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Abstract
The role that the information technology (IT) department serves is governed by the
corporate culture and how it values the use of knowledge, including IT, to achieve a
strategic competitive advantage. The purpose of this quantitative study was to examine
the potential relationships between information acquisition, knowledge dissemination,
shared interpretation, organizational memory, and organizational flexibility. Two theories
served as the theoretical foundation for this study: contingency theory and the resource-
based view of the firm. To answer the question of possible correlation between
organizational flexibility and components of knowledge management, a randomly
selected sample of 193 IT professionals employed at small- and medium-sized enterprises
from eight Midwestern states was presented a knowledge management questionnaire
consisting of items that ask these professionals how their organizations prioritize
different aspects of knowledge management. Regression analysis and bivariate
correlation were used to determine whether a relationship exists between the dependent
variable, organizational flexibility, and the independent variables: knowledge
dissemination, shared interpretation, organizational memory and information acquisition.
Flexibility had a positive correlational relationship with all variables, with information
acquisition as the only statistically significant variable. IT managers will benefit from
knowing what potential aspects of knowledge management act as barriers to
organizational flexibility. Managers can take the information in this dissertation to
facilitate knowledge management practices and influence positive social change within

their organizations, given the constraints put upon them from the business side.
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Chapter 1: Introduction to the Study

Organizational culture is defined as the environment people work in, and this
environment provides the framework that those people use to not only work in, but also
to think and act (Anning-Dorson, 2021). Through organizational culture, members of the
organization gain an understanding of the goals of the organization, what their role is in
achieving those goals, and what the organization expects of its members in achieving
those goals (Santos-Vijande et al., 2012). Members of the organization adopt the culture
over time, conform to the rules of the culture (both written and unwritten), and develop a
sense of togetherness using the common corporate culture and shared interpretation of
organizational goals as a foundation. As organizations acquired knowledge, they
eventually developed methodologies to control how that knowledge is spread throughout
the organization (called knowledge dissemination), the shared interpretation of
knowledge amongst employees, and how much of the employees’ tacit knowledge
becomes explicit knowledge to be stored for others to use as a reference, or the overall
organizational memory. These methodologies become the organization’s knowledge
management system (Santos-Vijande et al., 2012; Shrafat, 2018).

Culture is usually shaped by the structure of the organization, and formalization
was one of the key components of organizational structure (Dedahanov et al., 2017).
Formalization is defined as the rules, norms, and protocols that organizations develop and
adopt to influence and shape the behavior of their employees (Pertusa-Ortega et al.,
2010). Knowledge sharing is an element of corporate culture that can contribute greatly

to the success or failure of an organization (Matoskova et al., 2018), and formalization



governs how that knowledge is acquired, maintained, disseminated, and shared.
Employees who had high levels of trust with their coworkers were more inclined to share
the knowledge they have with others and with the organization (Shateri & Hayat, 2020;
Swift & Hwang, 2013). The acquired knowledge can be used to develop new products,
processes and services that could assist the organization in either achieving or
maintaining a competitive advantage in the marketplace (Chang & L.in, 2015).
Organizations could also use the knowledge acquired to counteract their competitors,
adding to the strategic flexibility of the organization.

Organizational flexibility is typically defined as an organization’s ability to
identify internal and external changes in the marketplace and successfully adapt to those
changes without severely negatively impacting competitiveness (Bamel & Bamel, 2018).
To achieve flexibility, organizations must allocate and use their finite resources in such a
way that maximizes their current market position and puts them in an advantageous
situation to achieve market superiority, if such superiority has not been achieved already
(Bamel & Bamel, 2018). This allocation of resources is called the resource-based view of
the firm, which views organizations as a grouping of finite, unique resources that are used
for competitive purposes (Barney, 1991). Using acquired knowledge to achieve flexibility
comes from the concept of ambidexterity, which is the balance between supporting
existing products (exploitation) and developing new products (exploration); both are
needed to remain competitive (Selcer & Decker, 2012). Given the finite resources
typically available to small- and medium-sized enterprises (SMES), maintaining an

ambidextrous strategy can be difficult, especially in organizations lacking the knowledge



capability to compete. Developing an organizational culture that values and encourages
knowledge sharing can help organizations achieve or maintain a competitive advantage
by being ambidextrous and highly flexible (Anser et al., 2022; Khan et al., 2021; Puriwat
& Hoonsopon, 2022).

Over the course of this introductory chapter, the reasoning behind the selection of
the proposed study will be presented, and different aspects of that reasoning will be
explored as an overview to what the rest of the dissertation entails. The chapter begins
with a discussion on the background of the study, going over some of the research that
has already been completed in this area; this research will be elaborated on in the next
chapter, the literature review. The purpose of the study will also be articulated, as well as
the problem the study is designed to address. After identifying the pertinent research
questions, a brief discussion about the theoretical underpinnings of the study follows. The
middle third of the chapter is devoted to the nature of the study, the definitions of
relevant terms, the pre-data collection assumptions | made, and both the limitations and
delimitations of the study. The chapter closes with a detailed explanation on why the
study is significant and a worthwhile endeavor to be pursued.

Background of the Study

The results of a study conducted by Gu et al. (2014) showed that environmental
pressure acted as a moderating variable between organizational culture and information
technology (IT) project performance. An inference could be made from the results that
more firms in competitive industries would experience a greater effect on IT project

performance than less competitive ones, even if their corporate cultures are similar.
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Communication and knowledge sharing in project-based firms can lead to inefficiency, as
shown in the study by Almeida and Soares (2014). They conducted a qualitative case
study on a Portuguese firm specializing in research and development and found that the
organization had set up information silos among project teams, hindering the
dissemination of information. To remedy this, the authors developed a set of information
management recommendations to follow for both during and after a project. The focus of
the post-execution strategy rested on storing the information acquired during projects for
long-term storage and retrieval so other teams have references to seek out during future
projects (Almeida & Soares, 2014).

When a culture is set up to encourage innovation, it can benefit flexibility, as
shown in the study by Bock et al. (2012). The authors conducted a study consisting of
responses from over 100 chief executive officers of large, multinational firms. The results
showed that a creative organizational culture had a positive effect on strategic flexibility,
while reliance on a partner firm for innovation dropped the probability of achieving
strategic flexibility by 31%. An inference could be made from the results of this study
that corporate cultures that did not value developing in-house innovative concepts and
instead outsourced that part of their business could be at a disadvantage as a competitor.
The results of a Li et al. (2017) study showed that high resource flexibility led to a higher
commitment to invest in innovation, while firms with high coordination flexibility
engaged in resource acquisition at greater rates. These results show the contrast between
firms that have the resources they need to innovate on their own, and those who must rely

on a robust network of partners to acquire the resources they need to innovate.



Managers can play a role in how employees share knowledge as part of the
organizational culture, and managers must work within their corporate culture to
maximize the performance of their subordinates, highlighting how managers and culture
work in an interdependent fashion. Research by Swift and Hwang (2013) and Van den
Heuval et al. (2015) showed organizational cultures that did not make communication a
priority among coworkers contributed to a lack of trust among them and an unwillingness
to participate in the vital practice of knowledge sharing, which can give an organization a
competitive advantage in the marketplace. Employee willingness to share knowledge and
build enough trust in each other contributes to the body of knowledge that organizations
use to remain competitive and flexible enough to adapt to changes in the marketplace
(Huie et al., 2020). Marri et al. (2016) found that management support and organizational
structure played a role in the success or failure of computer integrated manufacturing
implementations in English SMEs. Research has shown that in some cases, the effort put
in by management influences how organizations perform.

Flexibility can also be affected by the allocation of finite resources, especially
when it pertains to I'T performance. Ashrafi and Mueller (2015) used archived data to
develop their model for predicting IT capabilities. Their model had three components:

1. Human resources.

2. Knowledge resources.

3. Relationship resources.

Human resources and knowledge resources refer to the personnel and the body of

knowledge that personnel rely upon to develop ideas. The relationship resources refer to



the resources the business side of the organization provides to the 1T side, including the
personal relationships between the executives and IT leadership.

The research into the literature appears to indicate that studies on the possible
correlation between organizational flexibility and organizational structure have been done
on large firms and in other countries such as South Korea (Dedahanov et al., 2017) and
Malaysia (Eze et al., 2013). Research has also been conducted on SMEs in the United
Kingdom (Cosh et al., 2012). This study has been designed to address the gap in the
literature that exists among SMEs in the United States.

Problem Statement

The general problem is that organizations with corporate cultures that were not
conducive to knowledge sharing were not as flexible as others due to their inability to
effectively utilize the knowledge they possess. Alternatively, because of not making
knowledge sharing a priority, these organizations were unable to attract the workers with
the knowledge needed to achieve or maintain a competitive advantage (Salameh &
Zamil, 2020). The corporate culture could actively discourage employee innovative
pursuits (Koohborfardhaghighi & Altmann, 2017) or it could facilitate knowledge sharing
in such a way that improves the organization (Chion et al., 2020).

The specific problem is that the knowledge management culture within
organizations and their IT departments influence the flexibility of these departments. The
knowledge management culture affected the knowledge transfer, resource allocation and
communication channels between business and IT (Fink & Sukenik, 2011; Oliviera et al.,

2020; Tornjanski et al. 2020). The functionality of the IT department and its relative



value to the overall day-to-day operation of the firm was influenced by the corporate
culture regarding knowledge management (Héroux & Fortin, 2018). The corporate
culture that the organization created and developed potentially influenced how flexible
and innovative the department can be, with increased flexibility leading to a higher level
of adaptability when it comes to changes in the marketplace; thus, the organization would
potentially be better positioned to react to dynamism in the environment (Fink &
Sukenik, 2011; Weingarten et al., 2013). The influence of these knowledge management
systems dictates how organizations acquire, manage, and disseminate their knowledge
repositories. They help shape the culture of knowledge management that organizations
use to govern how they prioritize and utilize knowledge, as well as determine the
business roles for their individual departments with regards to knowledge management
(Al-Alawi et al., 2022; Halisah et al., 2020).
Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this quantitative correlational study was to examine the
relationship of knowledge management culture within organizations with their IT
departments, and whether certain aspects of knowledge management culture influence the
flexibility of those departments. This was done by correlating the dependent variable,
organizational flexibility, with the independent variables of information acquisition,
knowledge dissemination, shared interpretation, and organizational memory. The
dependent variable, organizational flexibility, was measured using the average value of
the strategic flexibility scale in Santos-Vijande et al. (2012), a 6-item construct measured

in 7-point Likert-type scales. The dependent variables were the components of



knowledge management (information acquisition, knowledge dissemination, shared
interpretation, and organizational memory), measured using 7-point Likert-type scales.
The sample consisted of randomly selected IT professionals from small- and medium-
sized organizations located in the Midwestern United States. Those in the sample were
given a research instrument developed by Santos-Vijande et al. that will measure these
variables using 7-point Likert-type scales. Because of the potential to skew the data due
to its potential to affect organizational effectiveness (Vij & Farooq, 2016), age of the
organization was set as a control variable and was controlled in the study. Both firm age
and size were moderating variables with respect to the effectiveness of organizations
using knowledge (Vij & Farooq, 2016), but firm size was already being limited due to the
parameters of the population and sampling frame.

Research Question and Hypotheses

The main research question is: What is the correlation between organizational
flexibility and the components of knowledge management in IT departments in SMEs in
the Midwestern United States?

Null hypothesis: There are no statistically significant components of knowledge
management that have an influence on the level of organizational flexibility in the IT
departments of small- and medium-sized organizations.

Alternative hypothesis: There is at least one statistically significant component of
knowledge management that has an influence on the level of organizational flexibility in

the IT departments of small- and medium-sized organizations.
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Sub-hypothesis 1: Information acquisition has a positive correlational relationship
with organizational flexibility.

Sub-hypothesis 2: Knowledge dissemination has a positive correlational
relationship with organizational flexibility.

Sub-hypothesis 3: Shared interpretation has a positive correlational relationship
with organizational flexibility.

Sub-hypothesis 4: Organizational memory has a positive correlational relationship
with organizational flexibility.

Theoretical Foundation

There were two theories that served as the foundation for this study. The first is
contingency theory, which states that organizations are structured based on their
surroundings, and as their surroundings change, so do their structures to better adapt to
the new situation (Hatch & Cunliffe, 2006). This thought process also shapes how
corporate cultures are developed and how knowledge is disseminated throughout the
organization (Rialti et al., 2020). The seminal work of Burns and Stalker (1961)
developed the organic-mechanistic continuum, which had mechanistic and organic
organizations at opposite ends of a spectrum, the thought process being that all
organizations fall somewhere in between. The organic organization featured flatter
hierarchical structures, decision-making input from virtually everyone in the
organization, and a focus on personal enrichment over profits (Swift & Hwang, 2013).
The mechanistic organization had a rigid top-down authority structure, strict protocols on

information sharing, and an emphasis on efficiency and incentive-based employee
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competition (Tyssen et al., 2014). This theory relates to the study because organizations
develop a culture based on the organizational structure that sits at its foundation. Included
in this culture are the norms and protocols that pertain to the knowledge management
process. While some organizations put a premium on listening to what their employees
have to contribute no matter where they are in the company hierarchy, others prefer to
restrict the decision-making process to just a few individuals (Zheng et al., 2013). The
four components of knowledge management as stated and defined by Santos-Vijande et
al. (2012): information acquisition, knowledge dissemination, shared interpretation, and
organizational memory, are all influenced by how the corporate culture values
knowledge. Furthermore, since knowledge is used to generate new ideas for prod ucts and
services, the contingent structure of the organization could also affect how flexible the
organization can be when responding to changes in the marketplace (Pertusa-Ortega et
al., 2010).

The second foundational theory used in this study was the resource-based view of
the firm, or RBV. The RBV is defined by Barney (1986) as the methodology an
organization used to allocate the resources at its disposal in a way that kept the
organization competitive in the marketplace or achieved a strategic competitive
advantage. The relationship between the business side and the 1T side of the organization,
often called the business/IT alignment, is part of this allocation of resources. The
business assigns a general function to IT based in part on the corporate culture that it
cultivated and the views of its decision makers; resources are allocated to the department

based on this culture-defined function (Fink & Sukenik, 2011). How the company views
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IT played an important part in how much support it was given by the organization, so
business and IT have to be in agreement with each other on what the IT department can
do to help the business maximize performance and achieve its stated goals (Saberwhal et
al., 2019). This also ties into organizational flexibility, since the IT department can
develop innovative concepts that could lead to new products and services. These
innovative concepts can help the organization achieve a competitive advantage over
industry rivals (Gupta et al., 2018).
Nature of the Study

The overall research design was a correlational study, using a data collection
instrument. The knowledge management instrument from Santos-Vijande et al. (2012)
was used in this study. This instrument was used to measure the dependent variable,
flexibility, represented by the average value of the strategic flexibility scale. The
instrument also measured the four independent variables pertaining to knowledge
management by using the average value of all items in each construct (11 for information
acquisition, 7 for knowledge dissemination, 7 for shared interpretation, and 7 for
organizational memory). The correlational design was chosen because investigating the
potential correlation between variables was the primary goal of the study, as shown by
the research sub-questions. Regression analysis was used to test the statistical
significance of the independent variables, which effectively answered the main research
question of the study.

The study population consisted of all IT professionals, while the sampling frame

consisted of IT workers and managers in SMEs in the Midwest. Participants making up
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the sample were randomly chosen from the sampling frame using systematic random
sampling, with the sampling frame chosen using LinkedIn search engine results from
narrowly searching for I'T workers at Midwestern firms of under 1000 employees, which
is the threshold used by the United States Small Business Association (2019) for SMEs.
SurveyMonkey Audience was used as a supplement to identify additional eligible people
to be part of the sample if an insufficient number of people are obtained via LinkedIn;
those selected using this method were chosen randomly. All items in the research
instrument were measured in 7-point Likert scales. There were two types of items
included in the research instrument for the respondents to answer: their level of
agreement with culture statements pertaining to their organization’s knowledge
management policies, and how quickly their organization responds to internal and
external changes. There were demographic questions at the end of the questionnaire for
categorical purposes that were measured nominally or ordinally.

The dependent variable of the study was flexibility, which was measured by the
strategic flexibility scale. There were four independent variables: information acquisition,
knowledge dissemination, shared interpretation, and organizational memory. All
variables were measured using 7-point Likert scales. The study is quantitative in nature
because it is designed to examine a possible correlation between organizational flexibility
and organizational structure and culture in SMEs in the Midwestern United States, using
dimensions of knowledge management as a measure for organizational culture. For the
purposes of this study, this region consists of eight states: Illinois, Indiana, Wisconsin,

Minnesota, lowa, Missouri, Michigan, and Ohio.
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Definitions

Information acquisition: The act of acquiring knowledge from both internal and
external sources (Santos-Vijande et al., 2012).

Knowledge dissemination: The act of distributing acquired knowledge throughout
members of an organization, either from a centralized knowledge repository or from
person to person (Santos-Vijande et al., 2012).

Organizational flexibility: The dynamism an organization exhibits when it
responds to both internal and external changes to its environment. These changes can also
include a reallocation of resources to better position the organization to be competitive
(Brozovic, 2018; Santos-Vijande et al., 2012).

Organizational knowledge: The amount of information that an organization has
accumulated over time and stored as explicit knowledge for use in the future. This
information is acquired through tacit knowledge contributions from members of the
organization (Koohborfardhaghighi & Altmann, 2017).

Organizational memory: The act of committing newly learned knowledge to the
permanent body of knowledge in an organization. This involves taking tacit knowledge
contributions from members of the organization and converting it into explicit knowledge
to put in the repository for future reference (Santos-Vijande et al., 2012).

Organizational structure: How an organization is arranged with respect to its
internal relationships, its chain of command, and its short- and long-term business goals

(Fredrickson, 1986; Koohborfardhaghighi & Altmann, 2017).
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Shared interpretation: What is achieved when members of an organization agree
on what the knowledge they have acquired means, why it is important to know, and how
to interpret the meaning of that learned knowledge in their own words (Santos-Vijande et
al., 2012).

Assumptions

There were two sets of assumptions. The first set are those that are typically
common with quantitative studies using random sampling. The sample was assumed to
have been randomly selected, with each member of the sampling frame having an equal
chance of being selected for participation in the sample. The independent variables were
assumed to be indeed independent and not a linear combination of the other variables
included in the study; they are also assumed to each be normally distributed. The
variances of the independent variables are also assumed to be equal (Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2013).

The second set of assumptions were study specific. The age of the firms that
employ the IT professionals included in this study was a control variable and assumed to
be constant. This is because firm age acts as a moderating variable between
organizational effectiveness and information utilization in organizations (Vij & Farooq,
2016). Including firm age in the study could potentially skew the results. Firm size also
acts as a moderating variable (Vij & Farooq, 2016), but by limiting the study to only
include small- and medium-sized firms, setting firm size as a control variable is
superfluous. There is also the assumption that those included in the sample are a

representation of the population being studied.
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Scope and Delimitations

The proposed study had a limited scope, focused on IT professionals working for
SMEs in the Midwestern United States. The study was designed to leave open the
possibility for future researchers to use its parameters for further research with broader
scopes, since the variables chosen for the study are not necessarily unique to small firms.
The design was a delimitation due to the small number of variables included in the study.
Only four independent variables were included, and these variables did not address the
other ways organizational culture affects flexibility beyond knowledge management.
Another delimitation was the period of time that the research for the study is taking place.

Measuring flexibility by using the strategic flexibility scale in Santos-Vijande et
al. (2012) was chosen due to the multiple dimensions used. Santos-Viiande et al.’s
instrument focuses on how well their organizations respond to new competitor entries,
the change in consumer tastes, technological changes, and economic changes, as well as
threats and potential business opportunities. Resource allocation played a major role in
how well-equipped an organization is when it comes to responding to changes in the
marketplace (Barney, 1991) and how innovative an organization can be (Li et al., 2017).
The RBV applies in this regard.

The inclusion of knowledge management dimensions tied into innovation and
flexibility in two ways. First, knowledge management within an organization is
influenced by its structure (Mahmoudsalehi et al., 2012), and its culture (Alrawi et al.,
2011; Auernhammer & Hall, 2014). This means that how knowledge is acquired, stored,

and shared is governed by how important the organization views the possession of
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knowledge, and how the dissemination of that knowledge is shared throughout the
organization (Chen et al., 2010; Gu et al., 2014). This is where contingency theory comes
into play, since the corporate culture largely comes from what its decision makers deem a
priority, such as the acquisition, management, and dissemination of knowledge. Where an
organization lies on the mechanistic-organic continuum sets the foundation that the
corporate culture is built upon (Burns & Stalker, 1961). Both structure and culture affect
both the business role of IT (Fink & Sukenik, 2011), but how effective the department
can be overall, given the inherent constraints from the business side (Carcary et al.,
2015). Organizational knowledge could then be potentially used to develop innovative
new products and services; this also affects how flexible an organization can be when it
comes to responding to its competition (Buschgens et al., 2013). The independent
variables of information acquisition, knowledge dissemination, shared interpretation, and
organizational memory were aspects of the research instrument used by Santos-Vijande
et al. (2012), investigating how organizational learning affects organizational
performance and flexibility. All of these variables were measured using 7-point Likert
scales.
Limitations

There were limitations to this study that were beyond my control. The willingness
of respondents to be part of the study was a major concern. While the study was
completely voluntary to participate in, respondents who were selected were given the
option to opt out at any time during the process. This could become a problem if an

overwhelming majority of those selected decide to opt out, but this study had a
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considerably low number of opt outs. Another limitation was the openness and honesty of
the participants, as there was no way to determine if their responses to the items in the
instrument would be truthful. There had to be an element of implicit trust that the
respondents would answer truthfully.
Significance of the Study

Significance to Theory

With respect to contingency theory, this study was designed with the goal of
investigating whether the corporate culture of organizations via their knowledge
management protocols affect the flexibility and innovative pursuits within an
organization by examining its effects on firms that generally are not as complex as larger
corporations, namely small- and medium-sized firms. Smaller firms are usually more
flexible by design, due to their simpler organizational structures (Bentinelli et al., 2017,
Broekaert et al., 2016), but they can also suffer from flexibility problems if the corporate
culture is based on a high level of familiarity with one another, such as in family-owned
firms (Broekaert et al., 2016). The smaller number of employees could potentially make
knowledge sharing easier (Eze et al., 2013), and a managerial focus on knowledge
sharing could have a positive impact on the use of IT within the firm (Raymond et al.,
2018). These factors together could potentially influence the innovative pursuits of the
organization and make the firm a more effective competitor in the marketplace (Zaridis &
Mousiolis, 2014). By identifying what aspects of organizational culture have the greatest
impact on flexibility, the readers were given information that can be taken back to small

firms so they refine their knowledge management principles. Key decision makers within
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these organizations can use the information from this study to determine what aspects of
their knowledge management protocol is potentially hindering its flexibility, and
formulate strategies to rectify the situation (Tiller, 2012).

The RBV, being the second theory used as the foundation for this study, is also
significant. Starting with the idea that organizations allocate their finite resources in ways
that help them compete, this study was designed to examine how IT departments, and the
businesses they are a part of, work together to improve the flexibility of the organization
through the effective use of organizational knowledge. This comes from understanding
the business role of IT (Fink & Sukenik, 2011; McFarlan, 1984) and how that business
role affects the day-to-day function of the IT department. The business role is assigned to
IT based on its importance to the organization, and corporate culture influences the
choosing of that role (Orlikowski & Robey, 1991; Saberwhal et al., 2019). The norms and
protocols of the IT department are developed with the existing corporate culture as its
foundation, and it dictates how the department will operate as a subsystem within the
overall corporate system (Marshall et al., 2011). The business/IT alignment is also
significant, since this is how IT and the business side communicate with each other (Jorfi
et al., 2011; Turulja & Bajgori¢, 2016). There was a better understanding of how small
and medium-sized firms use their I T departments to achieve a strategic competitive
advantage and how those IT departments work within their given constraints to maximize

the use of their resources and assist firms in achieving that advantage.
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Significance to Practice

The practice of knowledge sharing within an organization could be potentially
improved as a result of this study, and the policies that govern how knowledge is stored,
shared, and acquired could also be affected. Research has shown that organizational
culture plays a role in how knowledge is shared within an organization (Chang & Lin,
2015; Mahmoudsalehi et al., 2012). Culture also affects how knowledge is created within
an organization (Wang et al. 2011), as well as how it is disseminated (Tang et al., 2010).
Creating a culture that values knowledge sharing could contribute to the overall body of
knowledge of the organization, which in turn could produce innovative products and
services that help the organization achieve a competitive advantage (Alrawi et al., 2011).
Significance to Social Change

As one of the target audiences of this study, IT leaders could use the information
presented here for positive social change in their unigque role as change agents within
their organizations. 1T managers can affect change in different ways: as facilitators, as
repositories of information, as coaches, and as counselors in times of organizational
turbulence (Westover, 2010). IT managers may understand how the business/I T
alignment guides their departments from a macro sense, and how the business role
assigned to their departments can and will change as the needs of the organizations
change. Taking this into account, the manager can then develop leadership strategies and
techniques to implement the organization’s view at the micro level. They will work

within organizational constraints to encourage employees to share information with each
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other, contribute to the overall body of knowledge, and use the resources allocated to
them to make their departments as productive as possible (Barratt-Pugh et al., 2013).

IT managers are tasked with making their departments key assets to the
organization, no matter what role the business side assigns to it. Their role as the
department’s chief liaison to the business side means that maintaining the business/I T
alignment is vital toward not only understanding what the stated business goals are, but
how to go about achieving them as well. Keeping the avenue of communication open
between business and IT is also part of knowledge management, as I'T managers can use
this channel of information to make their departments more effective and productive
(Barratt-Pugh et al., 2013). The information included in this study can assist I T managers
in pinpointing weak spots in the knowledge transfer system and use their positions as
leaders to facilitate the free transfer of knowledge (Paghaleh et al., 2011). Employee trust
IS necessary to encourage the sharing of ideas with both other employees as well as
managers within the organization (Swift & Hwang, 2013; Van den Heuvel et al., 2015),
SO it is up to the manager to help their subordinates build that trust and make them feel
valued so the organization can benefit.

Summary and Transition

Considering the importance of competitive advantage in the marketplace,
developing products and services that consumers demand more than others is not only
lucrative financially, but also helps a company build an identity synonymous with
innovation in the eyes of the public (Rockwell, 2019). The problem is that organizations

may be set up in such a way that inhibits their ability to grow and adapt to their
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surroundings. The infrastructure may be such that stunts creativity and innovation, or the
culture that has developed discourages innovative ideas from making their way up the
chain of command to the key decision makers. Organizations do not generate all their
ideas from those at the top; inspiration can come from different places, including ideas
from ordinary employees (Martinez-Leon & Martinez-Garcia, 2011). Ramendran et al.
(2013) found that employee productivity is influenced by organizational flexibility; the
implications being that flexible organizations have more productive employees.
Managers act as the intermediaries, and regarding IT, IT managers can assist their
departments in becoming valued parts of the organization by maximizing the resources
they are given and encouraging their subordinates to share valuable, innovative
information with each other and with their managers (Cui et al., 2015; Mao et al., 2016).
The study included in this dissertation has been designed to correlate knowledge
management constructs with organizational flexibility. This introductory chapter included
some of the basic information behind why the study was devised and an argument as to
why it should be conducted. In the next chapter, the theoretical framework is discussed in
more detail by reviewing the literature, including the seminal research that these theories
were founded upon. There is also a discussion about why the variables included in this

study were chosen and why they are important to answering the research questions posed.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review

In this second chapter, a review of the literature will be presented. After a brief
discussion on the literature search strategy used to retrieve the research materials used in
the literature review, the theoretical framework of this study is presented in considerable
detail. Starting with the foundational work of Burns and Stalker (1961), contingency
theory is discussed first, including why organic and mechanistic organizations use their
structures as the foundation that the organization is built on. There will be a focus on how
structure shapes the culture of an organization, and how organizations use their structure
to adapt, or in some cases fail to adapt, to the changing environment around them. The
second section reviews the literature regarding the RBV, a theory that treats organizations
as a composition of the resources they can acquire, manage, maintain, and utilize to
achieve a competitive advantage in the marketplace. Beginning with the foundational
work of Barney (1986, 1991), the discussion addresses the impact of the RBV on the
business/IT alignment. This alignment dictates the business role or functionality assigned
to the IT department; it also affects how the business side allocates resources to the IT
department and how the I'T department uses the resources it is given. The section
concludes with a brief discussion on ambidexterity and flexibility, and how the RBV and
business/IT alignment can potentially affect how flexible an organization can be. These
two theories together form the framework and background of the study.

Using that framework, the final two sections comprise the literature review. The
third section includes an overview of the literature on organizational culture, its influence

on innovation within an organization, and its potential impact on the knowledge
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management protocols within an organization. This section wraps up with a look at the
social change aspect of the study, focusing on the role of the IT manager as a change
agent. In the fourth and final section, a review of the literature directly on the topic of the
study will be presented.
Literature Search Strategy

During the process of compiling the references for the literature review, | used
search queries that were related to organizational structure, organizational flexibility, a
related topic, or some combination of the two, using the Boolean operators “AND” and
“OR” to broaden the search results without adding too many unrelated entries. There
were several primary search queries used for compiling references, such as
“organizational structure” AND “flexibility”, “organizational flexibility”, “strategic
flexibility” AND “information technology”, “organizational structure” AND
“innovation”, and “organizational structure” AND “knowledge management”,
“organizational structure” OR “organizational culture”, “organizational culture” AND
“knowledge” OR “innovation”, “knowledge management” AND “organizational
culture”, “knowledge management” AND “formalization”, “organizational culture”
AND “knowledge sharing”, and “organizational culture” OR “organizational structure”
AND “knowledge sharing.”

The literature search tools consisted primarily of the Walden University online
library, the Capella University Alumni online library (I am an alum of Capella), Google
Scholar, and the reference lists of the references gathered in these three places. Using

these reference lists, | was able to expand the search for new references by identifying the
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material that the authors of the selected references used for their studies. Within these
online search tools, databases such as Business Source Complete, Sage Journals, and
Computer and Applied Sciences Complete were used to investigate further for references
and scholarly literature.

To be considered for inclusion, references had to be published in peer-reviewed
journals only. Management and management-science related journals were given priority
over others, so the references selected had relevance to the research topic. The focus was
placed on journal articles published within the last 10 years, but those articles published
within the last 7 years were given higher priority for timeliness purposes. For the recent
research section of the literature review, the literature search was limited to the same 7-
year time frame, but references published within the past 5 years were given a higher
priority. Foundational material and seminal works had no publishing cut-off date.

Theoretical Foundation
Contingency Theory Background and Seminal Works

One of the most important theories in both management and organization theory
Is contingency theory. It is defined, according to Hatch and Cunliffe (2006), as an
organizational design that is dependent on a multitude of factors; these factors include the
competitive environment, the stated goals of the organization, technological capabilities,
and human resources, among others. To put it succinctly, the structure of an organization
is contingent on these factors, and the organization shapes itself dynamically as a
response to these factors. The origins of this theory can be found in the seminal work of

Burns and Stalker (1961) and their book, The Management of Innovation. In the book, the
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authors argued that there is no singular way to effectively organize a firm for peak
performance and competitiveness in the marketplace. Therefore, contingency theory
changed the idea of management structure from a static concept to a dynamic one. Burns
and Stalker asserted that all organizations fit somewhere on a continuum between the
mechanistic and organic organizational structures. Some organizations are more organic,
while others are more mechanistic. Other organizations may exhibit a complex mix of
both. The structure of the organization, as stated before, would be contingent on the
internal and external environment, and based on those factors, the organization in
question would lean further in one direction rather than the other.

On one extreme end of the continuum sat the fully organic organizational
structure. These organizations featured flatter hierarchies, and leader encouragement of
information sharing. As Duncan (1979) asserted, organizations are structured in this way
for two reasons: to establish an effective flow of information to assist managers with
decision making and to create an efficient way to coordinate and integrate between
organizational units. Organic structures featured more generalists, or people with multiple
areas of expertise. Organic structures allowed almost everyone to contribute ideas on how
the organization could be successful, from the top executives all the way down to the
entry level staff members. There were fewer regulatory restrictions on staff, and
employees could explore innovative ideas and concepts that could potentially benefit the
company in the future. The freedom to share information with one another is openly
encouraged, and the avenues of information sharing are left largely unrestricted. The

corporate culture that developed from the organic structure encouraged employees to
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have a greater sense of trust in one another (Swift & Hwang, 2013). By empowering
employees in such a way, organic organizations seek to build loyalty among employees
by making them feel like integral parts of the organization (Rhee et al., 2017). In their
analysis of the Burns and Stalker continuum model, Hull and Hage (1982) asserted that
the organic structure works best in smaller, high-tech organizations. Indeed, the ever-
changing nature of the high-tech field lends itself well to organizations that have a high
degree of flexibility, so organic organizational structures may be best suited to that
environment.

On the other extreme end of the spectrum was the purely mechanistic
organizational structure. According to Burns and Stalker (1961), the mechanistic
structure was so named because organizations that employed such structures were
designed to mimic machines in their operation. Instead of the generalists of the organic
structure, mechanistic structures relied upon specialists who did their job efficiently and
rarely stepped outside of their job descriptions to perform tasks. The decision-making
process largely adhered to a hierarchical model: Those at the top made the important
strategic decisions and passed those decisions to the managers beneath them, who were
then charged with tactically implementing those decisions. Mechanistic organizations not
only employed a concentrated decision-making model, but they also restricted knowledge
sharing among employees with the use of formalization. Thanks to formalization,
knowledge in mechanistic organizations is usually on a need-to-know basis; certain
pieces of information are not widely available to everyone, and the knowledge that is

widely available can be segmented by job function, so employees only learn what they
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need to do their particular job, but nothing else beyond that. Formalization, as defined by
Pertusa-Ortega et al. (2010), are the rules, norms, and protocols that organizations use to
regulate employee behavior. Mechanistic organizations focus on speed and efficiency,
and therefore wasting time on creative pursuits is usually frowned upon. The focus on
role specialization, coupled with the discouragement of free knowledge sharing among
employees, created the need for transactional leadership to incentivize completing tasks;
this created competition among employees to meet productivity goals (Tyssen et al.,
2014). Whereas teamwork is emphasized in organic organizations, individual
contributions are more common in the mechanistic structure.

Perrow (1967) categorized organizations into a 2-by-2 matrix based on three
dimensions: Its task structure, its social structure, and its goal system. Using Perrow’s
terminology, the organic organization would have a great deal of interdependence
between workers, a focus on finding innovative yet risky ways to use the raw materials at
hand, and a focus on long-term goal planning. The mechanistic organization, however,
has a firm understanding of the materials it works with and uses them with great
efficiency. The mechanistic organization prioritizes short-term goals and stability,
implementing very few changes to their products or services. The goal-oriented structure
often found in mechanistic organizations features an emphasis on incentive-driven short-
term goal planning to keep workers continuously engaged and motivated. Perrow’s
matrix model highlights the dichotomy between the conservative model of the

mechanistic organization and the aggressive organic model, but it also applies well to the
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four business roles of IT as stated by McFarlan (1984), which will be discussed in more
detail later in this chapter.

Lawrence and Lorsch (1967) introduced the concept of differentiation and
integration when it comes to organizational structure, using the work of Burns and
Stalker (1961) as a foundation for their study. According to the authors, differentiation is
defined as how segmented the organization is; that is, how many subsystems are part of
the overall system. Integration is defined as how effective the organization is in
coordinating the activities of all its subsystems. Blau (1970) expanded on this idea in his
paper by making several propositions about how organizations become more complex as
they grow larger. Moreover, as organizations grow, the supervisory scope of managers
also grows, which increases the overall workload of managers while also forcing the
organization to work harder to achieve a high level of integration. Damanpour (1991,
1996) discussed both vertical and horizontal differentiation in his papers. He defined
vertical differentiation as the number of hierarchical levels between the lowest-ranked
member and the highest-ranked member of an organization, while horizontal
differentiation referred to how specialized the jobs are within an organization. So,
organizations with low levels of horizontal differentiation distributed tasks narrowly
among a small group of people with generalized skills in several different areas, while
organizations with high horizontal differentiation employed specialists with expert skills
in a comparative handful of areas. For example, in smaller organizations, it is not
uncommon to combine the project manager and business analyst roles into one position,

with a single person performing both tasks. Larger organizations will not only employ
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separate teams of project managers and business analysts, but those individuals may
further specialize in certain software packages or working with clients in specific
industries.

Considering that in contingency theory, organizations dynamically change in
response to both internal and external stimuli in their environment, it is important to note
what that environment looks like, and what the boundaries of that environment are.
Duncan (1979) generally identified what the external and internal environment would
look like and used decision tree analysis to decide what structure would be best, with the
nature and goals of the environment considered the root of the tree. These results would
indicate that the external environment that an organization is a part of is just as important
as the internal structure when it comes to organizational design. Organizations in more
static competitive environments do not have to deal with the high levels of uncertainty
that come with more dynamic marketplaces, such as technology or e-commerce.
Therefore, organizations in static environments may opt to structure themselves in a
simpler fashion. Santos and Eisenhardt (2005) looked at the problem from a different
point of view and asserted that there are four boundaries that organizations must work
within and act as constraints on their business practices. The first is the efficiency
boundary, which governs how much of an organization’s transactions are done in-house
rather than by an outside party. Outsourcing tasks may incur an additional cost, but if the
organization is incapable of doing so on its own, it may be necessary. The second
boundary is the boundary of power, which measures how much overall power an

organization has in the marketplace. With a higher level of power comes a higher level of
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influence in the market, and the less an organization must rely on others to effectively
function. The third boundary is that of competence, which is a measure of how well an
organization uses the resources at its disposal. The theoretical foundation of this
boundary is the RBV. The fourth and final boundary is the boundary of identity, which
measures how well an organization is faithful to its mission statement and stated goals; in
other words, how well the organization understands what it is and what type of individual
the decision makers want to be a part of the organization.
The Effect of Formalization and Protocol on Knowledge Management Systems

Knowledge is a resource that could be the most valuable to organizations if their
corporate cultures consider it to be valuable. Depending on how the organization is set
up, knowledge can be treated as a scarce commodity that is concentrated in the hands of a
few people, or a knowledge management system designed to draw knowledge from all
aspects of the organization to contribute to the body of knowledge (Martin-Rios, 2018).
With respect to the contingency theory spectrum of mechanistic and organic
organizations, fully mechanistic organizations restrict access to knowledge, while fully
organic organizations encourage the free exchange of information. Research on the
overall effect of organizational culture on knowledge sharing will be discussed later in
the chapter; this section will focus on the research regarding knowledge management
systems and the effect of formalization on their functionality.

A knowledge management system is a support system put in place to assist
organizations in creating, acquiring, maintaining, and storing knowledge (Shrafat, 2018).

Organizations with a culture that places a high value on knowledge will treat it as a
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precious commodity, and not a mere means to an end (Azeem et al., 2021). Effective
knowledge management systems can help organizations achieve a higher level of
performance and establish a competitive advantage in the marketplace (Imran et al.,
2021). Formalization plays a role in the functioning of a knowledge management system
because organizational norms and protocols will restrict both how knowledge is acquired
and how it is shared as well (Kanten et al., 2015). More mechanistic organizations will
lean heavily on specialized experts to use their knowledge to solve problems, but not
necessarily share that knowledge with others. More organic organizations may use
collaboration and teamwork to complete tasks, encouraging employees to both learn from
one another and support each other, covering for weaknesses in team members (Martin-
Rios, 2018). Over time, members of an organization will prioritize knowledge as much or
as little as the organization does, which is part of the shared identity that corporate culture
norms create.

Imran et al. (2021) divided the knowledge management system into two parts,
which is also how knowledge is usually categorized: Tacit and explicit. Knowledge
stored by the firm in an accessible repository is considered explicit knowledge; however,
a significant portion of that knowledge is acquired as tacit knowledge first. Tacit
knowledge is knowledge acquired through personal experience, and as such depends on
person-to-person knowledge sharing to disseminate (Imran et al., 2021). Rudramuniyaiah
et al. (2020) conducted a study that found IT workers were more likely to share
information when they felt a sense of altruism, the organization exhibited norms that

were conducive to knowledge sharing, and specialization was present. These results
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implied that members of an organization like to feel as if they are experts in their field,
but they also are encouraged by their corporate culture to share their specialized
knowledge with others.

A knowledge management system that effectively converts tacit knowledge to
explicit knowledge is usually accompanied by a formalization plan that increases the flow
of information from employee to the organization; in fact, Chion et al. (2020) found that
there is a significant relationship between knowledge sharing and organizational culture.
Research has shown that employees were more willing to share their knowledge with
each other and with the organization when managers exhibit leadership styles that
encouraged the activity (Matoskova et al., 2018). Managers would not exhibit these
behaviors if organizational regulations did not permit them to do so. As a corollary to
manager behavior, organizational reward systems also increase the likelihood of
knowledge sharing among employees (Salameh & Zamil, 2020). Once again, the reward
systems are incentives that are implemented as part of management protocols and the
formalization plan put in place by the decision makers within the organization. This is
what Imran et al. (2021) referred to as the knowledge management environment.

Takhsha et al. (2020) discussed a phenomenon called organizational silence, that,
when combined with ostracizing from the social group, greatly affects the individ ual
desire to participate in knowledge sharing. Such an environment develops organically
from the corporate culture. The interaction between employees is regulated via
formalization. Alternatively, when the system of regulations regarding knowledge

sharing within an organization helps create an environment encouraging the practice,
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employees have a greater trust in one another and are more dedicated to their jobs (Liu et
al., 2020). In this situation, tacit knowledge is shared more often, and that valuable
knowledge eventually migrates to the organizational repository of explicit knowledge. In
the end, a knowledge management system reflects its organization, and its overall
robustness depends on the contributions made by its employees. If such contributions are
not valued or even warranted, the system will not serve to assist the organization in
remaining competitive.
Organizational Structure and its Effects on Organizational Performance
Organizational structure helps shape the corporate culture that regulates business
practices and employee behavior through formalization and influences the entire
management system (Tiller, 2012). The decision-making process was also affected by
organizational structure, and according to Fredrickson (1986), the three main dimensions
of organizational structure affected decision making in their own way. Because structure
varies in organizations due to the structural practices detailed in contingency theory, each
organization develops a structure and a culture that is unique to itself. The thought
process behind this is to put the organization in the best position to succeed. Pertusa-
Ortega et al. (2010) conducted a study on the effects of organizational structure on how
well an organization performs in utilizing its knowledge resources, and they found that
while complexity had a positive influence on knowledge performance, centralization had
a negative influence. The authors stated that complexity’s positive influence on

knowledge performance may have come from the role of middle managers as facilitators
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and agents of change. Centralization had a negative influence based on the autonomy that
middle managers are not given in highly centralized firms.

Also notable is the relationship between the decision-making process and
organizational performance. Miller (1987) noted that decision-making and organizational
performance are so dependent on each other to function properly, that formalization had a
direct effect on how proactive decision makers in small- and medium-sized firms were in
acting decisively on behalf of the organization. These results would indicate that high
levels of formalization, such as heavy regulations and protocols, may work to stifle and
inhibit overall organizational performance. Pierce and Delbecq (1977) surmised from the
results of their study that organic organizations, which usually feature lower levels of
formalization, have the structure in place to initiate innovation easier than more
mechanistic organizations. Cosh, Fu and Hughes (2012) concluded in their study that
firms with decentralized decision-making models are better at developing innovative
ideas than their counterparts with other organizational structures, with small high-tech
firms being the most equipped to perform at high levels. Lee and Yang (2011) reached a
similar conclusion, with organically structured firms featuring higher-performing
performance management systems (PMSSs).

Organically structured organizations appear to have a distinct advantage in the
area of organizational performance. However, there is research that reached other
conclusions. Claver-Cortes et al. (2012) found that organizational structure had no direct
influence on performance, but it did have an indirect one through a moderating variable.

Similarly, Zheng, Yang and McLean (2013) found that knowledge management was a
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significant moderating variable between organizational culture and organizational
effectiveness; the connection between organizational culture and knowledge management
will be explored further later in the chapter. Pleshko and Nickerson (2008) found that
neither competitive strategy nor organizational structure had an influence over
performance, asserting that all structural forms are equally likely to achieve a successful
outcome; this is consistent with the uniquely best structure concept from contingency
theory. While each organizational structure has its strengths and weaknesses, if the
structure fits the business goals of the key decision makers, it should have the same
likelihood of success as any other structure. Kanten, Kanten, and Gurlek (2015) found
that mechanistic organizations actually had a greater influence on job embeddedness,
which is defined as the combination of situations that keep workers from quitting or
changing jobs; however, the also found that organic organizations were much more
effective as learning organizations. So, while workers in mechanistic structures appeared
to leave their jobs at a lower rate, those in organic structures were in environments that
were more conducive to organizational learning and knowledge transfer opportunities.
The higher rate of autonomy in organically structured organizations may be a reason for
the lower rate of embeddedness, as workers may be more inclined to change jobs or start
their own business with the knowledge they have acquired. These results would also
indicate that organizations with more organic structures are more flexible than others and
are better positioned to compete in the marketplace. When looking at the organization as

an inventory of valuable, finite resources, allocating those resources in the right positions
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at the right times is part of organizational flexibility. That leads into a discussion on the
RBV.
Resource-Based View of the Firm Background and Seminal Works

The resource-based view begins with the idea of what Barney (1986) called
strategic factor markets. In these markets, there are two categories of firms: Strategizers
and controllers. The strategizers are organizations that seek to acquire resources and use
them in some way to achieve or maintain a competitive advantage, while the controllers
are firms that either own or control the distribution of these resources (Barney, 1986).
Controllers have the advantage over strategizers because of the VRI principle: The
resources they control are valuable, rare, and inimitable (Barney, 1991; Alexy et al.,
2017). If controllers have resources that are non-substitutable, it would be to their
advantage so competitors cannot easily produce similar resources to undercut their
market share. There is an interdependent relationship between the two: Controllers need
strategizers to buy their resources so demand stays high, and strategizers need controllers
to ensure they have a fresh supply of resources at their disposal. Wernerfelt (1984) went
into detail about this relationship, in which the author viewed the firm as a collection of
finite resources to be deployed in such a way that ensures firm survival and grows market
share; this is the resource-based view of the firm. Controllers who have a monopoly over
a certain resource could use their market leverage and the VRI principle on strategizers,
effectively becoming a bottleneck in the innovative process. Alternatively, leaders in the
strategizer markets could put up resource barriers to prevent rivals from competing, such

as signing exclusive contracts with suppliers providing key resources. Ultimately, the
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goal is to achieve what Barney (1991) called a sustained competitive advantage over
others in the marketplace.

Peteraf (1993) elaborated on competitive advantage in her paper, presenting four
key dimensions of what comprised competitive advantage. The first is heterogeneity,
which states that two firms of varying resource levels should be able to compete in the
same marketplace. However, the firm with more resources would have a distinct
advantage. The second is ex post facto limits to competition, which refers to the ability of
competitors to effectively imitate or substitute valuable resources. The third is ex ante
limits to competition, which limits the ability of competitors to challenge market leaders
for their position once they enter the marketplace. The fourth and final dimension is the
imperfect mobility of resources, which makes certain resources less useful outside of a
specific firm’s utilization of them, but they can still be used by competitors in another
capacity. Porter (1979) also developed a list of dimensions that shape competitive
strategy, which he called his five forces: The threat of new competitors entering the
marketplace, the collective bargaining power of both suppliers and customers, the threat
of products and services that can serve as reasonable substitutes for a market leader’s
offerings, and the entire industry, putting both internal and external pressure on firms to
compete. Barney (1991) also mentioned that to achieve strategic advantage, an
organization must be structured to exploit the value of the valuable, rare, and inimitable
resource for their own purposes. As a corollary to this point, it follows that for an
organization to not only compete, but to achieve market leader status, it must have a

combination of both valuable resources and in-demand products and services, along with
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the collective ability to exploit their resources in ways that cannot be duplicated by
others. Organizations that are not structured to maximize the value of their resources will
squander them and not reach their full potential.

There is a difference of opinion on the resource-based view of the firm and its
effectiveness as a management theory. One of the common criticisms of the theory, as
stated by Kraaijenbrink et al. (2010) is that the resource-based view of the firm (RBV)
tells managers to acquire valuable, rare, and inimitable resources without any
specifications as to how to go about doing so. The managers of strategizer firms do not
have this kind of control over resources, and the managers of controllers cannot
effectively predict how valuable their resources will be in the future. However, as Barney
(1991) argued, the RBV explains the strategic competitive advantage that some firms
have over others by detailing some of the reasons why the advantage exists; it is not a
roadmap for managers to follow for obtaining valuable resources. Another critique of the
RBV is that it is only applicable to large firms who can apply pressure to competitors due
to achieving strategic competitive advantage; Gibbert (2006) goes even further, asserting
that the RBV cannot be generalizable. Gibbert pointed out that generalizability cannot be
achieved because resource uniqueness makes it impossible. However, Kraaijenbrink et al.
(2010) asserted that generalization and uniqueness are diametrically opposed to one
another, and trying to generalize uniqueness makes no sense. Instead, the authors argued
that the RBV is best applied to static industries since there are other circumstances that
can explain a firm’s competitive advantage in industries with more volatility. This line of

thinking excludes the scenario where a smaller company develops a resource that their
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larger competitors cannot duplicate or substitute; a resource that allows them to develop
products and services that are unique and clearly differentiable in the marketplace. Such a
scenario could be the catalyst for a smaller firm to achieve a competitive advantage and
experience growth as a result. Smaller firms’ willingness to take risks and invest in
growing their knowledge base improves their performance, since these firms are better
suited to respond to their customers in a timelier fashion than larger ones (Campbell &
Park, 2016). Despite these and other criticisms, the resource-based view of the firm is a
useful theory to assist in evaluating competitive advantage, how firms go about achieving
it, and what competitors need to do to obtain it for themselves. Gancarczyk (2016)
compared RBV favorably to transaction cost theory, which holds that growth is the
favored option in an organization if the transaction cost of a decision would be less if
implemented internally rather than completing those transactions externally. This means
that firms would be in an advantageous position if they can cultivate valuable resources
themselves rather than to be beholden to external vendors. For IT departments,
maintaining alignment with the business side of the organization ensures it remains a
valued resource and contributes to the firm’s quest for competitive advantage.
The Business/IT Alignment

The IT department of an organization can only be as effective as the rest of the
organization allows it to be. According to Gupta et al. (2018), competitive advantage for
information systems can be obtained and sustained by maintaining the business/I T
alignment, coordinate efforts and strategy with other firm resources, and make innovation

a regular occurrence. So, the alignment between the business and information technology
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(IT) dictates how much of a priority IT will be within the overall structure of the
organization, as well as the role it will play in the day-to-day business practices. The
alignment affects how these departments are funded, their technological capabilities, and
the overall knowledge level of personnel. It is important to keep in mind that
technological capability is also a resource that can contribute to a firm’s competitive
advantage. Even if it is not always rare or inimitable, technological capability can be a
valuable resource that separates market leaders from their competitors. Fink and Sukenik
(2011) found in their study that the relative value that an organization puts on its
information technology department had a distinct influence on its overall information
technology capabilities; this relative value is a corollary to the culture that the
organization creates and how important information technology is considered within the
organization.

The business/IT strategic alignment is defined by Jorfi, Nor, and Najjar (2011) as
the extent in which the goals, strategies and objectives of the IT department are supported
by the goals, strategies, and objectives of the organization. Much of this is dependent on
the business role that IT plays within the organization. McFarlan’s (1984) seminal paper
on the business roles of IT detailed the four general roles that 1T can play within an
organization. The support role is a passive role where the organization puts IT at the
lowest possible priority. The IT department is given just enough resources to function
because its operation is not seen as crucial to the overall health of the business. Such a
business role may be common in small businesses or businesses in industries that are

relatively static in terms of innovation. The factory role is also a support role, but it is far
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more active and integral to the day-to-day operation of the organization. The IT
department with a factory business role may monitor logistics and coordinate information
with multiple branches. An IT department with a factory role is the backbone that helps
the organization run, and it performs a handful of duties extremely well and with great
efficiency. The turnaround role is for organizations in times of turbulence or change; the
organizations may be experiencing growth or discontinuous change like a merger. IT
departments with turnaround roles must be extraordinarily flexible to be compatible with
organizations undergoing a significant transition. The strategic role for the IT department
is one of true partnership: The business side and the IT side work together on achieving
business goals and move the business forward. Information technology departments with
a strategic role are given the resources they need to excel, and the managers of these
departments actively strive to acquire the human resource talent required to implement
the bold strategies set forth by the organization’s top decision makers. Carcary, Doherty,
& Thornley (2015) developed a framework to manage overall 1T capabilities, including
managing the IT department like its own separate business. Managers of an IT
department with a strategic role would benefit from utilizing their strategy, since it
focuses on managing all aspects of the department in accordance with business needs.
The business role assigned to an information technology department represents
how important it is to the business side, and how much of a priority it is when it comes to
resource allocation and budgeting (McFarlan, 1984; Carcary et al., 2015). In that sense,
the information technology department can be viewed through the lens of the resource

based view of the firm, since IT is a collection of technological, architectural, financial,
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and human resources. According to Jorfi et al. (2011), information technology capability
is based on four components: Architecture, infrastructure, human resources, and
relationship resources. When IT and business are aligned, all efforts are focused on
assisting the organization to obtain a strategic competitive advantage (Jorfi et al., 2011).
Mao et al. (2016) found in their study that resource commitment acted as a moderating
variable between IT resource capability and competitive advantage. As a corollary, it
follows from these results that resource commitment is contingent on business role; that
is, the allocation of resources from the business depends on how IT fits within the overall
organizational structure. These resources are not just tangible ones; intangible resources
such as knowledge can also help achieve a competitive advantage, as shown in Ashrafi
and Mueller’s (2015) study. According to Heroux and Fortin (2018), the overall IT
knowledge of management had a significant effect on innovation within an organization,
and this relationship is made stronger when the business/IT alignment is factored in.
From the research, it could be stated that the business/IT alignment is not one-
dimensional; in fact, it is a multidimensional alignment with several different moving
parts. Reynolds and Yetton (2015) argued in their study on the business/IT alignment in
multi-business organizations that there are three types of business/IT alignment. The first
is functional, which addresses the strategic approaches of both the business and IT,
making sure they are sync. The second is structural; the organizational structures of both
the business and IT need to be compatible. This alignment dimension recalls contingency
theory, since the overall structure of the organization will affect how the individual

departments are structured as well. The third alignment is temporal or dynamic; as the
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needs, goals, and resources sought by the organization change over time, the needs, goals,
and resources given to the IT department should change along with it. An IT department
with a turnaround role, as stated by McFarlan (1984), would probably pay closer
attention to this type of alignment than others. Similarly, Tarafdar and Qrunfleh (2009)
separated the business/IT alignment into two levels: Strategic and tactical. Strategic
alignment is achieved when IT managers and the key decision makers on the business
side agree on stated objectives and course of action to be taken. Tactical alignment is
achieved when the IT side and the business side coordinate with each other in the
deployment of resources to achieve business goals. The impact of organizational structure
on the business/I T alignment can also be observed in the study conducted by Kim, Paik,
and Lee (2014), where they found that those who worked at these organizations thought
lower levels of formalization (referred to by the authors as “red tape”) was a better
system for IT productivity than structures with higher levels of formalization.
Formalization restricts how IT, as well as other departments within the organization,
function, and that could interfere with an organization’s ability to respond to changes in
the marketplace and maintain competitive advantage.
Flexibility and Ambidexterity

Ambidexterity in organizations was defined by Chang and Hughes (2012) as
being able to support both explorative and exploitative innovation simultaneously.
O’Reilly and Tushman (2012) defined it similarly as pursuing incremental and
discontinuous innovation at the same time. Explorative innovation is discontinuous,

seeking new products and services to develop for the purpose of achieving competitive
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advantage. Exploitative innovation is incremental, seeking to improve or update existing
products and services to make them more efficient, or to manufacture them at a lower
cost. Explorative innovation requires more resources than exploitative innovation; but
ambidextrous organizations put a similar amount of investment into both, so they are
improving what they already offer while also putting resources into research and
development toward what is coming next. The two types of innovation seem to be
contradictory to one another, but how organizations manage them affect their strategic
advantage or disadvantage, and as a result, also affect their overall performance.
Flexibility was defined by Ramendran et al. (2013) as an organization’s ability to
react to internal or external stimuli. Santos-Vijande et al. (2012) defined flexibility as the
ability of an organization to respond and adapt to changes in the marketplace, such as
new threats in the form of competitors or opportunities in terms of underserved segments
of the market. So, flexibility refers to how dynamic an organization is when changes
occur; the changes can be either predictable or unpredictable, or as a response to a
competitor’s actions (Brozovic, 2018). Recall that in contingency theory, organizations
structure themselves primarily for strategic advantage and optimum performance in the
marketplace, so flexible organizations are built to withstand and adapt to changes better
than less flexible ones. Bock et al. (2012) showed in their study that a creatively oriented
organizational structure affected strategic flexibility positively, so structure can influence
how flexible an organization can be. Flexibility and ambidexterity are related in the
following fashion: Flexible organizations recognize the importance of exploiting existing

products and services to generate revenue and solidify market share, but also devote
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resources to exploratory endeavors to meet the changing needs, wants, and tastes of their
customers. Thus, a flexible organization is also an ambidextrous one.

Ambidexterity and flexibility also have an impact on the business/IT alignment.
Helbin and Van Looy (2019) mentioned in their literature review that there are three
competing approaches on how ambidexterity can be reached with respect to the
business/IT alignment, and all three should be components of a complete evaluation of
how ambidextrous an organization is. The first is structural ambidexterity, which forms
the framework for coordination and integration throughout the entire organization. The
second is contextual ambidexterity, which uses organizational knowledge and
understanding of how to translate strategic plans into tactical resource allocation. The
third is leadership ambidexterity, which can be achieved when the top decision makers on
both the business and IT sides are in strategic agreement with respect to how to proceed.
Using this three-category format, Chandrasekaran et al. (2012) claimed in their study that
there are three levels to business/IT alignment: The higher strategic level, the lower
tactical level, and the contextual alignment level in between. The contextual alignment
middle level linked the low and high levels together by bringing a sense of understanding
to what needed to be done (strategic), as well as how it needed to be done (tactical). In
their study of high-tech firms, the authors found that the higher two levels affected
ambidexterity, while the lower tactical level did not have the same impact to
ambidexterity. Ambidexterity is also something to be achieved in smaller firms as well,
as Schreuders and Legesse (2012) noted in their paper. They argued that small

technology firms can achieve ambidexterity by utilizing an ambidextrous leadership
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style, hire employees and managers with the ability to explore and exploit, reallocate
resources evenly across projects regardless of their function, or save costs by outsourcing
either the exploitation or exploration function to an outside firm.

In terms of flexibility, Kumar and Stylianou (2014) detailed nine different types
of flexibility in information systems in their qualitative study, spread across three
separate categories. Development flexibility had the most occurrences, with new
technology development and integration coming in second and third, respectively. The
results of this study indicated how important it is to allocate resources to coordinate,
develop, and maintain systems; IT departments in flexible organizations are more likely
to be given these resources, and as a result, they contribute to organizational performance
in a positive fashion. Broekaert et al. (2016) investigated flexibility in family-owned
firms and found that family firms tended to spend less on developing new products but
remained flexible due to their ability to willingness to reorganize dynamically. Family
firms have an implicit level of trust among the key decision makers due to familial ties,
and this seemed to help when it came to organizational flexibility. On the other hand, the
tendency to spend less on research and development indicated that family firms can be set
in their own way of doing things and not willing to innovate as often. As a result, it could
be implied that family firms do not innovate as often, they make an impact when they do.
The organizational culture of family firms is built around being a family, and it even
extends to employees who are not actual family members. The culture of an organization
is an outgrowth of its structure, and in the next section, literature on the impact of

organizational culture on innovation and knowledge sharing will be presented.
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Organizational Culture

Organizational Culture Overview

Once the foundation of an organization is put into place via its internal structure
setup, it is the culture that grows within it that brings it to life and gives it meaning. The
culture of an organization is initially shaped by its culture, and subsequently by the
people who work there. While organizations are systems of various sizes and of various
levels of complexity, the view that organizations can be improved through cultural
changes come from the idea that they are living things of their own (Fortado & Fadil,
2012). Considering the number of interdependent, functional parts in an extraordinarily
complex organization, the comparison to a living organism appears to be apt. As norms
develop, protocols emerge, and both written and unwritten rules form, the members of an
organization settle into a familiar behavior pattern (Zheng et al., 2013). The culture
shapes how both explicit and tacit knowledge is shared, and this knowledge is crucial
toward developing innovative products and services to achieve or maintain competitive
advantage (Alrawi et al., 2011). Contingency theory and organizational structure are the
inspiration behind culture creation, and the managers that work within the structure and
culture must deploy resources according to accepted organizational norms and protocols
to give the organization the best chance to succeed (Fink & Sukenik, 2011). Thus,
organizational culture plays a vital role in the success or failure of an organization
(Buschgens et al., 2013).

Consider the four faces of organizational culture, as stated by Fortado and Fadil

(2012). There is the human relations face, which is the informal social network of
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employees within an organization. This is where tacit knowledge is shared among
employees, as they communicate experiences with one another. The software of the mind
is the face of an organization’s explicit body of knowledge. This body of knowledge is
the one that is shared, managed, and stored by the organization, and serves as the official
organizational handbook. This system is called software of the mind because it is a system
that is the collective product of every mind within the organization that has contributed to
it. The software of the mind is where the tacit knowledge shared among employees can
be formally codified and converted into explicit knowledge. The process consultation
face is one of progress: The existing processes and protocols are first evaluated and
analyzed. Then, employees are asked what needs to be changed. Then, the affected
processes and/or protocols are changed to suit the needs of the employees. This change
can be a minor one or a change that calls for discontinuity. The appreciative inquiry face
is an alternative method of making changes. In appreciative inquiry, managers ask
employees about their personal positives about the organization and what other positive
changes they would make if given the chance. To better illustrate the contrast, process
consultation asks what does not work and could be done differently, while appreciative
inquiry asks what already works and could be done better. The difference between the
two means managers can use them in tandem to make internal changes and put the
organization in a better position to respond to changes in the marketplace (Fortado &
Fadil, 2012; Alrawi et al., 2011).

Kalyar and Rafi (2013) discussed a concept called the organizational learning

culture. These are organizations that emphasized knowledge sharing, innovative ideas,
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and entrepreneurial pursuits from their employees from all levels of the organization.
Managers act as facilitators between employees and encourage the free flow of
knowledge between members of the organization. On their end, the employees are
empowered to be innovative in their work and contribute ideas they are passionate about.
The result is a culture that puts collaboration, forward thinking, and the sharing of tacit
knowledge at the center of day to day life within the organization. In the results of their
study, Auernhammer and Hall (2014) found that employees in organizations with cultures
that valued openness and a shared sense of values had a significant impact on the overall
innovation performance of the organization. When employees feel as if they are a part of
the decision-making process and find intrinsic value in their day-to-day work, they feel
more motivated to perform and are more willing to share what they have learned with
others. The next two sections of the literature review will cover literature that addresses
the impact of organizational culture on both innovation and knowledge sharing.
Organizational Culture and Innovation

Organizational culture affects how innovative ideas are gathered, managed, and
ultimately implemented (Martins & Terblanche, 2003). Recall the previous discussion on
organizational flexibility, and the balance between exploration and exploitation that
organizations must navigate in order to achieve a competitive advantage. When
discussing innovation strategy in particular, this balance takes on a new terminology:
Imitation and innovation. Imitation is similar to the exploitation strategy: Incremental
improvements made primarily for cost-cutting and to increase sales at a cheaper price

point. Imitators, as the name suggests, mimic the products and services of competitors,
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but seek to make them cheaper, sell them cheaper, or both. The innovation strategy is
analogous to exploration; the organization seeks new ideas for products and services to
serve their customers in different ways than it did previously. While there could be a
higher cost incurred due to the innovative pursuit, the goal is to develop a product or
service that others do not already offer, and differentiate from the competition in that
way. In the second of two studies, Naranjo-Valencia et al. (2011) discussed the impact of
organizational culture on innovation strategy using the imitation-innovation dichotomy,
while in their first study (2010), the authors explored the correlation between
organizational culture and the type of product innovation strategy an organization
chooses. The authors found that organizational culture indeed does play a very significant
role in innovation strategy, and that organizations with cultures that valued employee
contributions and knowledge sharing were better positioned to develop new products and
services, while cultures with a more rigid hierarchical structure were less likely to have a
product development strategy based on innovation rather than imitation. Wu and Lin
(2011) came to a similar conclusion in their study of 1000 Taiwanese firms, noting that
innovation strategy was positively affected both the quality of innovations that the
organization produced and the overall innovation performance of the firm.

To increase the likelihood of employees seeking innovative pursuits at work, the
work environment needs a few essential attributes; the importance of organizational
culture becomes apparent in situations like these. Luekitinan (2014) stated that to
increase employee innovative pursuits, it is advantageous to have managers who

encourage their subordinates to be creative at work. Employees must also be given the
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autonomy to be innovative; mere encouragement is not enough if the freedom to act on
that encouragement is not present. The organization also requires the resources necessary
for employees to bring their innovative ideas to fruition. A constant state of flux is not
good for the health of an organization, and is not a good source for idea generation. Dul
and Ceylan (2014) found in their study that organizational cultures that encouraged
employee creativity were more productive when it came to developing new products. Wu
and Lin (2011) define organizational commitment as the desire of the organization’s
members to commit to achieving the goals set forth by the decision makers. The results of
these studies indicated that if the organization develops an environment and structure
conducive for innovation, the organizational commitment from the rank and file will use
their creative ideas to help the organization achieve its state goals and gain a competitive
advantage in the marketplace.

While organizations with high levels of flexibility may have an advantage when it
comes to innovation, it does not mean that organizations that value formalization and
planning are necessarily incapable of being innovative themselves (Camison & Villar-
Lopez, 2014; Turulja & Bajgoric, 2016). Organizational structures must be designed with
the attributes necessary that support both the long-term and short-term goals of the
organization. Song and Chen (2014) put these attributes into two broad categories:
Control-oriented and flexibility-oriented. The authors stated that these attributes serve as
both constraints (control) and enabling (flexibility); in that sense, they are similar to the
organizational boundaries discussed earlier. Song and Chen found that both types of

attributes contribute to the effectiveness of innovative organizations, which shows that
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innovation can come from organizations with some measure of control to their processes.
Verdu et al. (2012) found in their study that environmental uncertainty affects the
decisions that organizations make with regards to innovation. Decision makers who
employed real options reasoning, or the ability to choose when to make a decision,
influenced technological innovation, with environmental uncertainty acting as a
moderating variable. The results the study by Verdu et al. (2012) indicated that
environmental uncertainty enhanced this decision-making process, implying that decision
makers who take the changing environment into consideration before making a decision
would be much better off.

Organizational culture does not just affect product innovation and business
strategy; it also has an influence on the organization’s willingness to change its own
organizational structure and adopt innovation strategies that may be competitively
beneficial. Camison and Villar-Lopez (2014) conducted a study on Spanish firms that
supported their hypothesis that managerial innovations had a positive influence on the
research and development of new innovations. These managerial innovations could range
from a small change in management techniques to something more drastic, such as hiring
new management staff or a restructuring of the entire organizational hierarchy.
Innovation adoption is also affected by organizational culture. Basole et al. (2013)
conducted a study on what determined the level of information technology innovation
adoption in organizations, and found that two of the main determinants of IT innovation
adoption were trust and managerial support. Unsworth et al. (2012) found in their study

that organizations that were the most open to innovation adoption had a corporate culture
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built around aggressive risk-taking; these results indicated that highly organic
organizations, with their focus on idea gathering and creative pursuits, would be at an
advantage when it comes to innovation. However, as stated earlier, there is some benefit
in being more conservative creatively. Jahanmir and Cavadas (2018) discovered in their
study that the one distinction that separated an early adopter of technology from a late
adopter is negative word of mouth; in fact, it made late adopters twice as likely to remain
late adopters as opposed to other factors, such as reputation of the vendor or the
organization’s own attitude toward a certain type of technology. While the highly
flexible, risk-taking organizations may be more willing to be early adopters of new
technology, other organizations with a more controlled strategy may wait and see how the
technology works out for those early adopters and get their opinions before investing
further. In that sense, the late adopters use the early adopters as unpaid beta testers. The
late adopters may not use a new technology in its first version, but they may consider
doing so by the second or third iteration once the major concerns of the early adopters are
addressed.

Organizational engagement and resource commitment are two important elements
to organizational culture and knowledge sharing (Barrick et al., 2015; Mao et al., 2016),
and in many ways, they are complementary to one another. An engaged employee base
will be more likely to contribute creative ideas that may lead to new products and
services. Conversely, for those ideas to come to fruition, an organization must also have
the desire to create a corporate culture that values individual contributions and

encourages them, and that also means committing the resources necessary to make that
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happen. As a result, other members of the organization will benefit from the environment
and be more willing to contribute ideas and share their knowledge with others. There is
also a sense that anyone on the hierarchical chart can contribute to the ultimate goals of
the organization. The next section includes a discussion of organizational culture’s role in
shaping the acquisition and management of knowledge.
Organizational Culture and Knowledge Management

Knowledge management is defined as the acquisition, maintenance, storage,
manipulation, and implementation of knowledge within an organization (Chang & Lin,
2015). According to Chen et al. (2010), it consists of two major components: Knowledge
creation and knowledge sharing. As stated in the previous section, organizational culture
can have a noticeable effect on knowledge sharing within the organization. Organizations
with cultures that are more open and less hierarchical may encourage employees to share
knowledge openly with one another and with management. In fact, Mahmoudsalehi et al.
(2012) found this to be the case, as less centralized and formalized organizations had a
positive correlation with knowledge management. Liao et al. (2011) showed similar
results in their study, stating that employees at lower levels of the organization feel
empowered by a decentralized decision-making structure, as it encourages them to
participate more. Another study by Steiger et al. (2014) showed that organizational
structure had an influence on knowledge transfer and knowledge culture. This is the
organizational learning culture that Kalyar and Rafi (2013) discussed, which is a culture
that maintains an ever-growing body of explicit knowledge and encourages the exchange

of tacit knowledge among members. This transfer of tacit knowledge acts to support the
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body of explicit knowledge that already exists within the organization, and over time it
becomes explicit knowledge of its own.

Aldulaimi (2015) found that knowledge management acted as a mediating
variable between organizational culture and effectiveness, concluding that knowledge
management affects how impactful culture can be on the overall effectiveness of an
organization. The results of Aldulaimi’s (2015) study imply that there is some sort of
correlation between knowledge management and organizational culture; perhaps it is the
rules, norms, and protocols surrounding the acquisition and management of knowledge
that affect overall performance. Martinez-Leon and Martinez-Garcia (2011) found that
organizational structure had an influence on organizational learning. The authors found
that the attributes of structure that affected learning the most were centralization and
socialization, which lends support to how important centralization is to employee
openness and willingness to share the knowledge they have acquired.

The impact of socialization on knowledge and organizational learning was also a
factor in a study done by Swift and Hwang (2013). They found that employees who had
high levels of trust in their co-workers and the organization they worked for were more
willing to engage in knowledge sharing, which contributed to the learning process
throughout the organization. Socialization is a result of the corporate culture and the
system put in place by the decision makers to create an environment conducive for
knowledge sharing. Organizations with tighter controls on knowledge sharing may filter
such sharing only through certain channels, or outright discourage the practice altogether,

potentially creating information silos, redundancy, and inefficiency. Almeida and Soares
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(2014) conducted a qualitative case study on a Portuguese firm to investigate why
project-based firms suffer from poor communication and knowledge transfer. Due to the
project-oriented nature of these firms, project team members acquire tacit knowledge
specific to the project, but that knowledge is not easily shared from team to team. The
authors concluded that implementing an information management system that serves as a
common repository for such information could guard against the development of
information silos within the organization. Such a system could also be a feasible solution
In more mechanistic organizations with specialized work units.

There has been considerable discussion so far on organizational culture, and how
it is shaped by the structure of the organization. The other components to organizational
culture are the managers, who act as the leaders of the organization and function as the
corporate face to their subordinates. Their role in shaping organizational culture is also
important, and the next section briefly discusses literature that shows how they impact
knowledge sharing within an organization.

Leadership and Change Agents

Organizational leaders are the ones who set the course for the firm and create the
vision that guides the organization on a day-to-day basis. When the time inevitably comes
to change certain aspects of the culture, organizational leaders must identify what needs
to be changed, when the changes will go into effect, where the changes will be
implemented, why the changes are necessary, and who benefits the most from the
implementation of the changes (Farrell, 2018). Once these questions are answered and the

change implementation begins, middle managers make the tactical decisions necessary to
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successfully implement the strategy devised by their superiors. These managers take on
the additional role of change agent for the duration of the transition. The role of a change
agent, as defined by Westover (2010), is to “develop a climate for planned change by
overcoming resistances and rallying forces for positive growth (p. 46).” In times of
discontinuous change, such as rapid organizational growth or a restructuring of the
organizational hierarchy, employees look to their managers and supervisors for
information and guidance. These circumstances call upon the manager to become an
agent of change. The corporate culture of an organization will make this already
challenging job somewhat easier or considerably more difficult, and it begins with
communication, which is something that appears rather simple on the surface.

As seen earlier when it pertained to knowledge management, communication is
also an essential part of leadership; both from the top decision makers to the middle
managers as well as the middle managers to the rank and file below them. Herzig and
Jimmieson (2005) conducted a study that found middle managers could not effectively
act as facilitators and agents of change due to breakdowns in internal communication.
Senior managers and key decision makers at the top either did not clearly articulate what
needed to be done to support the change implementation or did not support their middle
management staff in their job as change agents. The lack of support can potentially
undermine the change implementation effort and increase skepticism in employees. Van
den Heuvel et al. (2015) conducted a study that investigated the communication
breakdown from the employee point of view, and found that when management did not

clearly identify why the changes needed to be made and what the impact of the changes
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will be on the day-to-day job duties of the employees, employee trust in the organization
decreased. This lack of trust increased skepticism as well as resistance to change;
managers must build coalitions of willing participants to avoid communication
breakdowns and implementation failure. Simoes and Esposito (2014) concluded in the
findings of their case study that open dialogue between management and staff about
upcoming changes reduces overall resistance, reinforcing how important communication
is in the change management process.

The focus so far has been the role of the manager during times of drastic change;
the manager also has a role during the calm, ordinary, day-to-day functions of the
organization. The culture that an organization cultivates also affects who rises to
positions of leadership, because the culture reflects what the decision makers value.
Management innovation is defined by Vaccaro et al. (2012) as how managers plan the
overall direction of the firm, make strategic decisions, and motivate people. Top decision
makers emphasize certain leadership skills, and management innovations, when they do
occur, are those that are in line with the long-term goals of the organization. This usually
results in certain leadership styles and techniques in managers becoming dominant as
compared to others. Consider participative leadership, which is defined by Huang et al.
(2011) as how often managers include others in the decision-making process. A high
level of participative leadership is a key cultural attribute in very organic organizations,
with their emphasis on inclusionary decision making. When participative leadership is
sanctioned by the corporate culture, the authors found in their study that it acts as a

moderating variable between organizational structure and organizational learning. The
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results of this study indicated that organizational culture, via its effect on participation in
decision making, has an influence on organizational learning. This follows from other
research (Bock et al., 2012; Chen et al., 2010; Rhee et al., 2017) that indicated cultures
with organic structures and more open corporate cultures create environments that
facilitate the free exchange of ideas; this contributes to both organizational learning and
tacit knowledge between employees. Servant leadership is often practiced in these types
of organizations since it places a priority on assisting others in performing at their best
(Neubert et al., 2016).

Transactional and transformational leadership are two common types of
leadership styles. Transformational leadership is engaging and encouraging, while
transactional leadership emphasizes competition and goal setting (Tyssen et al., 2014).
Each have their strengths and weaknesses, and there are elements of both that many
organizations use to integrate into their corporate cultures and management systems.
Tyssen et al. (2014) found that transformational leadership worked best in both
permanent and temporary organizations during times of change. The authors further
concluded that temporary organizations, such as the project-based firms from the
previous section, would benefit more from transformational than transactional leadership.
Their reasoning behind this was that temporary organizations tend to lack a hierarchy and
only have a project manager guiding the team, putting everyone else on equal footing.
Van der Voet (2014) found that the effectiveness of transformational leadership was
stunted in bureaucratic organizations due to how they are structured. These results imply

that transactional leadership is more effective in mechanistic structures, with corporate
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cultures typically based on protocols, meeting benchmarks and cutting costs. Chadwick
and Raver (2015) showed that goal-setting is not just for mechanistic structures; in fact,
transactional leaders who set goals that promote knowledge sharing and organizational
learning can mimic transformational leadership techniques in terms of the results
obtained, which is tacit knowledge sharing and an increase in explicit organizational
knowledge.

There are two types of leadership that focus primarily on knowledge sharing in a
way that more common forms of leadership touch on in general, but not specifically:
Ambidextrous leadership and knowledge-oriented leadership. Ambidextrous leadership,
which Jia et al. (2021) define as a leadership style that balances the error-prone nature of
explorative innovative thinking and the incremental, focused exploitative innovative
thinking. Ambidextrous leadership is similar to ambidextrous organizations in that
regard. This is different from situational leadership in that the focus in squarely on
innovative pursuits and not the day-to-day work. Knowledge sharing is more important,
and maximizing the technological and intellectual capabilities of the staff are
advantageous for the organization to utilize in the competitive marketplace (Huie et al.,
2020). Knowledge-oriented leaders provide incentives to employees to share knowledge,
but it is not entirely transactional. Knowledge-oriented leadership is defined by
Matoskova et al. (2018) as the leader playing the role of knowledge facilitator. It could be
argued that ambidextrous leaders would be ideal working in ambidextrous organizations,
and the study conducted by Matoskova et al. (2018) that found managers who employed

knowledge-oriented leadership contributed to an increased level of knowledge sharing
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among employees, seems to support that argument. A study by Takhsha et al. (2020)
found that employees who felt left out or ostracized by the rest of the group were more
likely to remain silent at work and less likely to participate in knowledge sharing, and a
study by Shateri and Hayat (2020) found that an increased level of trust led to a higher
willingness to share knowledge with others. The implications from the Takhsha et al.
(2020) and Shateri & Hayat (2020) studies make it clear that not only do leaders have
roles as change agents, but they also must facilitate and encourage the free exchange of
knowledge amongst those they supervise.

In the final part of this literature review, the focus shifts to literature regarding the
dependent and independent variables of the proposed study: First, a discussion on the
effects of organizational culture on flexibility in information technology departments;
then, a look at the potential effects of culture on flexibility in SMEs. The section wraps
up by looking at literature and recent research on the correlational relationship between
organizational flexibility and the independent variables included in this study.

The Effect of Organizational Culture on Flexibility in IT Departments

Information technology departments within organizations are typically service-
dominant oriented; that is, they offer a suite of services for their customers and tailor
specific solutions to meet their customers’ needs (Liu et al., 2020). In their study of Hong
Kong technology firms, Liu et al. (2020) found that service-dominant organizations
engaged in higher rates of knowledge sharing, and that relationship learning acted as a
mediating variable. Service-dominant organizations must engage in relationship learning

as a type of knowledge acquisition, since relationship learning is how these organizations
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learn what their customers want. In turn, this knowledge is stored for later use for
innovation purposes, which ultimately contributes to the organization’s competitive
advantage.

Marshall, Curry and Reitsma (2011) found that the norms and protocols within IT
departments had both a direct and indirect influence on the overall success of the
department. Within the overall corporate culture, each department develops its own
subculture within the greater organizational culture, using company-wide norms as a
foundation. So, if adoption of norms within IT departments affect output, quality, and
overall success, it follows that the company-wide culture also influences these attributes.
A study by Ismail and Mamat (2012) showed information technology adoption positively
influenced both process innovation and overall IT performance; therefore, organizations
with both the ambition and resources to invest in technology stand to benefit via an
improvement in business processes and performance.

Firms with high levels of IT flexibility can incorporate knowledge from both
internal and external sources, adjusting strategies dynamically. Firms with low levels of
IT flexibility suffer from lack of support from the business side of the organization, such
as lack of resources (Cui et al., 2015). In their study, Cui et al. (2015) also discussed the
concept of open innovation, which is a type of innovation strategy that invites outside
firms to assist the parent firm in developing, manufacturing, and monetizing a product or
service. They found that innovation radicalness, or how cutting-edge the finished product
becomes, improves overall performance; however, this radicalness is only possible due to

the flexibility of the IT department. This brings the discussion back to organizational
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flexibility because the IT department is only as flexible as the business side of the
organization allows it to be.

Gu et al. (2014) examined the relationship between organizational culture,
environmental pressure, and IT project performance. They used four dimensions to
represent organizational culture:

1. Institutional collectivism.

2. Results orientation.

3. A positive work environment.
4. Risk leadership tolerance.

The authors found that environmental pressures acted as a moderating variable
between organizational culture and IT project performance, which indicated that while
culture had an influence on project performance, events from both within and outside the
organization acted as a catalyst to either magnify or mollify the impact. These results
imply that a flexible organization that is positioned to be agile may react to the changing
events better than other firms.

Heroux and Fortin (2018) found that the business/I T alignment acted as a
moderating variable between IT governance, IT competence, and innovation. The results
of this study support the discussion on the business/IT alignment earlier in the chapter;
one of the limitations on the performance of IT is its business role as assigned by the
firm. The authors used the resourced based view of the firm as the theoretical framework
for their study, and their results imply that how well the I'T department uses the

knowledge it has acquired to assist the business in achieving its stated goals is affected by



64

the department’s relative importance to the business side of the organization. This
alignment, in turn, affects how innovative the department can truly be when developing
new innovations to assist the firm in growing market share and obtaining a competitive
advantage. Organizational culture, and the structure that it is founded upon, play a major
role in shaping the business/IT alignment. Recalling the discussion earlier on
ambidexterity makes sense in context here, since an organization with ambitious business
goals requires an IT side that can use the resources given to support existing products
while simultaneously developing new innovations.

The importance of IT flexibility can be seen in the literature review conducted by
Helbin and Van Looy (2019). They looked at two different types of organizational
ambidexterity: Contextual and structural. Structural ambidexterity is the more traditional
of the two, consisting of dividing the explorative and exploitative functions among
different departments within the organization. Contextual ambidexterity puts the
explorative and exploitative functions within the same organizational unit, relying on
organizational knowledge and employee capability to separate the two. The authors found
that 39 percent of the studies they looked at referred to contextual ambidexterity alone,
another 21 percent referred to structural ambidexterity alone, and another 19 percent
referred to both; the remaining studies referred to neither. These results appear to indicate
that contextual ambidexterity is a more popular approach for researchers to discuss,
appearing almost twice as often as structural. Organizations, and the information
technology departments within them, must cope with the fact that instability is becoming

more of a norm across all industries, and those who are flexible enough to adapt to those
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changes and ambidextrous enough to continue to innovate will fare the best (Gupta et al.,
2018). SMEs may have an advantage in that regard, but organizational structure can still
impact their performance as much as larger firms.
The Effect of Organizational Culture on Flexibility in Small- and Medium-Sized
Enterprises

Due to the smaller size of small- and medium-sized enterprises (SMES), they have
the potential to be more flexible and ambidextrous; however, the impact on information
technology may be far more pronounced in organizations of this size as compared to
larger firms. This is evident in Broekaert et al. (2016), who found that small, family
owned firms took advantage of their organizational flexibility to develop new products
and services, even though they spent less on research and development (R&D) than firms
who were not family owned. These results appear to indicate that the familial aspect of
ownership comes with a sense of familiarity with one another, as well as an
understanding of what customers want. This extends to small firms who wish to venture
out into international markets. Ahi et al. (2017) found in their case study of six small- and
medium-sized enterprises in Finland and Italy that the company that took a methodical,
rational approach to decision making fared better in international markets. In this study,
the company started off slowly, using a third-party vendor for distribution and collecting
business intelligence about the new market. Once they had enough information to decide
and assessed the possible outcomes, they moved forward with a full entry into the market.
They took the time to understand what the potential customers in the new market wanted

and tailored their approach to be successful. Family firms have been shown in research
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(Calabro et al., 2018) to prefer the incremental approach to innovation, but this approach
does have benefits. Family firms have also been shown to engage in mutual knowledge
sharing with other like-minded firms based on mutual trust built over time (Bouncken et
al., 2020). The research appears to indicate that small, family-run firms do innovate, but
it is largely on their own terms and not necessarily dictated by market forces.

Schreuders and Legesse (2012) incorporated the concept of outsourcing either
exploration or exploitation in their list of five ideas that small firms can implement to be
ambidextrous and competitive. Included in this list are two items to elaborate on here:
Adopting a leadership style that is more ambidextrous and employing people at the
executive level capable of leading, managing, and being entrepreneurs. The
organizational culture is influenced by these leaders, and their use of strategic
entrepreneurship maintains the exploitative/explorative balance usually found in
ambidextrous organizations (Bettinelli et al., 2017). Having ambidextrous-minded leaders
is considered one of the key drivers of innovation in small firms (Chang & Hughes,
2012). Knowing when to innovate is almost as important as knowing how, since
organizations must choose the right time to bring new products to the market. Releasing a
product that the customer base is entirely unfamiliar with, or a product that shares space
in a saturated market with similar competing products, puts a small business at risk of
failure (Zaridis & Mousiolis, 2014).

Raymond et al. (2017) used both contingency theory and the resource-based view
of the firm as the theoretical framework of their study on the information technology

capabilities for product innovation in small- and medium-sized firms. Their study, which
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surveyed 588 Canadian small- and medium sized firms, found that the firms generally fell
into three categories when it came to IT capability configurations. The first was a more
defensive position, focused on prudent, incremental changes. The second was deemed an
analyst position, acting faster than a defensive configuration but still doing due diligence
before investing in innovations. The final category were the prospectors, who actively
tried to innovate and used their full capabilities to do so. The results of Raymond et al.
(2017) indicated that small firms with organizational structures and cultures designed to
be flexible and ambidextrous stand a greater chance for success, but that success was not
guaranteed.

The use of knowledge management systems in SMEs can be beneficial; Shrafat
(2018) found that knowledge management and organizational learning capabilities
directly influenced the adoption of knowledge management systems in SMEs.
Knowledge management systems combine with employee tacit knowledge to create
intellectual capital, which can be used to achieve a strategic competitive advantage, even
for smaller firms (Demartini & Beretta, 2020). Utilizing a knowledge management
system can also assist an organization with retaining valuable tacit knowledge when
employees leave or retire from the company by turning that tacit knowledge into explicit
knowledge for current and future employees to access and learn from (Oliviera et al.,
2020). It has also been shown that small firms using knowledge management systems
benefit from those systems with an increased level of innovation and an increased
likelihood of taking innovative risks (Hock-Doepgen et al., 2021). The implications of

this research are that while knowledge management systems, when implemented, can
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help smaller firms compete with larger ones, the support apparatus for the knowledge
management system must already be there for the system to be useful and successful.
That support comes from a culture conducive for and accepting of a knowledge
management system implementation, such as having a focus on knowledge creation and
offering training to employees (Bratianu et al., 2020).

Employees must have a high sense of trust and organizational commitment for
them to be willing to share their knowledge with others and add to the explicit
organizational body of knowledge (Eze et al., 2013). Majchrzak et al. (2013) suggested
using Wikis as a knowledge repository, with proper safeguards to account for the
“anyone can edit” nature of the Wiki format. This format makes it easier for employees to
codify tacit knowledge, since they can write it directly into the repository themselves and
not have to rely on word of mouth to eventually make it to the right places. Also,
decision makers must have a concise plan with clear objectives to meet so everyone
knows what they are doing and how their contributions help the business achieve their
goals (Marri et al., 2017). These goals could also be placed into the Wiki so everyone has
access to them and a consistent message can be made throughout without objectives
getting lost in the chain of command.

The Relationship Between Organizational Flexibility and the Independent Variables

This literature review concludes with a focus on the two studies that form the
basis of the research instrument to be used in this study. Pertusa-Ortega et al. (2010)
conducted a study on Spanish firms that examined the correlation between the

organizational structure constructs of complexity, formalization, and decision



69

centralization and how well an organization uses the knowledge at its disposal to perform
and achieve strategic competitive advantage. The foundation of the study is a corollary to
the resource-based view of the firm called the knowledge-based view. In the knowledge-
based view, knowledge is considered the most valuable resource instead of something
more tangible. So, the management and transfer of knowledge is considered a high
priority. The study included a variable referring to the dynamism caused by the rapidity
to changes, which is used in this dissertation to measure organizational flexibility.
Considering that flexibility could be defined as how quickly (or slowly) an organization
responds to both internal and external changes, the variable is a good fit to measure the
dependent variable of this study. To effectively adapt to the dynamic changes,
organizational creativity is needed, since creativity is a necessary component to foster
innovative thinking and developing solutions to problems as they come along (De
Vasconcellos et al., 2019). Also, organizational leaders must practice resource flexibility
for two reasons: To avoid allocating resources in a wasteful manner to projects that do
not need them, and to be flexible enough to respond dynamically to provide resources
where needed in real time (Li et al., 2017).

Santos-Vijande et al. (2012) conducted a study on Spanish firms to investigate the
possible correlation between organizational learning and the flexibility, strategy, and
overall performance of a firm. Of the independent variables they used, four of them were
related to organizational learning: Shared interpretation, knowledge dissemination,
information acquisition, and organizational memory. Information acquisition, knowledge

dissemination, and organizational memory are straightforward as they deal with
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knowledge acquisition, sharing, and maintenance respectively. The shared interpretation
component is what ties these concepts to organizational culture. As stated previously,
perceived trust is a crucial component in an employee’s willingness to share information
with others (Swift & Hwang, 2013), as is job embeddedness (Kanten et al., 2015). Shared
interpretation is associated with both of these, since employees must have a mutual
understanding of existing explicit organizational knowledge as well as enough trust in
each other to share valuable tacit knowledge through the usual communication channels
that are typically found in an organization. Companies wishing to innovate on a regular
basis and increase market share should aim toward becoming more flexible (Wang et al.,
2011). Utilizing the knowledge acquired from talented employees encourages the
development of a culture that is open to knowledge sharing and recognizes the value of
the tacit knowledge shared amongst employees (Zheng et al., 2013). In the next chapter,
the instruments used in these two studies will be presented, and their function as the
research instrument in the overall design of the study will be discussed in further detail.
Summary and Conclusions

Using structure as a foundation, the culture of an organization dictates how
valuable knowledge is within the organization, and how it handles using that knowledge
to achieve market superiority. Knowledge sharing contributes to flexibility, and flexible
organizations can better adapt to the changing marketplace environment. The research
into contingency theory shows that organizations set themselves up in ways that best suit
their needs, and those who make knowledge sharing a priority will benefit in unique

ways. The research into the resource-based view of the firm goes one step further,
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showing that the decision makers of these organizations design their structures the way
they do to not only best allocate the resources they have available, but also to make
themselves strategic competitors in their chosen industry. Information technology is one
of those resources, and the research shows that IT is only as capable as the organization
allows it to be. Technological and human resources limit the overall capability and
effectiveness of the information technology department, which in turn limits how flexible
the organization can truly be. Moreover, knowledge is also a resource that must be
allocated accordingly, and a lack of it may put an organization at a disadvantage as much
as not having the right equipment would. What the proposed study in this dissertation is
designed to do is to examine the correlation between culture and flexibility through
knowledge management, and we do not fully know how that impacts small- and medium-
sized firms in the United States. In the next chapter, the methodology of the study will be
discussed, as well as how the study is designed to obtain respondents and statistical data

for analysis in subsequent chapters.
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Chapter 3: Research Method

The chapter begins by restating the purpose of this study. The purpose of this
quantitative correlational study was to examine the relationship between knowledge
management culture within organizations and their IT departments, and if certain aspects
of knowledge management culture influence the flexibility of those departments. To
accomplish this, the dependent variable, organizational flexibility, was correlated with
the independent variables of information acquisition, knowledge dissemination, shared
interpretation, and organizational memory. The study was designed to examine the
possible correlational relationship between knowledge management practices in
organizational culture and flexibility within the 1T departments of small- and medium-
sized Midwestern enterprises. Over the course of this chapter, the research method and
methodology will be laid out, with the reasoning behind the method discussed first. Then,
the research design will be presented, including the random sampling method that will be
used to choose the participants. The data analysis follows, which will detail how the
statistical analysis will assist in accepting or rejecting the research questions. Finally, the
internal and external validity of the study will be discussed, as well as an overview of the
ethical procedures that will be put in place to safeguard both the researcher and the study
respondents.

Research Design and Rationale

The dependent variable, organizational flexibility, was measured using the

strategic flexibility scale in Santos-Vijande et al. (2012). The independent variables are

the components of knowledge management (information acquisition, knowledge
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dissemination, shared interpretation, and organizational memory), measured using 7 point
Likert-type scales from the research instrument used in Santos-Vijande et al. (2012). Firm
age and firm size were considered control variables for the purposes of this study and
held constant, since including them as active independent variables could skew the results
due to their function as moderating variables in organizational knowledge performance
(Vij & Farooq, 2016).

Quantitative research is used to objectively test the relationship between variables
using established theories (Creswell, 2009). This study is quantitative in nature because it
is designed to examine the correlational relationship between organizational flexibility
and organizational culture with respect to how knowledge is acquired, managed, and
shared within small- and medium-sized IT departments. The established theories used in
this study as the foundation for testing are the RBV and contingency theory. The initial
focus on correlation was aligned with the research sub-questions, which were designed to
examine the potential relationship between each independent variable and the dependent
variable, organizational flexibility. The goal of this aspect of the research design is to
identify which independent variables, if any, have correlation with organizational
flexibility, and determine how much of a correlation the variables have with each other.

Regression analysis is a secondary part of the research design but is used to
address the omnibus research question regarding the statistical significance of the
independent variables. Regression analysis will produce a linear combination of the
statistically significant independent variables, which will identify which independent (or

predictor) variables contribute the most potential effect to a single unit of organizational
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flexibility, the dependent variable. Since the study is designed to focus on IT
professionals in SMEs in the Midwest, there is an inherent resource constraint acting as a
delimitation.
Methodology
Population
The population consisted of IT professionals working in the United States,
without regard to the size or age of the firms they work for. Presumably, this would also
include self-employed people who work in IT as well.
Sampling and Sampling Procedures
The sampling frame for this study is comprised of all IT professionals working in
the eight-state region of the Midwestern United States. These states are Wisconsin,
[llinois, Indiana, Michigan, Ohio, lowa, Minnesota, and Missouri. To be included in the
sampling frame and be eligible for sample selection, the following criteria had to be met:
e Must work in IT in some capacity. This includes IT managers, analysts,
developers, and other job titles typically associated with IT.
e Must work at an organization headquartered in the aforementioned eight-state
region.
e Must work at an organization defined by the U.S. Small Business Association
(2019) as a small- or medium-sized enterprise, which means firms that employ

less than 1,000 people.
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The sample for the study was randomly selected from this sampling frame using
systematic random sampling, and members of the population that do not meet these
established criteria were excluded from the sampling frame.

To determine the correct sample size to use for this study, G*Power 3.1.9.7 was
used (Faul et al., 2009). For the correlation portion of the data analysis, the bivariate
normal model for correlation is used since each research question in the study is designed
to compare the interval-measured dependent variable (organizational flexibility) with
each interval-measured independent variable included in the model in a pairwise fashion.
The point biserial model is not a good model to use in this case since neither of the
variables in each research question are dichotomous (Warner, 2013); however, using the
bivariate normal model indicates that normality assumptions must be satisfied as well.
Using a one-tailed bivariate normal model with a medium effect size of 0.3, a power
value of 0.95 and the usual error probability of .05, a total minimum sample size of 115
was calculated.

For the regression portion of the data analysis, G*Power was used once again to
obtain an effective sample size. A one-tailed fixed linear multiple regression model with
a single regression coefficient is used in this case. With a moderate effect size of .15, an
error probability of .05, a power value of 0.95, and four predictor variables, a minimum
sample size of 74 was obtained. The results from G*Power indicate that the sample size
for the study should be at least 115 to provide a sufficiently sized sample for the data

analysis and addressing the research questions.
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Procedures for Recruitment, Participation, and Data Collection (Primary Data)
The recruitment process utilized systematic random sampling to obtain a sample
from the sampling frame. After using the previously stated criteria to develop the
sampling frame, every fifth member of the sampling frame was contacted for inclusion to
the sample. Names and contact information were obtained via LinkedIn; records will be
kept as to who was contacted to avoid potential double-sampling. This data was kept
confidential, however. As a backup sampling method, the entire sampling frame was
divided into groups of ten, with the random digit list published by RAND (2001) used to
select two members from each group of ten at random based on the numbers in the list.
The sampling process continued until approximately 300 people were contacted. An
optimistic rate of return of 50% would provide a sample size of 150, which is the target
number for the study and more than enough to sufficiently address the research questions.
If the sample size of 150 is not reached, the selection process continues until it is. If the
sample size cannot be reached within the stated parameters, the LinkedIn search
expanded to IT professionals working for SMEs nationwide. Systematic random
sampling continued to be used, and every fifth member of the new sampling frame was
contacted. As a fallback measure to supplement the selection process, SurveyMonkey
Audience was utilized to obtain additional responses from the sampling frame until the
desired 150-member sample is obtained, if the sample quantity could not be acquired
using the original sampling method over the eight-state region or expanding nationwide.
Using SurveyMonkey Audience could also generate a sample that exceeds the minimum

sample size desired. SurveyMonkey Audience uses randomly sampled panels of
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respondents who meet the criteria set by the researcher for research study purposes,
selecting respondents from a preset sampling frame for inclusion in the study. So,
researchers can reach an intended audience without having to randomly sample from a
sampling frame on their own.

All participants were informed beforehand about the study they participated in, its
purpose, and what their responses were used for. A link to the research instrument was
included in the informed consent form. The respondents were also given the opportunity
to view the results of the final study once the dissertation was published. Respondents
exited the study upon completing the research instrument; there was no further
participation needed from them after that point. All data were collected via
SurveyMonkey during the actual collection process and downloaded to an offline,
password-protected hard drive once the data collection process ended, with a backup
copy stored offline on a flash drive provided by the researcher. Once the data collection
process ended, all data were taken offline and deleted from online storage.
Instrumentation and Operationalization of Constructs
Instrumentation

The research instrument is an instrument developed by Santos-Vijande et al.
(2012). 1 obtained copyright permission to use the instrument in the current study; a copy
of the permission is located in Appendix A. The original study investigated
organizational learning and how it affected an organization’s flexibility, overall
competitive strategy, and performance. Academic scholars and senior members of

management at various organizations gave feedback on the instrument, providing a
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theoretical and practical perspective to constructing the items. The authors used the RBV
to assert that an organization’s resources and overall capabilities form the basis of their
business strategy. One of an organization’s resources is its body of knowledge and how it
uses that knowledge to gain a competitive advantage. The authors claimed that
organizational learning can be achieved when individuals share their knowledge through
social interaction with others, and that knowledge sharing is a component of the
organization’s workplace culture. So, if the culture of the organization is one that
encourages the free exchange of ideas, knowledge sharing becomes a strategic practice,
and organizational knowledge becomes an important strategic asset.

The instrument is appropriate for the current study because of its design focus on
investigating the knowledge sharing aspect of organizational culture. The four-step
process of knowledge sharing was converted to the four knowledge sharing variables
included in the current study. The sampling frame consisted of 1,820 medium sized
Spanish and Portuguese companies, representing a cross-section of different industries.
Of those contacted, 181 responded, and this amount made up the final sample.
Confirmatory factor analysis, robust t-values and maximum likelihood estimation were
used to ensure the validity and reliability of the instrument. Different goodness-of-fit
models were used, including the Comparative Fit Index (CFI), the Incremental Fit Index
(IFI), and the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA). The final model
produced a CFI value of 0.92, an IFI value of 0.93, a RMSEA value of 0.05, and a chi-
squared value of 500.94; this demonstrated that the constructs included in the instrument

design had achieved an acceptable level of validity. Inaddition to the goodness-of-fit, the
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convergent validity of the instrument was deemed acceptable due to the robust t-values
exceeding the acceptable thresholds. The composite reliability estimates ranged from
0.83 to 0.94 for the organizational learning measures, while the reliability estimates
ranged from 0.83 to 0.9, which is considerably higher than the 0.7 value that Bagozzi and
Yi (1988) recommend for reliability. The Chronbach’s alpha values for each construct
ranged from 0.67 to 0.90, indicating that the research instrument had exceeded acceptable
levels for reliability. Some of the items in the original instrument were dropped by the
authors due to poor indicator performance; these items are italicized in Appendix B.

Operationalization

The following variables were included in the study and measured using 7-point
Likert-type scales. There were five variables: one dependent variable and four
independent variables:

Information acquisition: The act of acquiring knowledge from both internal and
external sources (Santos-Vijande et al., 2012). Respondents were asked their level of
agreement with a series of statements in the instrument related to information acquisition.
On the 7-point Likert-type scale, a 1 is a complete disagreement, while a 7 is considered
complete agreement. A 4 is treated as a neutral answer, neither agreeing nor disagreeing.
An example statement would be: “We constantly evaluate the need to adapt to the
business environment.”

Knowledge dissemination: The act of distributing acquired knowledge throughout
members of an organization (Santos-Vijande et al., 2012). Respondents were asked their

level of agreement with statements in the instrument regarding knowledge dissemination.
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On the 7-point Likert-type scale, 1 is complete disagreement, 4 is a neutral answer, and 7
Is complete agreement. An example statement would be: “We use databases and
organizational files to support our work.”

Organizational flexibility: The dynamism an organization exhibits when it
responds to both internal and external changes to its environment. (Brozovic, 2018;
Santos-Vijande et al., 2012). Respondents were asked how easily their organization
responds to various changes in the competitive marketplace. On the 7-point Likert-type
scale, a value of 1 indicates a difficult response to change, while a value of 7 indicates a
very easy response to change. A value of 4 is neutral or moderate. An example for this
variable would be: “Change of customers’ product or service preferences.”

Organizational memory: The act of committing newly learned knowledge to the
permanent body of knowledge in an organization. (Santos-Vijande et al., 2012).
Respondents were asked their level of agreement with a series of statements in the
instrument pertaining to organizational memory. On the 7-point Likert-type scale, 1 is
total disagreement, and 7 is complete agreement. An example statement for this variable
would be: “We carry out training programs for our organization’s members.”

Shared interpretation: An organization achieves shared interpretation when its
members have reached a consensus on what the internal body of knowledge means, why
it is important to the organization, and how to best use the knowledge acquired (Santos-
Vijande et al., 2012). Respondents were asked their level of agreement with statements
regarding shared interpretation. Similar to the other knowledge-sharing variables

included in this study, a value of 1 on the 7-point Likert-type scale is total disagreement,
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while a value of 7 indicates strong agreement with the given statement. An example
statement for this variable would be: “We do not oppose changes in the way we do
things.”

Data Analysis Plan

The research questions and hypotheses must be restated to highlight what the
proposed study is designed to address:

Null hypothesis: There are no statistically significant components of knowledge
management that have an influence on the level of organizational flexibility in the IT
departments of small- and medium-sized organizations.

Alternative hypothesis: There is at least one statistically significant component of
knowledge management that has an influence on the level of organizational flexibility in
the IT departments of small- and medium-sized organizations.

Sub-hypothesis 1: Information acquisition has a positive correlational relationship
with organizational flexibility.

Sub-hypothesis 2: Knowledge dissemination has a positive correlational
relationship with organizational flexibility.

Sub-hypothesis 3: Shared interpretation has a positive correlational relationship
with organizational flexibility.

Sub-hypothesis 4: Organizational memory has a positive correlational relationship
with organizational flexibility.

SPSS statistical software was used for the data analysis portion of the study. To

answer the omnibus hypothesis, regression analysis was used; correlation analysis was
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used to address the four research sub-questions. In order to get a single value for each
independent variable and the dependent variable, the average value for all items
pertaining to each variable was used. For example, if shared interpretation had 7 level-of-
agreement items associated with it, the average value of those 7 items would be used as
the shared interpretation score for that respondent. So, each respondent had five average
values compiled, corresponding to the dependent variable and the four independent
variables. Descriptive statistics was used to test for normality and heteroscedasticity. Box
plots and scatterplots were used to detect outliers, and missing responses were given
dummy values to separate them from the others. Missing item responses were
subsequently omitted from the average value of each variable. Responses missing item
responses for an entire variable may be counted, but that variable was omitted when
averaging.

Regression analysis was performed on the entire model, consisting of the
dependent variable and the four independent variables. With respect to the omnibus null
hypothesis, an independent variable was considered statistically significant if its
regression analysis p-value held at the 5 percent level (p < .05). The null hypothesis was
rejected in favor of the alternative if and only if at least one of the independent variables
satisfy this criterion. The statistically significant independent variables were then put into
another regression model with the dependent variable to determine the beta coefficients.
The beta coefficients indicated how much the dependent variable will increase or
decrease if the independent variable increases by 1 (Vogt, 2007). This approximated the

potential effect that each independent variable has on organizational flexibility.
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To test each sub-question, pairwise correlation was done with the dependent
variable (organizational flexibility), and each statistically significant independent
variable. Both Pearson’s r and the r-squared correlation coefficient were computed. The r
value will identify the potential correlation, as well as whether it is positive or negative.
The r-squared value indicated how much of the variance in the dependent variable was
explained by each independent variable.

Threats to Validity
External Validity

The focus on just IT workers in small- and medium-sized enterprises may make it
difficult to generalize the results to all types of workers; however, this threat to external
validity has been mitigated by choosing independent variables that are not specific to IT
workers. The independent variables chosen for inclusion in this study could be applied to
any group of workers, since all members of an organization are subject to the same
organizational structure and knowledge sharing culture.

There is also a focus on IT workers in the Midwestern United States due to my
familiarity with the area. This focus is also a potential external threat because of cultural
differences found in Midwestern small businesses versus those in other parts of the
country or the world, for that matter. These differences would also present a difficulty in
generalizing the results.

Internal Validity
The research instruments used in this study are from studies published in 2010

and 2012, respectively. As a result, they may be slightly out of date for a study cond ucted
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today. The selection of independent variables was considered to mitigate these problems.
The design focus on organizational structure and knowledge sharing is to assist in making
the study’s findings more generalizable, and for the study itself to be easier to replicate.

The COVID-19 pandemic affected many workers, including those who work at
small- and medium-sized businesses. As a result of workers losing their jobs, the
available pool of workers for selection in the sampling frame may be smaller than
expected when this study was first designed, before the pandemic began. Within the
organizations, the environment may have also changed as a result of the pandemic. For
example, with more people working from home, and also working on their own schedule,
the complexity of the organization could potentially have changed (Bodini et al., 2023).
Organizations may have generally became more flexible than before due to the pandemic
(Gashi et al., 2022); this could potentially skew the data.

To expand the potential pool of respondents, there was no restriction placed on
the type of IT employees included in the study. An internal validity threat arises from
doing this. The experiences of I'T managers will be different than an analyst, and their
experiences will be different from a developer. Also, managers may be more familiar
with the inner workings of the organization than a relatively new employee who just
started working there. Restricting selection to IT managers would have been a better
choice, but far more limiting in the number of potential respondents. In the interest of
making sure a large enough pool of people was available to choose from, the decision

was made to open the selection to all IT workers in small- and medium-sized enterprises.
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Investigating the difference between managers and the rank-and-file would be a
worthwhile study, but it will be left as a future study to pursue in Chapter 5.

Attrition is also a concern to validity for this study. There is a concern that the
research instrument may run a little longer than expected and may take additional time
that respondents may not want to invest. There is a chance that respondents may become
frustrated with the length of the questionnaire and simply quit in the middle of filling it
out. This threat was considered when selecting the instrument to be used, because
respondents’ time must be valued if they are going to participate in the study and
complete it in a timely fashion.

Construct Validity

The construct validity is not entirely precise in this study due to not being able to
find a good research instrument that measures organizational flexibility directly or
effectively. The decision was made to find a study that measures a variable that is close
enough to be synonymous with flexibility and use that variable to approximate flexibility.
The strategic flexibility scale will be used to approximate flexibility, and while it is not a
perfect match, it is effective enough to make it work as the dependent variable for the
purposes of this study (Benzer et al., 2016; Singh & Rao, 2016).

The research instrument from Santos-Vijande et al., (2012) included in this study
was part of a study that was used to look at organizational performance, not
organizational flexibility (Santos-Vijande et al., 2012; Camison & Villar-Lopez, 2014).
So, not only is the dependent variable not an exact match, but the research instrument

itself is not an exact match either. Constructing a research instrument from scratch has
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additional steps attached to it, including conducting confirmatory factor analysis for
validity and reliability. In the interest of brevity, the decision was made to find previously
tested existing research instruments as part of studies that included the variables relevant
to the proposed study and adapt the study design to make it feasible as a research
instrument.

There are also predictive validity threats present in this study. The four research
sub-questions all deal with correlation. The inclusion of statistically significant
independent variables to develop the final regression model is designed to add further
information regarding the variables’ potential combined influence on the dependent
variable, since correlation by itself does not imply causation.

Ethical Procedures

All prospective respondents were given a link to the survey via email when they
were contacted for potential participation in the study. If contacted within LinkedlIn, a
link to the survey was sent to prospective respondents via direct message. The informed
consent form opened upon clicking the link, and this is where the participants were told
what the study is about, the purpose of the study, and how their responses would be used.
The respondent was given the option to agree or disagree with the contents of the consent
form at the end of the document; if the respondent agreed, the survey commenced. If the
respondent declined, the respondent was thanked for their time and consideration for
joining the study and survey progression stopped immediately. A copy of the informed
consent form was provided for IRB approval. Participation in the study was completely

voluntary and anonymous; at no point were the participants asked their name or the name
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of the organization they work for. While the researcher may have had access to the names
and email addresses of the people included in the study, this information was kept
confidential for the entirety of the study and not shared with anyone. While finishing the
entire research instrument was encouraged, participants could leave the study at any time.
Incomplete responses were not counted. Participants were informed that the results of the
study would be posted online when the dissertation was complete and published.

The research instrument itself was stored online, with responses collected in an
online database file compatible with SPSS. The data collected was stored in a redundant
file offline on a flash drive kept by the researcher as a backup, in case the online data
cannot be accessed for some reason. The online data was transferred offline at the
conclusion of the data collection process to a computer for statistical analysis, and only
the researcher had access to this computer. While the computer will be connected to the
internet, the researcher took the computer offline while working on the statistical analysis
and did not use cloud storage to house the data during the process. The redundant backup
file located on a flash drive will be kept in secure, encrypted storage for five years after
publication. After this five-year period ends, all data on the backup file will be deleted
and destroyed.

Summary

To examine the correlation between organizational flexibility and information
acquisition, knowledge dissemination, shared interpretation, and organizational memory,
certain types of statistical analysis must be done. The analysis chosen to answer the

research questions at hand are regression and correlational analysis. This chapter was
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designed to present the methodology used to answer the research questions included in
this study, as well as present the rationale behind choosing quantitative research to do so.
Regression and correlational analysis are the most effective data analysis tools to address
the overall purpose of the study, which is to examine the correlational relationship
between organizational flexibility and the four independent variables. Once the
statistically significant variables were established, their potential influence on
organizational flexibility was analyzed. The third chapter of this dissertation was
designed to explain the methodology in detail. In the next chapter, the results of the data
collection will be presented, as well as the tables and plots used to make inferences on the
data. The data will assist in either accepting or rejecting the null hypothesis, as well as
determining what the potential correlational relationship the variables have with each

other.
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Chapter 4: Results

The purpose of this study was to examine the culture of knowledge management
within organizations and how said culture affects the flexibility of their IT departments.
As part of this study, the correlation of the dependent variable, organizational flexibility,
with the four included independent variables (information acquisition, knowledge
dissemination, shared interpretation, and organizational memory) was also looked at to
investigate their pairwise correlational relationships with each other.

There was one primary research question associated with the study: What is the
correlation between organizational flexibility and the components of knowledge
management in IT departments in SMEs in the Midwestern United States? In addition to
the research question, there was an omnibus hypothesis and four sub-hypotheses. The
omnibus null hypothesis was no statistically significant components of knowledge
management had an influence on the level of organizational flexibility in the IT
departments of small- and medium-sized organizations; this was investigated using
regression analysis by placing all the independent variables in a regression model with
the dependent variable. Each sub-hypothesis assumes that the dependent variable,
organizational flexibility, has a pairwise positive correlational relationship with each
independent variable, meaning a sub-hypothesis would fail if that pairwise correlational
relationship was zero or negative.

In this chapter, the results of the study are presented. A full statistical analysis of
both the regression model and the pairwise correlation is included, as well as whether the

hypotheses are accepted or rejected. The chapter concludes with a summary of the
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results, as well as a discussion of the effectiveness (or lack thereof) of the results of the
study with respect to answering the research question.
Data Collection

Data collection took place over a 3-month period, from November 2022 to
February 2023. LinkedIn was used as the primary recruiting source, using the systematic
random sampling system first described in the previous chapter. The original recruiting
selection plan was unsuccessful in accumulating the minimum number of respondents
required for meaningful statistical analysis; recruitment response rates remained at 0%
for several weeks. Expanding the sampling frame to a nationwide pool also proved futile
in accumulating the respondents needed. The fallback plan detailed in Chapter 3 was
initiated, and SurveyMonkey Audience was utilized to obtain the sample needed for the
study. To do this, SurveyMonkey sent the research instrument for this study to a
randomly selected group of approximately 200 people who worked in IT as a profession
for companies with less than 1,000 workers, based in an eight-state region consisting of
Illinois, Indiana, lowa, Missouri, Minnesota, Wisconsin, Michigan, and Ohio. I chose
these parameters to duplicate the initial selection parameters detailed in Chapter 3 of this
dissertation. It must be reiterated that since SurveyMonkey Audience was used to
accumulate respondents, the identities of individual respondents are not known by the
researcher, and the researcher has no record of respondent names or email addresses.

What is known is that all respondents met the original selection criteria for inclusion.
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Demographic Data

At the conclusion of the data collection process, 213 people were contacted to
participate in the study, with 193 of them consenting to participate; this produced a
consent rate of approximately 90.6%. Of the 193 who chose to participate, 185 of them
completed the entire research instrument; eight of them chose to leave the study without
finishing. This produced a completion percentage of approximately 95.8%, and an overall
completion rate of 86.85%. SurveyMonkey added demographic questions to the end of
the research instrument, and the demographic data showed that 52% of respondents were
female versus 47% male. Figures 1 through 3 illustrate the remaining noteworthy

demographic findings:



Figure 1

Demographic Data: Device Used to Access Research Instrument
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Note. As shown in Figure 1, approximately 82.67% of respondents accessed the research

instrument via phone, with considerably more Android users than Apple iOS.
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Figure 2

Demographic Data: Age Demographics of Respondents
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Note. Figure 2 showed that over 40% of respondents (41.58%) were aged 45-60, and that

age demographic was the most represented in the study.
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Figure 3

Demographic Data: Respondent Income Categories
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Note. Figure 3 showed that 27 of the respondents reported making over $100,000 per
year, with an additional 25 reporting an annual salary of $75,000 to $100,000. Overall, an
inference could be made from the demographic data that a significant number of the IT
professionals that participated in this study may be senior-level contributors or even
managers.
Study Results

Descriptives and Normality

As stated in Chapter 3, the average value of all items within each category was
used for each respondent to obtain a value to use for statistical analysis; for example,

there were 11 research instrument items pertaining to the information acquisition
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construct, so the responses for all 11 items were averaged for each respondent. Each
variable was given a label in SPSS: Flexibility (F), information acquisition (I1A),
knowledge dissemination (KD), shared interpretation (SI), and organizational memory
(OM). There are five corresponding average values: Flexibility (labeled F Avg, 6 items),
information acquisition (labeled 1A_Avg, 11 items), knowledge dissemination (labeled
KD_Avg, 7 items), shared interpretation (labeled SI_Avg, 7 items), and organizational
memory (labeled OM_Avg, 7 items). While 185 completed the research instrument and
completed all the items within the dependent variable (flexibility) category, a few of them
did not complete items within certain independent variable categories; these items were
dropped from the total count, and it resulted in a count less than 185 for the independent
variable averages.

Table 1

Descriptive Statistics for All Included Variables

Std.

N Mean deviation Variance Skewness Kurtosis

Statistic  Statistic  Std. error  Statistic Statistic  Statistic  Std. error Statistic  Std. error

Flexibility avg 185 5.0054 .08914  1.21237 1.470 -.330 179 .238 .355
Info acquisition avg 183 5.2795 .08536  1.15475 1.333 -.558 .180 321 357
Knowledge 183 53348 .09141  1.23663 1.529 =747 .180 .585 .357

Dissemination avg

Shared interpretation 182 53352 .08294  1.11899 1.252 -.258 .180 -.723 .358
Avg
Organizational memory 182 5.3566  .08551 1.15356 1.331 -.581 .180 .380 .358
Avg

Valid N (listwise) 182
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In Table 1, the mean values for all variables are shown; the number of
respondents is not uniform among all variables due to a handful of participants skipping
items. All variables were slightly left-skewed, and the shared interpretation variable had a
negative kurtosis value. The skewness and kurtosis for all variables have values
statistically within a typical normality range (between -1 and 1), so the variables can be
assumed to have normal distributions (Warner, 2013). All variables had negative
skewness, which indicated a larger concentration of higher values.

Figure 4

Boxplots of Dependent and Independent Variables
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Note. This figure includes the average value of all items within each construct category.
All research instrument items were measured using Likert-type 7-point scales and
grouped into one of these 5 categories.

The boxplots in Figure 4, together with the descriptive information in Table 1,

illustrated the relative sameness in the variables, with their similar medians, approximate
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means and left-skewness favoring the higher values in the scale. The boxplots showed
that there were two outliers each in three of the item categories, three outliers in one
category, and six outliers in total among respondents. Respondent #91 scored an average
of 1 for flexibility, information acquisition, and knowledge dissemination; this is only
possible if that respondent recorded an answer of 1 for every item in those categories.
This respondent is the outlier among all outliers.
Regression Analysis

For the regression model, the dependent variable, flexibility, was put in a model
with the four independent variables: Information acquisition, knowledge dissemination,
shared interpretation, and organizational memory. Using the previously defined labels,
the proposed regression model would be written as follows:

F =B1*IA + B2*KD + B3*SI| + B4*OM

where B1, B2, B3, and B4 represented the beta coefficients of the independent variables.
Table 2

Regression Model Summary

Std. Error of the
Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Estimate
1 .801 642 634 73272

The regression model summary in Table 2 shows an R value of .801, which
measures the strength of the relationship between the dependent variable and the
independent variables. An R value this high suggests strong correlation. The R-squared

value of .642 means that 64.2% of the variance in the regression model can be explained
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by the independent variables; an inference can be made from the R-squared value that the
regression model does an effective job in explaining much of the variance in flexibility.
Table 3 includes information about the overall significance or insignificance of the
regression model.

Table 3

Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) Table of the Regression Model

Sum of Mean
Model Squares df Square F Sig.
1 Regression 170.486 4 42.622 79.389 <.001
Residual 95.026 177 537
Total 265.513 181

The analysis of variance table (see Table 3) indicated that the model is very
significant at the 5% level (p < .001). The results of the ANOVA analysis also provided
enough evidence to reject the omnibus hypothesis in favor of the alternative. This means
that there is at least one statistically significant component of knowledge management
that has an influence on the level of organizational flexibility in the IT departments of
small- and medium-sized organizations. The actual number of statistically significant

variables is shown in Table 4, which is the table of beta coefficients.
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Regression Model Beta Coefficient Table

99

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardized
Coefficients

Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 (Constant) 490 276 1.776 077
Info Acquisition Avg 819 109 779 7.530 <.001
Knowledge .007 .099 .007 .068 946
Dissemination Avg
Shared Interpretation -124 122 -115 -1.013 313
Avg
Organizational 153 .093 .146 1.644 102
Memory Avg

Table 4 completes the picture with regards to statistical significance. Three of the

four independent variables failed at the 5% level; only information acquisition proved to

be statistically significant (p <.001). The beta coefficients also showed that an increase in

the information acquisition average by 1 resulted in a .819 increase in flexibility. The

other independent variables were shown to not be statistically significant to the model. In

fact, the shared interpretation average would decrease by 12.4% with each additional unit

of flexibility. Knowledge dissemination appeared to contribute the least to the overall

model, and organizational memory only contributed marginally to the model as well. The

model does indicate that information acquisition is an overwhelmingly important factor

in how flexible IT departments within small- and medium-sized organizations can be.
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Correlation Analysis

Pairwise correlation was done on each of the independent variables with the
dependent variable, flexibility. The results of this analysis were used to address the
following four sub-hypotheses:

Sub-hypothesis 1: Information acquisition has a positive correlational relationship
with organizational flexibility.

Sub-hypothesis 2: Knowledge dissemination has a positive correlational
relationship with organizational flexibility.

Sub-hypothesis 3: Shared interpretation has a positive correlational relationship
with organizational flexibility.

Sub-hypothesis 4: Organizational memory has a positive correlational relationship
with organizational flexibility.

Table 5

Pairwise Correlations of Dependent and Independent Variables

Info Knowledge Shared
Flexibility  Acquisition  Dissemination Interpretation Organizational

Avg Avg Avg Avg Memory Avg
Flexibility ~ Pearson 1 .800 .705 .684 .649
Avg Correlation
Sig. (2- <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001
tailed)
N 185 183 183 182 182

Table 5 shows that flexibility had a strong correlational relationship between

flexibility and all the independent variables. All independent variables are also
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statistically significant at the 5% level (p < .001). Information acquisition had the
strongest correlation at .800, with organizational memory having the weakest correlation
at .649, which is still a relatively strong correlation. It makes sense that information
acquisition would have the strongest correlation, considering it was the only statistically
significant independent variable in the regression model. Flexibility has a positive
correlational relationship with all independent variables, so all proposed sub-hypotheses
for this study are held as well. It is interesting to note that while shared interpretation had
a positive correlational relationship with flexibility, it has an inversely proportional
relationship in the regression model, as an increase in shared interpretation caused a small
decrease in flexibility.
Summary

For this research, 213 prospective IT professionals from small and medium-sized
Midwestern firms initially participated, and the data compiled provided evidence to make
some interesting conclusions with regards to the study. First, the regression model
consisting of flexibility as a dependent variable and information acquisition, knowledge
dissemination, shared interpretation and organizational memory as independent variables
proved to be statistically significant and explained a majority of the variance in the
regression line. The omnibus hypothesis was rejected in favor of the alternative, which
meant that at least one of the independent variables included was significant. While the
regression model was significant, the only statistically significant independent variable in

the model was information acquisition. In terms of correlation, all independent variables
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had positive correlational relationships with flexibility, which meant that all 4 sub-
hypotheses held.

In the next chapter, a full interpretation from both a contingency theory and RBV
perspective will be provided, as well as a discussion on the limitations encountered
during the data collection. Recommendations for further research and potential
corollaries to the research in this dissertation will be discussed. Also, considering the
results of this study appear to highlight the importance of information acquisition to the
flexibility of the IT department, the role of the IT manager as change agent and
information exchange facilitator will be revisited, and how the IT manager can impact

social change by creating an information sharing environment.
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Chapter 5: Discussion, Conclusions, and Recommendations

The purpose of this quantitative correlational study was to examine the
knowledge management culture and protocols of small- and medium-sized organizations
and how they could potentially be affecting their strategic flexibility. The study was
conducted and designed to investigate what aspects of knowledge management culture in
organizations contributed the most to how flexible or inflexible the 1T departments within
these organizations could be. Using a correlational research design and a research
instrument from Santos-Vijande et al. (2012), 213 IT professionals from SMEs from the
Midwestern United States were contacted in the study; 193 of them decided to
participate. In the data collected, it appears that while the four-variable regression model
with the independent variables of information acquisition, knowledge dissemination,
shared interpretation and organizational memory was significant in predicting the
flexibility of IT departments in smaller organizations, only information acquisition was
statistically significant (p <.001). The regression model explained 64.2% of the variance
in flexibility, which suggested that the model was effective; however, as further analysis
showed, information acquisition contributed the most to the model by far. Correlation
analysis was used to examine the pairwise relationship between the dependent variable of
flexibility and each independent variable was shown to be positively correlated with
flexibility; as flexibility increased, so did each independent variable. One of the important
takeaways from the statistical analysis done in Chapter 4 was that information acquisition

appeared to play an important role in the flexibility of SMEs.
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In this chapter, a further elaboration of the findings will be discussed through the
lenses of the two theoretical underpinnings of this study: contingency theory and the
RBV. The section after that will include a perspective on how IT managers can impact
social change in their role as organizational change agents using the information from
this study. Finally, the chapter will conclude with a summary of the entire dissertation
and the useful information can be taken from it.

Interpretation of Findings
The Contingency Theory Lens

Contingency theory would view effective information acquisition as a component
of the overall organizational culture, a concept that would be supported and encouraged
by middle managers. The results of this study appear to indicate that the acquisition of
information is an important predictor in the overall flexibility of 1T departments in SMEs.
In contingency theory, organizations are structured based on their response to the
environments they exist in, both internally and externally (Hatch & Cunliffe, 2006). To
emphasize information sharing, basic tenets regarding the exchange of ideas must be put
in the organizational structure to support and facilitate information sharing, and that
begins with the organization’s formalization. To recall, formalization refers to an
organization’s norms, protocols, and customs that regulate behavior (Pertusa-Ortega et
al., 2010). While organizations cannot entirely control their external environments, they
can control the internal environments, and knowledge sharing within the organization
would become a key component of their day-to-day processes if it were made a priority

by the decision makers.
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Formalization puts restrictions on the type of knowledge that is shared within an
organization, who gets to share that knowledge, as well as who gets to receive it (Kanten
et al., 2015). Adopting a knowledge management system that is accommodating to
sharing can be beneficial to both employees and management. Tacit knowledge can be
shared amongst employees, building upon their own personal knowledge, and improving
their skills. Explicit knowledge can be shared by management, creating a repository that
everyone can draw from. The members of the organization can then develop a shared
interpretation of that explicit knowledge and recognize how it is used within the
organization (Imran et al., 2021; Chion et al., 2020). The repository also acts as the
memory of the organization, being the storage facility of all knowledge accumulated by
the organization over time.

In this study, there were also three other independent variables besides
information acquisition: knowledge dissemination, shared interpretation, and
organizational memory. While they were statistically insignificant in the regression
model for this study, they are still significant when it comes to knowledge management
and information acquisition itself. Merely putting the protocols in place to facilitate
information acquisition is not enough; for the information to influence the other
dimensions of knowledge management included in this study, other aspects of the
organizational culture need to be met as well. Employees need to have high levels of trust
with each other to influence a willingness to share tacit information with both co-workers
and managers (Shateri & Hayat, 2020). Another key ingredient to optimal information

acquisition is avoiding organizational silence and encouraging employee communication
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with others (Takhsha et al., 2020). The information silos found in more mechanistic
organizations are a built-in obstacle to knowledge sharing. Liu et al. (2020) showed that
when knowledge sharing is prioritized in organizations, trust amongst employees
increases and makes it more likely that employees will share their tacit knowledge not
only with each other, but with their managers as well. The acquired information can then
be disseminated throughout the organization, with workers forming both a shared
interpretation of what the information means and committing it to the general memory of
the organization, turning tacit knowledge into explicit knowledge (Imran et al., 2021). If
necessary, managers could use tangible incentives to encourage information sharing
(Salameh & Zamil, 2020).

To complement the internal information acquisition that takes place via
knowledge sharing, business analytics is conducted to acquire external information on
competitors, trends in the marketplace, and insights on where the market is currently and
where it is heading. Chen and Siau (2020) conducted a study that showed using business
analytics worked in tandem with increased flexibility in IT flexibility to contribute to the
overall flexibility of the organization. The external information acquired from business
analytics work with the internal information gathering to provide decision makers in the
organization with a clearer picture on what is going in their internal and external
environments, so they can adjust their organizational structures accordingly to be more

effective as competitors in the marketplace.
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The Resource-Based View of the Firm Lens

The RBV would consider information itself as a resource, so the acquisition of it
would be treated no differently than acquiring other finite resources with the goal of
achieving a competitive advantage. Recall that Azeem et al. (2021) stated that
organizations that value information will treat it as a precious commodity. With that in
mind, the results of this study appear to indicate that due to the importance of information
acquisition when it comes to flexibility in 1T departments, information must be seen by
the organization as a valuable resource, right alongside technological, human, and
financial resources. Organizations use the information they acquire to develop products
and services that are valuable, rare, and inimitable (Barney, 1991), with the hopes that
those products and services allow them to stand out in the marketplace and offer
something unique that their competitors cannot duplicate or sell for a cheaper price.

The RBV is defined by Wernerfelt (1984) as an organization with an
accumulation of finite resources to be allocated in such a way to make the organization
competitive. Information is a finite resource of both tacit and explicit knowledge that can
be affected by the technological, human, and financial constraints of the organization.
Having valuable information to exploit in the marketplace is useful, but if the
technological limitations cannot support it, the human resources cannot implement it, and
the financial resources cannot afford it, the organization will not be successful in using it.

In IT departments, effectiveness may be linked to both a commitment to investing
resources and the business/IT alignment (Jorfi et al., 2011; Mao et al., 2016). Part of that

resource commitment must be an investment in human resources as a means of
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improving information acquisition and increasing the overall capability of the
organization (Jorfi et al., 2011). There are three types of human resources that will
greatly contribute to the information repository of the organization. The first is recruiting
employees with experience working for competitors within the same industry, which is a
common method of information acquisition via human resources. These people may have
first-hand knowledge of what goes on inside competing organizations and have tacit
knowledge of how those organizations function. The second type of human resources that
benefit information acquisition is people with specific knowledge in areas that the
organization is deficient in. It may be a productivity suite or a codebase that is difficult
for employees to work with, for example. Hiring specialists can be advantageous because
they perform functions that no one else in the organization can. In the interest of
information sharing, building up trust and comfort with specialists may persuade them to
share their unique knowledge with others, disseminating valuable tacit knowledge with
their immediate co-workers. The goal is that this knowledge makes its way to the
organizational repository and becomes explicit knowledge for everyone to draw from.
The third type of human resource to seek out for information acquisition are older
workers, who have years of experience working and tacit knowledge that is hard to
replicate (Fasbender et al., 2021). If the objectives are to develop products and services
that are difficult to duplicate or perform for a cheaper price, experienced workers can
contribute to both. It may be the case that an experienced worker is also a valuable

specialist, and it is important that the organization obtains as much knowledge as possible
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from hard-to-replace employees before they leave the organization (Tang & Martins,
2021).
Limitations of the Study

The primary limitation of the study was the respondent selection process. While a
systematic random sampling system was suitable for a quantitative research study, using
LinkedIn as the medium in which to carry out that system was cumbersome and
inefficient. Most of the members of the sampling frame could not be sent invitations due
to LinkedIn restrictions to messaging people who are not already in a user’s network.
Sending invitations to people who are not at least third degree contacts via direct
messaging requires paying for the privilege each time and considering the number of
respondents needed for this study, it would be a costly expense.

LinkedIn, being a social network, has groups dedicated to researchers who are
looking for respondents in a snowball sampling fashion, and snowball sampling would
have been a more effective method to use on LinkedIn, but the validity of the study
would have been affected. Using snowball sampling by posting a link to the study in a
LinkedIn group does not guarantee that all respondents will come from the desired
sampling frame, which could also affect the validity of the study. Performing random
sampling on a sampling frame that was easier to access and communicate with would
have improved the process. Using another social networking site such as Facebook may
have been a better choice, even if it is not as employment oriented as LinkedIn. Using
email addresses as a point of contact instead of LinkedIn is another option, but the

invitations could be flagged as spam and go unseen by prospective respondents.
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Another limitation was sampling all IT workers and keeping them as one large
group instead of separating them into categories such as job title. Different workers
within I'T will have different experiences based on what jobs they perform, and those who
are closer to the decision makers or are decision makers themselves could have entirely
different levels of agreement with the statements in the research instrument. Separating
the sample into groups and examining the data through that lens may provide a different
perspective; this will be discussed further in the next section.

Recommendations

The I'T manager is a communicator, facilitator, and change agent; it is the
managers who are responsible for communicating the directives of the decision makers to
those below them (Farrell, 2018). As part of recommendations for further research,
limiting the study to just IT leaders at the highest levels would possibly be more
effective: corporate suite executives, chief information officers, vice presidents, directors
and so forth. This may be a worthwhile path to explore because they are the decision
makers for their departments and they presumably would have the knowledge to address
the items more accurately in the research instrument, especially those on information
acquisition. IT managers in SMEs could be focused on again, or the study could expand
to include managers from larger firms as well.

Future researchers may want to examine the potential difference in flexibility
among IT departments in dedicated technology firms versus firms in other industries.
Creative organizations were shown to be more likely to be productive (Dul & Ceylan,

2014), and the dynamism of the tech industry pushes tech firms to be more flexible to
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remain competitive. IT departments of companies in other industries may not face the
same challenges that IT departments in tech firms do, and how the organization’s culture
affects them may not be the same either. This study could be modified to determine how
much of a difference there is between tech and non-tech firms, and if it is statistically
significant.

There are two research approaches that immediately come to mind that would
take the basic parameters of the study included in this dissertation and put a more intense
focus on the results. They would also rectify the limitations of respondent selection that
were encountered in this study. The first would be limiting the respondents to a single
company as part of a quantitative case study, asking respondents the same questions
included in this study. The study in this dissertation could also be reconfigured as a
different quantitative case study that was designed to examine a specific organization’s
productivity before and after a drastic change in organizational structure or a drastic shift
in the corporate culture. Archival data could be used to determine what productivity
looked like before the change, while keeping track of the same pre-change key
performance indicators during the post-change for a certain amount of time (3 to 6
months, for example) could give researchers an idea of what productivity looks like after
the change. Using the three ambidexterity categories from Helbin and Van Looy (2019)
would be a good approach for researchers wishing to expand this idea and investigate
what types of ambidexterity impact organizational flexibility the most in times of

discontinuous change.
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The second approach would be a qualitative case study where the researcher
interviews I'T workers in a specific company and asks them similar questions to those
included in this study, just in an open-ended fashion. The researcher could investigate
possible barriers to flexibility in IT departments in organizations to determine what those
barriers are. A focus on a family-owned firm in the case study, such as in Broekaert et al.
(2016), would be a good direction to go in if the desire is to continue investigating
smaller organizations. An alternative direction could examine what information
acquisition techniques are the most used in the organization. Either the qualitative or the
guantitative case study approaches could be expanded to include large companies, since
there could be more archival data available to use and a larger number of workers to
interview. The recruiting focus could be easily shifted to IT managers in small- and
medium-sized organizations if so desired.

Implications

In addition to their usual duties in managing the department, information
technology managers and leaders perform three important functions within the
organization that impact social change: Facilitator, communicator, and an advocate for
change within their departments and the organization. The IT manager is an information
facilitator between their subordinates, as well as being the information intermediary
between their subordinates and upper management. This involves motivating employees,
encouraging knowledge sharing, and creating an environment conducive to building
enough mutual trust to share knowledge with each other (Matoskova et al., 2018). The IT

manager is a communicator and is an information repository for their subordinates during
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times of change; performing this task can reduce resistance to change and effectively
address employee questions about how the new changes will affect their jobs (Simoes &
Esposito, 2014; Van den Heuvel et al., 2015). The IT manager is the advocate and change
agent for the entire department when communicating with upper management. The IT
manager must lobby and persuade upper management for additional resources to help
them improve productivity and use the resources allocated to them to assist the business
side with achieving its goals (Westover, 2010).

Ambidextrous organizations feature managers and leaders with the ability to
successfully balance the exploitative and explorative cycles of ambidexterity, such that
the organization can develop new products and services while also leveraging their
existing product base (Bettinelli et al., 2017; Chang & Hughes, 2012). IT managers
should create an environment as facilitators where a focus on knowledge acquisition and
creation is prioritized (Bratianu et al., 2020). This means using a combination of both
transactional and transformational leadership skills to motivate and encourage
subordinates to develop innovative ideas (Tyssen et al., 2014; Chadwick & Raver, 2015).
Servant leadership could be implemented for managers who really want to immerse
themselves as facilitators, with the potential of tacit knowledge making its way to less
experienced workers in the process (Neubert et al., 2016). With an emphasis on
information acquisition, the 1T manager should prioritize the transfer of knowledge from
experienced workers with valuable tacit knowledge to contribute to the organization’s
explicit body of knowledge. Also, working to include as many people as possible in the

knowledge sharing process makes them feel less ostracized and more willing to share
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what they know (Takhsha et al., 2020). Making these small changes to the knowledge
management culture could benefit the organization with more innovative ideas from
nontraditional channels.

As communicators, 1T managers and leaders must act as the intermediary between
the workers they supervise and upper management. In times of change ranging from
subtle and incremental to drastic and discontinuous, the IT manager must clearly state
what the objectives of the changes are, how they affect the IT department, and the impact
the changes have to each member of the IT staff. To do this, I'T managers must develop
trust with their staff as well as have an open channel of communication with management
(Van den Heuvel et al., 2015; Simoes & Esposito, 2014). Lack of communication in
either direction leads to resistance during times of change, and this resistance is how
project implementations fail (Van den Heuvel et al., 2015). Without the information they
need to adapt to the new implementations, employees may not be as accepting to working
with unfamiliar technologies (Jahanmir & Cavadas, 2018) or system development
methodologies (Strode et al., 2022).

Knowledge management culture within organizations impact information
technology department in varying ways; the knowledge management culture affects how
much the department is prioritized in resource allocation, and largely determines the
attention it receives from the top decision makers (Fink & Sukenik, 2011). IT managers
must be change agents and advocate for their respective departments, must work within
the corporate culture constraints to maximize productivity, and they must also persuade

those in charge to increase the allocation of resources toward their departments and argue
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for a greater role for the IT department in the organization (Westover, 2010). Change
agent I'T managers can affect the entire department via positive social change. An
inference can be made from results of this study that putting an emphasis on information
acquisition should be a top priority, and as an advocate for their department, I T managers
should stress to upper management how important their department’s role in the
information gathering process is (Matoskova et al., 2018). Increasing the budget for
improving infrastructure, hiring talented workers, and obtaining the tools needed to create
a knowledge-sharing atmosphere will not only benefit the department, but the entire
organization. Proving to be a valuable component of the organization with additional
attention and resources could transition IT departments that were once neglected in the
background into strategic partners with the business side of the organization. This is a
type of management innovation that could be beneficial to organizations looking to
improve their competitiveness in the marketplace (Vaccaro et al., 2012). To do this, IT
managers must take it upon themselves to advocate for greater resources for their
departments when given the opportunity to do so.
Conclusions

Organizational culture influences how dynamic and flexible organizations can be,
and it all begins with how much they value information. Knowledge management
protocols within organizations, which are the aspects of organizational culture that
pertain to knowledge, and knowledge management culture affects how IT departments
use information to function and support the business. Information acquisition has an

outsized effect on flexibility, and the other components of knowledge management that
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were looked at in this dissertation (knowledge dissemination, shared interpretation, and
organizational memory) act as modifiers once the information has already been acquired.
Once acquired, the information is then shared with everyone in some fashion (knowledge
dissemination), understood by everyone (shared interpretation), and committed to the
organization’s body of knowledge as explicit knowledge (organizational memory). While
this study was designed to investigate SMEs, the conclusions drawn could be applied to
any organization of any size that wishes to be competitive. Valuing information as the
rare, inimitable resource that it is will help I'T managers advocate for additional resources
for their departments, improve the competitive prospects of organizations that prioritize
information acquisition, and make knowledge sharing a centerpiece of their

organizational culture.
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Appendix B: Research Instrument Constructs and Items
Information Acquisition (1A)

IA1. The employees are informed of how the firm was created and its philosophy of
work.
IA2. We collect and use the information generated during organizational changes.
IA3. Employees' interaction and participation to gather information about possible
changes are encouraged.
IA4. We constantly evaluate the need to adapt to the business environment.
IA5. The members of the organization use informal means to find out about the most
recent events regarding the market or the environment.
IA6. As a result of the knowledge acquired in the course of time the employees are more
efficient in exercising their responsibilities.
IA7. We collect information about what our competitors do through different means.
IA8. When we do not have the specific knowledge required, we look for it and acquire it
outside the organization.
IA9. We periodically check whether our strategy is aligned with the business
environment.
IA10. Problems are approached proactively, that is, we learn from other entities to be
able to respond to these problems before they arise.
IA11. We use formal and reiterative procedures to evaluate our results and compare them

with those of the competition.
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Knowledge dissemination (KD)
KD1. We have a meeting schedule among departments to integrate the existing
information.
KD2. We devote some time to discussions about the organization's future needs.
KD3. We use databases and organizational files to support our work.
KD4. The company's general objectives are communicated throughout the organization.
KD5. We are really interested in providing employees with an overall view of the
company's operations, even with personnel turnover.
KD6. There are people responsible for collecting the proposals made by the staff and for
distributing them internally.
KD7. Vital information is transmitted quickly to all employees.

Shared interpretation (SI)

SI1. We systematically examine and update our opinion about the business environment.
SI2. We try to develop an interpretation as uniform as possible of relevant information.
SI3. The employees have at their disposal a wide variety of communication tools
(telephone, e-mail, fax, intranet, etc.).
Sl4. We generate concise reports intended to avoid excess information that may limit our
capacity to interpret it adequately.
S15. Before a decision is taken the different alternatives are thoroughly analyzed.
S16. We review relevant information periodically in case it is obsolete or may lead to
error.

SI7. We do not oppose changes in the way of doing things.
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Organizational memory (OM)
OML1. We have our own expert personnel in the most essential aspects of the
organizational operations.
OMB2. Personnel turnover does not risk our capacity to create new knowledge and solve
problems.
OMa3. We carry out training programs (for example: workshops, seminars, etc.) for the
members of the organization.
OMA4. We are aware of who has the specific abilities and the experience to intervene
when an opportunity or problem arises.
OMB5. Key employees when the organization faces a new opportunity or problem can be
conveniently contacted.
OMBG6. People in the organization who are helpful when an opportunity or problem arise
are actively committed to looking for possible solutions.
OMY7. There is an atmosphere of trust and collaboration among the personnel of the
company to cooperate when opportunities or problems arise.

Strategic Flexibility Scale

FLEXZ. Entry of new competitors
FLEX2. Change of customers' product/service preferences.
FLEX3. Radical technological changes or the anticipated obsolescence of current
technologies.
FLEX4. Important economic changes.

FLEX5. Detection of new business threats.
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FLEXG6. Detection of new business opportunities.

Note: The items in italics were dropped from the instrument in the original study.
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