of the study variable used to assess the

respondents’ opinion.

Fig. 4.7: Respondents’ view on Infrastructural Support within HoPR
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Referring to Figure 4.7 above, out of the total respondents who were asked to rate the
statement regarding the presence or absence of up-to-date ICT infrastructure for storing,
transferring and retrieving of knowledge in HoPR, more than half (53.9%) of them reported
supporting its existence whereas a good number (32.7%) of them reported supporting its
absence. The remaining (13.5%) of the respondents had no say about it. This indicated that these
participants wanted to be neutral or had no idea about the status of the current ICT infrastructure

in their organization. Regarding facilities like locations or halls for employees to socialize and
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exchange knowledge, the study showed that responses of the participants who at least disagreed
(42.3%) appeared to be somehow balanced with the responses of others who at least agreed
(46.1%). Similarly, 64% of the respondents disagreed with the statement regarding presence or
absence of personal home pages through which they can communicate their ideas.

Likewise, (55.8%) of the research participants thought that the current ICT infrastructure in
HoPR is in a condition to let them identify and communicate with experts in their main
functional areas or domains. The remaining (33.9%) of them reported oppositely. This study
found out that the majority (48.1%) of the participants agreed with the statement regarding the
presence of a well-developed intranet that is accessible to all workers within HoPR.

In summary, in spite of some positive opinions towards ICT, cumulatively, the study showed
that the current ICT infrastructure in HoPR is not well developed in such a way to foster and
encourage employees to store, transfer and retrieve knowledge; contributing negatively towards
OM practices of the organization under investigation.

To the best of the researcher’s knowledge, as he was from the same organization under
study, the ICT strategy of the organization was highly gravitated to the business processes of the
organization. This statement was supported by responses to the open ended questions which
stated that “the management in HoPR was not in a position to think out of the box and it
advocated business as usual style. Hence, much remains to be done in this context.

Technology is a key enabler of OM and it is the most effective means of capturing, storing,
transforming and disseminating knowledge. Among other things, it facilitates searching,
accessing and retrieving of knowledge in electronic formats. With ICT, searching and
exploitation of stored knowledge becomes easier (KPMG, 1998). ICT tools such as emails,

search engines, video conferencing, data-mining systems and many more (Subashini, 2012) aids
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knowledge storage, knowledge transfer and knowledge dissemination through electronic
documentation (Nevo, 2007).

According to literature, ICT addresses knowledge coordination problems such as search for
expertise on a specific domain, meta-knowledge, knowledge about knowledge, its availability
and location such as who knows what and who can be asked for help (Sambamurthy and
Subramani, 2005).

In general, a well-established and accessible ICT across the organization helps employees
create, share, transfer knowledge, and socialize within the organization which eventually
enhances OM. But organizations must understand that technology is neither a cure-all nor a short
formula. As KPMG (2000) survey reported technology does not represent KM rather it facilitates
KM. According to him, it is essential for KM practitioners to understand that no technology
system can fully capture and exploit knowledge without human interaction. Being
technologically adept is one thing but not a sufficient condition for KM. It is the alignment of
technology within the cultural, managerial and organizational elements of KM that will yield
better results.

4.4.4 Organizational Culture

Part-IV of the questionnaire was intended to collect the views of respondents about the nature
of organizational culture and to answer the research question (RQ.3) regarding cultural barriers
towards building or promoting OM practices within the office (secretariat) of Ethiopian
Parliament. Figure 4.8 summarizes the result of the study variable used to assess the respondents’

attitude.
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Fig 4.8: Respondents’ view on Organizational Culture within HoPR
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From Figure 4.8 above, it can be seen that the majority (49.3%) of the respondents confirmed
that there was no management commitment towards knowledge creation and sharing with in
HoPR. Whereas (32.1%) of them reflected positively towards it. Similarly, out of 156
participants who were asked to rate the statement regarding organizational culture whether it
encourages risk taking and experimentation without blame for mistakes or not, (57%) of them
reported with opposition and (25%) of them had no say about it. Only the remaining (17.9%) of
them reported it otherwise. Likewise, (48.7%) of the respondents disagreed to the statements
concerning the reward system in HoPR as far as encouragement of knowledge sharing and reuse
of the knowledge of others is concerned. Besides, the proportion of the respondents who agreed
(26.3%) appeared to be somehow equivalent with the responses of others who did not have a say

(25%).
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In a similar fashion, 49.4% of the respondents believed that training and development
activities within HoPR encourage individuals to develop their personal knowledge and skills in
order to acquire, share and use new knowledge, yet the remaining (50.6%) of them either
disagreed or not cognizant about it. This showed that the attention given to training and
development activities in HoPR was minimal in encouraging individuals to develop their
personal knowledge and skills in order to acquire, share and use new knowledge.

Finally, the study showed that most of the respondents (45.5%) reported that they do not
make use of cross functional, cross-divisional or international best practices for decisions of
strategic importance to their organization.

In conclusion, the culture of HoPR was not good enough in terms of commitment of
management, encouragement towards risk taking activities, reward system, training and
development activities and encouraging employees to use cross functional, cross-divisional or
international best practices for betterment of their own organization.

Culture is a set of norms and values which collectively guide and influence the behavior of
employees in an organization (Smith et al. 2003).The development of an organizational culture
that is suitable for OM practices is the most important and difficult challenge in OM practices.
The success of OM initiatives depends on the motivation, availability and the skills of employees
to share and exchange knowledge. People in organizations could act as either enablers or barriers
to effective OM practices.

Culture is reflected in values, norms and practices. Values are not visible and are observed
only in behavior whereas norms and practices are explicit derived from values (David and Fahey,
2000). Culture is an ongoing process of reality construction, providing a pattern of understanding

that helps members of organizations to interpret events and to give meaning to their working
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worlds (Nwugwo, 2001). Organizational culture provides a sense of identity for members
(Robbins et al., 2010) and it is inextricably related to employees’ satisfaction, social trust,
organizational commitment and hence organizational performance (Cardoso, 2012).

Modern organizations are characterized by job interdependencies, information explosion
resulting from interconnectivity and rapid change, resulting in fragmented information with the
individuals and —no one knows it all (Stauffer, 1999). Davenport (1998) contended that without
organizational culture favorable to KM, no amount of technology, knowledge content or good
project management will make the effort successful. Hence, shaping organizational culture is
central for successful KM. Only by facilitating interactions between individuals, groups both
formally and informally lead to creation of new ideas which eventually lead to innovation (Gold
et al., 2001). Studies that investigated the KM failures in organizations have reported
organizational culture as the barrier (Tuggle, 2000). Culture to adopt KM and encourage people
to share knowledge within organizations pose challenges for implementation of KM. Scholars
believe that organizational culture should be nurtured if KM is to succeed. Organizational culture
influences KM through its influence on the values the members attribute to their behavior. It
influences evolution of KM initiatives and migration of knowledge, over time, KM becomes part
of organizational culture (Alavi and Leidener, 2008).

In summary, for OM to be useful and effective for an organization, it is necessary that the
organization need to tailor its strategy to the creation of a favorable environment that fosters and
encourages collaboration and the sharing of knowledge, ideas, experiences and relevant
information among its members. OM works best in an organizational culture that encourages
knowledge sharing and reuse. Organizations, whose culture does not support knowledge sharing,

need to manage expectations of the benefits of OM and OMS while they undertake actions to
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change the culture to one that supports sharing. This takes time and effort and tends to require a

top down approach.
4.4.5 Knowledge Acquisition

Part-V of the questionnaire is intended to assess the views of respondents about the
acquisition of knowledge as part of KM process in HoPR. Figure 4.9 summarizes the result of
the study variable used to measure the respondents’ report.

Fig 4.9 Respondents’ view on Knowledge Acquisition within HoPR
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As can be seen from Figure 4.9 above, (43%) of the participants said that their organization
captures and uses knowledge obtained from other external sources such as related government
offices, private sectors, and associations and the remaining (57%) of them reported with either
opposition or did not have a say. Similarly, (40.4%) of them confirmed that their organization
captures and uses knowledge obtained from public research institutions including universities.
On the other side, relatively a large percent (30.1%) of the participants did not have a say about it

and the remaining (29.5%) of them reported differently.
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In a similar fashion, the majority (35.9%) of the respondents agreed to the statement
regarding allocation of resources to detecting and obtaining external knowledge and
communicating it within the organization, (32.7%) of them are not aware about it and the
remaining (31.4%) of them did not agree with it. Regarding reviewing and learning from work
done, (44.2%) of them reported with confirmation whereas (37.8%) of them reported with
opposition. Finally, a large percent (50.6%) of the participants thought that their organization do
not encourage workers to participate in projects with external experts and (28.2%) of them
preferred not say at all.

Overall, the study revealed that there was a practice of acquisition of knowledge as part of
KM process in HoPR in terms of capturing and using knowledge obtained from other external
sources, allocating resources to detecting and obtaining external knowledge, reviewing and
learning from work done and encouraging employees to participate in projects with external
experts. But it needs to be reinforced to promote a well-established OM.

In 1983, Sternberg defined knowledge acquisition as a process of learning, filtering new
information and storing it in memory. Knowledge acquisition or capture is defined as the
retrieval of relevant and valuable knowledge from individuals that is then documented and
transferred to other individuals, customers, or business partners (Lawson, 2003). Holsapple
(2001), on his part, defines knowledge acquisition as a process of identifying relevant knowledge
from external environment and transforming it into a form that is suitable for assimilation or

internalization in an organization’s context that can be applied for knowledge creation.

Learning is fundamental to acquire knowledge (Senge, 1990). A diverse set of knowledge
acquisition practices reported in literature include mentorship programs, cross functional teams,

communities of practices (CoP) and RD fairs (Madhavan and Grover, 1998). These programs
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involve knowledge sharing extensively and provide a good platform for capturing knowledge.
Use of informal contacts, advice from consultants, imitation of role models, knowledge sharing,
training and development activities could also prove to be potential knowledge sources (Friesl,
2011). Kim and Lee (2010) advocate that joint ventures, technology sharing and collaboration
facilitates knowledge acquisition. By hiring individuals with the required knowledge, borrowing
best practices, acquiring organizations for their knowledge and hiring consultants are some
strategies that could help to capture new knowledge. Similarly, benchmarking and collaboration
are referred to as effective knowledge acquisition tools (O‘Dell and Grayson, 1998). Identifying
the outstanding practices of the competitors and performing a gap analysis will enable the
organizations to capture the required knowledge for internal use. A study conducted in small and
medium enterprises in Netherlands listed a number of knowledge acquisition practices (Beijerse,
2000) as the most commonly used, such as, active networking, facilitating self-study, job
rotation, apprenticing, training, hiring expertise, hiring new employees, tutorship /mentoring,
participation in conferences etc.

Therefore, the organization under investigation may take these tested or best practices into
consideration and put them into practice to take the most out of OM.
4.4.6 Knowledge Dissemination

Part-VI of the questionnaire is particularly intended to assess the views of respondents on the
availability of organizational repositories as means of disseminating knowledge in HoPR. Figure

4.10 summarizes the result of the study variable used to measure the respondents’ report.
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Fig 4.10 Respondents’ view on Knowledge Dissemination Practices within HoPR
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From Figure 4.10 above, it can be can said that the majority (41.6%) of the participants
agreed with the idea that employees in HoPR disseminate knowledge through regularly updating
databases of good work practices, lessons learned or listings of experts and making it available
via the organization’s portal. Nonetheless, the fraction of respondents who did not agree to and
who did not have a say accounted for (58.4%) which was well above half of the overall
participants. In a similar fashion, it was only (45.5%) of the respondents who confirmed that
their organization disseminate knowledge through preparing written documentation such as
lessons learned, training manuals, good work practices, articles for publication, etc. Likewise,
(39.7%) and (39.8) of the overall respondents reported with agreement with respect to facilitating
collaborative team works and knowledge sharing ways respectively.

In general, according to the study, it can be concluded that there was no or little practice of

dissemination of knowledge in HoPR in terms of updating databases of good work practices;
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lessons learned or listings of experts and making it available via the organization’s portal on a
regular basis; preparing written documentation such as lessons learned, training manuals, good
work practices; facilitating collaborative team works that are physically separated and
knowledge sharing ways such as workshops, seminars  within departments or other
organizational units on a regular basis. Hence, much remains to be done in this area.

Knowledge dissemination refers to the human processes and technical infrastructures that
make embodied knowledge available to the people and identify who to use a particular body of
knowledge within an organization (Armbrecht et al., 2001). Research over the past 10 years has
concluded that knowledge is not a ‘thing’—a static inert object to be sent and received.
Disseminating new findings or information involves communicating through certain channels
over time among members of a social system (Rogers, 1995). It requires an analysis of the
communicator and the user because knowledge is a fluid set of understandings shaped both by
those who originate it and by those who receive it (Hutchinson and Huberman, 1993).

All in all, maintaining or changing to a suitable organizational environment and culture for
knowledge management, by no means is an easy task. It is a long-term process and results cannot
be expected over night. However if organizations have made up their decision of creating such
environment and culture then they have to be consistent with this goal. That includes being
willing to fire, not hire, or encourage to leave people who may have talent but whose goals and
behaviors are too deviated from the targeted organizational environment and culture. This

requires making tough judgments and being willing to act on those judgments.
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4.4.7 Challenges towards Organizational Memory Practices within HoPR

Part-VI of the questionnaire was intended to collect the views of respondents about barriers
and challenges towards OM practices and to answer the research question (RQ.4) regarding
challenges in OM practices within the office (secretariat) of Ethiopian Parliament. Responses to
this questionnaire was thematically analyzed and presented in support of the main survey.

Based on the literature survey and the results of this study, factors such as organizational
culture, organizational support and infrastructural supports have been identified as the major

challenges that affect OM practices with HoPR. (Please look at on sections 4.4.1-4.4.6)
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Chapter Five
Conclusion and Recommendations

5.1 Introduction

Organizational memory is the function of the organization in which organizational
knowledge is stored and retrieved for present and future use, and thus contributes significantly to
the processes of designing and creating the future of the organization. Although it has interested
researchers for several years, many aspects remain unclear and contradictory. The author hopes
that this study has provided insight into these aspects and recommends a pluralistic stance to
them.

The aim of this research was to assess the overall organizational memory practices
(knowledge acquisition, knowledge retention and knowledge transfer) and organizational
memory enablers such as organizational culture, organizational infrastructures, and
organizational support and finally, to forward recommendations towards organizational memory
to the organization under investigation.

In order to carry out this study, extensive literature survey was made, views of selected
respondents on OM processes and practices were collected, then observation, as a secondary data
collection, was made, and finally, both the primary and secondary data were analyzed,
interpreted and presented based on the proposed methodology. This being the case, after

observing the results of the study, the author came up with the following conclusions.
5.2Conclusion

According to the study, the level of trust relationship among co-workers towards knowledge
sharing in terms of willingness to accept and to share know-how, skill and expertise within their

organization is good. On the one hand, the motivational scheme in terms of incentives, rewards
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and conductive environments; resource allocation, periodic plan to acquire, organize and share
knowledge; level of readiness of management to encourage employees to suggest ideas for new
opportunities and entertaining different views within the office (secretariat) of Ethiopian
Parliament is at its minimal.

The current ICT infrastructure in HoPR is not well developed in such a way to help and
encourage employees to store, transfer and retrieve knowledge. This being the case, the
organizational culture of HoPR is not suitable in terms of commitment of management;
encouraging employees towards risk taking activities and experimentation without blame; reward
system; training and development activities and encouraging employees to use cross functional,
cross-divisional or international best practices for the betterment of their own organization.

Lastly, the practice of acquiring knowledge in HoPR in terms of capturing and using
knowledge obtained from other external sources; allocating resources to detecting and obtaining
external knowledge; reviewing and learning from work done and encouraging employees to
participate in projects with external experts is it its minimal. Still, there is little practice of
knowledge dissemination in HoPR in terms of updating databases of good work practices;
lessons learned or listings of experts and making it available via the organization’s portal on a
regular basis; preparing written documentation such as lessons learned, training manuals, good
work practices; facilitating collaborative team works and knowledge sharing ways such as

workshops, seminars within departments or other organizational units on a regular basis.
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5.3 Recommendations
Based on the literature survey and the finding of this research, the researcher came up with

the following recommendations.

— Management of HoPR at all level should facilitate and support KM initiatives.

— Employees at HoPR should be encouraged to share knowledge both within departments and
across organization.

— HoPR should renovate or enhance the current ICT infrastructure and tools in such a way that
it encourages KM processes.

— HoPR needs to hire Chief Knowledge Officer (CKO) who will exclusively look after
knowledge related activities.

— HoPR should integrate the activities of knowledge management processes as part of daily
routines.

— HoPR should reshape its organizational culture and align it with organizational goal to foster
its OM.

— At HoPR, there should be policies and strategies put in place for KM processes and practices
to expand.

— HoPR should create conducive work environment that motivates employees to learn from
each other, share their experience and let them build their intellectual capital for better
organizational performance.

— HoPR should facilitate collaborative team works and knowledge sharing ways such as

workshops and seminars within departments or other organizational units on a regular basis.
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5.4 Suggestions for Future Research

I have considered internal factors, factors within the organization, towards OM practices.
Future studies may explore the role of government and the use of government facilities in
enhancing OM. It can also be of interest to compare contribution of OM and external knowledge
sources to innovative behaviors shown by new employees. One might also need to address an
issue of perceived knowledge novelty. Being new in organization, employees face too much
novel knowledge both from the OM and from the external sources. Thus, facing some external
knowledge or coming up with a new idea, they cannot say if it will be perceived as “new” or

“old” for the organization.

5.5 Managerial Implications

In situation where the largest part of OM is retrieved from people —either as knowledge
repositories themselves or as access methods —it makes sense to think about the dangers of over-
reliance on people, such as forgetting, turnover, and impossibility to share knowledge with other
at all. In addition, one must remember that what knowledge employees obtain depends on whom
they connect with and how which gives a certain degree of risk that they can miss some
important knowledge by not being connected to the right people. Considering all said above, an
organization like HoPR may focus its efforts on two dimensions: (1) improving personal
communication, though it demands a great deal of effort, for knowledge sharing through
personal communication is deeply embedded in organizational culture; (2) developing memory
systems and access methods that are not so dependent on the personal communication.
Moreover, to take the most out of the above proposed directions, the organization may consider

combining both approaches.
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Appendix

Annex I

Research Questionnaire

Dear Respondent,

I, the researcher, am a post graduate student at Addis Ababa University (AAU), School of
Information Science (SIS). Currently I am carrying out a research for my Master’s thesis at AAU
with a topic “Assessment of Organizational Memory Practices: the case of Ethiopian Parliament
(HoPR)” as part of partial fulfillment of the requirements for the Degree of Masters of Science in
Information Science. This questionnaire is prepared to collect the necessary data in carrying out

this research.

The purpose of this research is to assess the overall Organizational Memory Practices
(Knowledge Creation, Knowledge Retention and Knowledge Transfer) and organizational
memory enablers such as (Organizational Culture, Organizational Infrastructures, and
Organizational Support) and finally to forward recommendations towards organizational
memory to the organization under investigation

I am hereby requesting you to assist me in completing this questionnaire in order to achieve
the research objective. I kindly request you, once more, to carefully and attentively read all the
questions and give your genuine answers to the best of your knowledge. If you have any question
or concern regarding completing the questionnaire, feel free to contact the researcher through the

address provided below.
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The researcher hereby would like to assure you that the information you will be providing
will be used purely for academic purposes and will be treated with strict confidentiality and shall
not be used for purposes other than the intended plan of this research. Participation is entirely
voluntary and includes the right to withdraw or refuse. You don’t have to take part in this
research if you do not wish to do so, and choosing to participate will not affect your job or job-
related evaluations in any way.

Note:

1. You are kindly requested to use either blue or black ink pen while completing this

questionnaire.

2. Use the “X” symbol as your response to each of the questions and statements that follow.

3. No need to write your name on any part of this questionnaire.

Daniel Demissew
Mobile: +251-912-179791

Email: demise201(@gmail.com
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Informed Consent Form

This informed consent form is for employees of the Secretariat of the House of Peoples’
Representatives of the Federal Democratic Republic of Ethiopia (FDRE) whom the researcher is
inviting to participate in this research, titled “Assessment of Organizational Memory Practices:
the case of Ethiopian Parliament. "By completing and submitting this survey, you are indicating

your consent to participate in this study. Your participation is appreciated.

Signature

Date
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Part I: Demographic Profile (Background Information of the respondent)

Please use the “X” symbol as your response to each item of the following background information.

1. Gender

|:| Male |:| Female

2. Age group

|:| Less than 23 Years |:| 23-30 Years |:| 31-40 Years |:| 41-50 Years |:| Above 50 Years

3. Educational Status

|:| College Diploma |:| Bachelor’s Degree |:| Master’s Degree |:| Above Master’s Degree

b

Position

|:| Worker |:| Professional |:| Team Leader I:l Director |:| Other

5. Years of experience in the current organization

|:| Less than 2 Years |:| 2-5 Years |:| 6-10 Years |:| 11-15 Years |:| Greater than 15 Years

Part II: Main Survey Questions

Please indicate the extent to which the following statements related to Organizational Memory
Practices apply to your organization/department by indicating the degree of agreement or
disagreement that fits the situation in your organization or unit.

Part 1: Personal Barriers
Please use the “X” symbol as your response to each of the following statements. The responses are presented in a
scale ranging from 1 to 5. 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3= Don’t Know, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree.

Statements to measure personal barriers regarding knowledge sharing | SD D DN A SA
within HoPR (PB) (1) (2) B3| @ | O

PBI I believe that I would gain new ideas, technologies, skills or
techniques as a result of sharing knowledge.

Knowledge sharing would help me not to repeat the same mistake

PB2 ;
again.

PB3 | Sharing knowledge would reduce my personal competitiveness.

BB4 | Sharing knowledge would waste my time or increase my work load.

Exclusive ownership of knowledge would make me outstanding

PB5 . . o
and important person in my organization.

I am willing to explain my know-how, experience or skills to my

PB6
colleagues.

PB7 | I trust the knowledge of my co-workers.
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Part 2: Organizational Support

Please use the “X” symbol as your response to each of the following statements. The responses are presented in a
scale ranging from 1 to 5. 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3= Don’t Know, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree.

Statements to measure the status of organizational support in HoPR (OS) SD D |DN| A | SA
OENOREORICOINE)

In my organization, there is a motivational scheme to encourage staff to

OSI share their knowledge.

0% There is an inc?ntive .in my organization for me in order to improve my
knowledge sharing attitude.

0S3 There is a specific budget dedicated to acquire, and share knowledge in

my organization.

0S4 There is periodic plan to acquire, organize and share knowledge in my
organization.

Managers in my organization encourage employees to suggest ideas for

OS5 new opportunities.

Managers in my organization consult team members to make decision and

0S6
solve problems.

Part 3: Infrastructural Support
Please use the “X” symbol as your response to each of the following statements. The responses are presented in a
scale ranging from 1 to 5. 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3= Don’t Know, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree.

Statements to measure the status of organizational infrastructure in HoPR (IB) SD D | DN | A | SA
OREROBERORECORNE)

IB1 My organization has a very up-to-date ICT infrastructure that facilitates
knowledge sharing.

There are enough locations (halls) within my organization where staff can

1B2 .
socialize and exchange knowledge.

B3 Staffs do have personal home pages through which they can communicate
their ideas.

The current ICT infrastructure in my organization enables me to identify
IB4 | and communicate with experts in my main functional areas or activities
quickly.

IB5 My organization has a well-developed intranet that is accessible to all
workers.
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Part 4: Organizational Culture
Please use the “X” symbol as your response to each of the following statements. The responses are presented in a
scale ranging from 1 to 5. 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3= Don’t Know, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree.

Statements to measure organizational culture (OC) in HoPR SD D DN A SA
OO ENCORNCORNE)
oCl There is strong commitment from my management for knowledge
creation and sharing.
We have a culture that encourages risk taking and experimentation
010 . .
without blame for mistakes.
The reward system in my organization encourages knowledge
0C3 .
sharing and helps employees to reuse the knowledge of others.
0c4 Training and development activities in my organization encourage
individuals to develop their personal knowledge and skills in order
to acquire, share and use new knowledge.
0Cs For decisions of strategic importance to my organization, I make use
of cross functional, cross-divisional or international best practices.

Part 5: Knowledge acquisition / knowledge capture
Please use the “X” symbol as your response to each of the following statements. The responses are presented in a
scale ranging from 1 to 5. 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3= Don’t Know, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree.

Statements to measure knowledge acquisition processes (KA) in HoPR SD D DN A SA
@) @ 131 & | O

My organization captures and uses knowledge obtained from other
KA1 | external sources such as related government offices, private sectors,
and associations.

My organization captures and uses knowledge obtained from public

research institutions including universities.

KA3 My organization allocates resources to detecting and obtaining
external knowledge and communicating it within the organization.

KA4 | My organization is good at reviewing and learning from work done.

KAS My organization encourages workers to participate in projects with
external experts.
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Part 6: Knowledge Dissemination
Please use the “X” symbol as your response to each of the following statements. The responses are presented in a scale
ranging from 1 to 5. 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3= Don’t Know, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree.

In HoPR, employees share knowledge/ information through:

SD
)

D
2

DN
(€)

A
“4)

SA
€)

Regularly updating databases of good work practices, lessons

KS1 learned or listings of experts and making it available via the
organization’s portal.

KS? Preparing written documentation such as lessons learned, training
manuals, good work practices, articles for publication, etc.

KS3 Facilitating collaborative team works that are physically separated
(virtual teams).

KSd Facilitating knowledge sharing ways (workshops, seminars, etc)

within departments or other organizational units on a regular basis.

Part I11: Open ended Questions

1.

A challenge is something new and difficult which requires great effort and determination. It is not
uncommon for employees to face some sort of challenges within their organization as far as
capturing, storing and sharing of knowledge is concerned. That said, what challenges are there in your

organization?

A barrier is something such as a rule, law, policy that makes it difficult or impossible for something
to happen or be achieved. What are the things that can be considered to be barriers in creating, storing
and sharing of knowledge within your organization? Please list them down under each category.

a) Cultural barriers

b. Infrastructural barriers
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c. Personal barriers

3. What opportunities are there within your organization towards organizational memory?
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Declaration

I, the under signed, hereby declare that the research work in this thesis entitled “Assessment of
Organizational Memory Practices: the case of Ethiopian Parliament” is my original work under
the guidance of Getachew Jemaneh, School of Information Science, Addis Ababa University. I
further declare that the content of this thesis, in full or in parts, have not been submitted by me to
any other Institution or University for award of any degree or diploma and all the sources used or

quoted have been indicated and acknowledged as complete references.

Candidate:

Daniel Demissew Signature Date
(Typed)

Adyvisor:

This thesis has been submitted for examination with my approval as a university advisor.

Getachew Jemaneh Signature Date
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