Federal KM Initiative

Change Management Action Group

Kotter 8-Stage Change Management Process
for Knowledge Management

John Kotter (1996, 2002) articulates an eight-stage process for managing change:

1. Establish a sense of urgency 

2. Create a guiding coalition 

3. Develop a vision and strategy 

4. Communicate the change vision 

5. Empower action 

6. Generate short-term wins 

7. Consolidate gains and produce more change 

8. Anchor new approaches in the culture 

1.  Establish a Sense of Urgency


The first stage of Kotter's model, “Establishing a Sense of Urgency,” revolves around making people understand that action is required – right now.  Specifically, in this stage, change agents examine the market and competitive realities, and identify and discuss crises, potential crises, or major opportunities and communicating them broadly and dramatically to management.  As Kotter explains, “This first step is essential because just getting a transformation program started requires the aggressive cooperation of many individuals. Without motivation, people won’t help and the effort goes nowhere.”
In the public sector we tend to avoid talking about “markets” and “competition” or “competitors.”  But in a sense we really do have markets:  In the first place, we serve the public.  And if we do not serve the public – if we are not meeting the public’s needs – then the public may turn elsewhere for service.  For example, if a law enforcement department is not accomplishing its mission “to serve and protect,” then a community or nation may turn to private security forces to get the job done.  In addition to serving its customers (the public), the public sector also needs to meet the needs of suppliers, partners, collaborators, and stakeholders.  Does the government have competitors?  Yes it does!  In the example above, law enforcement activities can be accomplished just as effectively by private security forces, private investigators, and private-sector corrections officers.  There is very little “government work” that cannot be accomplished – in some cases better, faster, and more cheaply – by the private sector.
Kotter suggests that creating the requisite urgency is the most critical of eight stages, observing that in his experience, fully fifty per cent of transformational initiatives fail at this first phase.
 The costs of such failures are significant, bordering on the astounding:  One estimate put expenditures on change management consulting services at $50 billion a year, with 70% of US companies surveyed indicated failure.  Informal surveys indicate comparable rates of failures and expenditures by the US Government.
 

Unfortunately, executives chronically underestimate the difficulties inherent in (1) creating a business case for change that is sufficiently compelling to overcome organizational and personal inertia and complacency; (2) ensuring that this urgency is communicated to others with as much clarity as they themselves perceive; and (3) being sufficiently focused and patient until a critical mass of senior management is convinced.  Kotter estimates that fully 75% of management must be persuaded to achieve a sustainable level of urgency.  One can visualize this phase as igniting the first stage of a rocket booster that fails to generate sufficient thrust: the payload (i.e., the targeted change) never reaches sustainable orbit.

In our case, the change in question is government-wide adoption (and institutionalization) of Knowledge Management practices.  The drivers of urgency are crises and opportunities.
As for crises, the government has seen more than its fair share in the recent past.  Starting with the 9/11/2001 terrorist attacks and the subsequent Global War on Terrorism, natural disasters such as Hurricane Katrina, and housing and financial industry meltdowns, the government is – in just about anyone’s opinion, experiencing a sense of urgency.  Now we are facing extreme budgetary pressures for the foreseeable future to do more with less money.   The current economic crisis is generating an unprecedented drain on the US Treasury, aggravated by war-related and growing entitlement-driven expenditures.  The inescapable need to minimize discretionary spending and dramatically reduce annual deficits and the national debt will stress the budgets of all Federal agencies for the foreseeable future.  In addition, public, Congressional, and media scrutiny on Government agencies responsible for disbursing stimulus funding will be increasingly intense.  Failure to manage the funding surge will thoroughly undermine confidence and discredit the current administration, as was demonstrated by the outrage at the inadequate controls and results of the U.S. Treasury’s handling of the financial industry bailout (TARP).

In addition, there is a drain on institutional memory in agencies due to generational retirements – the baby boomer “retirement tsunami.”  This is not just losing facts and procedures, but an imminent loss of perspective, context, and lessons learned.  Drain on institutional memory in agencies due to generational retirements The loss of information, history, policy know-how and perspective, judgment, and context gained by senior managers and other employees in the “baby boomer” generation is expected to escalate dramatically in the next several years.  In other words, our capability to make decisions and solve problems effectively is departing.  Current efforts and preparations to capture even the explicit knowledge that is likely to be lost (such as exit interviews on the eve of departures) are ad hoc and ineffectual at best.  The resulting deficits will likely lead to serious problems in the formulation and execution of policy and regulations across the Federal Government. 

Another crisis is our lack of ability (or willingness) to share information – as demonstrated in the failure to “connect the dots” and prevent the 9/11 attacks, and the failure to be prepared to deal adequately with the effects of Hurricane Katrina.  In particular, we need to focus on people and cultural issues that can make critical contributions to improving the level of intelligence information across diverse agencies involved in national defense and homeland Security.

In the realm of opportunities, the government has many.  Above all, the public sector has learned the hard way recently that it is not feasible to address problems such as those cited above on an ad hoc, agency-specific basis.  Issues like “homeland security” and “emergency management” – despite the fact that they form the titles of specific departments or agencies – are in reality government-wide responsibilities, and the opportunity must be seized to treat them as such.  Ideally, a KM Center of Excellence should be established to aggregate relevant practices and products, with a dedicated support staff to support KM efforts across the Federal (and potentially state, local, and tribal) government. 

Another opportunity is the growing realization that productivity, knowledge management and retention, innovation, and error reduction/avoidance are all facets of the same stone.  Realizing that can help government entities minimize intra- and inter-agency inefficiencies caused by “reinventing the wheel” and reduce the pervasive productivity losses incurred by employees’ searching of  the Internet and other Government sources for relevant data, information, knowledge, expertise, and solutions.
We can, therefore, frame a business case for Federal-scale adoption of a Knowledge Management Center of Excellence by (a) demonstrating the economics of a centralized repository and skill set, product and process reviews, and Community of Practice; and (b) calculating the Return on Investment in knowledge management through a combination of anecdotal success stories and quantifiable cost-benefit analyses. 

2.  Create a Guiding Coalition



Kotter's second stage, “Creating the Guiding Coalition,” involves putting together a group – from all levels and divisions of the organization – with enough power to lead the change, and getting the group to work together as a team.
Who will lead the Federal Knowledge Management Initiative?  This is an important question as the Federal KM Initiative Committee prepares the final Federal KM Initiative Plan.  Here we explore the necessary traits and qualities needed by those who will lead the KM transformation to restore “American know-how” to American government.  Next steps to solicit, recruit, and vet potential candidates who possess the talent to drive this cultural transformation will be explored.

The Change Management Action Group is using John Kotter’s Eight-Stage Process of Creating Major Change (Kotter, 1996).  This process asserts that major change is so difficult to accomplish and sustain that no one individual can develop the vision, communicate it to the organization, eliminate the key obstacles, generate short-term wins, lead and manage all the change projects, and inculcate the new approaches into the organization.  Kotter asserts that only a strong guiding coalition can drive sustainable transformation.  Transforming government from its current state to a collaborative and knowledge-sharing culture is a monumental task requiring a coalition of government leaders and managers who are committed to driving this change.

Creating such a coalition will be no easy task.  The composition of the coalition membership is extremely important, as is the method in which they work together.  For the coalition to succeed it must have the following characteristics:  It must be composed of the right people; the members must trust one another and work well together; and the members must be anchored in a commitment to excellence and a genuine desire to see organizational change.

The coalition has to have the capability, in membership and method of operating, to guide a very difficult change process – namely, creating a culture of sharing.  The major task is to find the right people.  Who are these “right people?”  First and foremost, the head of the organization must be involved, engaged, and committed to the change.  Grass-roots efforts are important, but only with the most senior leadership support can true transformation take place and take hold. For KM to truly take hold throughout the entire federal government it is necessary to have Presidential and senior administration buy-in and support.  The administration must lead the rest of government by articulating the KM vision, and promoting the KM transformation imperative as the way ahead for government efficiency, effectiveness, and innovation. 
The coalition must consist of people who show enthusiasm and commitment to the process; in addition, the group’s membership must have strong position power, broad expertise and diversity, and high credibility within their sphere of influence.  Membership must be across the entire spectrum of governmental Departments and organizations.  These KM champions need to be proven leaders who can drive the change, articulate the vision, and empower others to develop plans and tactics to operationalize the KM vision.
Creating trust across the coalition is fundamental to successful transformation.  Coalition members must be focused on the common goal and objectives of KM transformation.  Hidden agendas, mistrust, large egos, and reluctant members will undermine the cause and ultimately diminish the effectiveness of the group and overall impact of the initiative.  This is why the coalition composition is so important.  Members must believe that KM transformation is essential to creating better government that will run more effectively and efficiently, and will better serve the people.  A coalition with these characteristics will have the capacity and potential to do the hard work involved in creating and communicating the vision, empowering a broad base of people to take action, ensure credibility, build short-term wins, lead multiple change projects, and inculcate these new approaches into how government does business. 

The next step is to create a process to identify potential coalition members.  A search committee should be created to identify, vet, and recruit potential coalition members.  The committee should consist of the KM Initiative Chair(s) and representatives of each of the Action Groups. The committee will need to work closely with the Communications Action Group to ensure consistency in message, and polish in presentation.  The committee will need to create the charter, rules, and procedures for coalition member identification, vetting, and recruiting, and then develop a list of potential candidates across the government.  Special attention will need to be given on how best to approach the White House and senior administration officials in an effort to seek their support and sponsorship.  The final step will be the marketing, communication, and recruiting processes.  This is when we will truly understand the level of commitment and enthusiasm for KM transformation by our government leadership, and their appetite for creating the Federal Knowledge Management Center and collateral policies, standards, and practices.

3.  Develop a Vision and Strategy


Kotter's third stage, “Developing a Vision and Strategy,” focuses on creating a vision to help direct the change effort, and developing strategies for achieving that vision.
A clear and concise vision statement greatly enhances any group’s ability to implement major change. The Federal Knowledge Management Initiative has formulated an ambitious roadmap for major change across all federal agencies.  To be successful, support and buy-in are required at many levels.  Unity of purpose will only be reached if everyone can clearly delineate the end state.  A well-worded vision statement is critical to the KMWG’s ability to execute its roadmap for change across the federal government.

There are basic elements of any vision statement.  It must be clear, easy to understand, and easy to communicate.  A vision statement must connect at an emotional level.  It should elicit an emotional reaction, make people unhappy with the status quo, and motivate people to make needed sacrifices.  An effective vision statement leads to measurable and definable actions.  It should be easy to tell if behavior is consistent with the vision.  It needs to be effective in various venues, including hallways, web pages, and meetings.  There is a “speed” aspect to a vision statement: It needs to quickly elicit reaction and understanding.  There is also an organizational aspect to a vision statement.  It needs to define what is important, and it needs to be consistent with the values of an organization.

There are “vision killers.”  A vision statement cannot go into mind-numbing detail.  It cannot be confusing.  It is not a plan of action or a list of goals.  Perhaps most important, a vision statement needs to lay out a dream – to capture what can be.  It needs to bring out our best.

Some examples of effective Vision statements include:
“There will be a personal computer on every desk running Microsoft software.”
· Microsoft.
“No child in our city will go hungry to bed in the evening.”

– Soup kitchen.

These statements stand alone.  They connect.  They motivate.  Nobody needs to tell you these are great vision statements.

As mentioned above, a vision statement needs to be consistent with organizational goals and values.  We are fortunate to have an administration that uses and values knowledge assets. President Obama’s team made effective use of the web and social networking sites during the campaign; and he has recently named a Chief Information Officer who realizes the value of Web 2.0 technologies.  The Administration’s web site (www.whitehouse.gov/omb/) supports a number of values that relate to the KM Initiative roadmap: 

· There is a need to change the way Washington does business.
· There is a need to make tough choices.
· Government needs to play a major role in solving many complex problems.
· There has been an erosion in trust and accountability.
· There is a need to make the federal government more efficient.
There are two key audiences – groups to influence for the KM Initiative.  First, there are the decision makers – those who will be asked, for example, to make the high-level decisions associated with setting up a federal knowledge center.  Second, there is the rank and file of the federal workforce – knowledge workers who will be most affected by the KM Initiative. 
The vision statement needs to have buy-in from federal workers; and it needs to inspire decision makers to move forward with the KM Initiative roadmap. 

Accordingly, a proposed Vision statement for the Federal Knowledge Management Initiative could be:

“Every federal worker will have the information & collaboration tools needed to solve the complex problems facing the Nation in this time of exponential change. We will team. We will share. We will reinvent government.”

This Vision statement has several aspects:

· The who: “Every federal worker”

· The goal: “will have the information and collaboration tools needed” to do his/her job.  This captures the tenets of Knowledge Management in as few words as possible, yet connects with federal workers outside the field of KM.

· Organizational values: “complex problems facing the Nation” and “reinvent government.”  The current administration would appear to strongly support both of these.

· Need for change:  We are facing “complex problems” and “exponential change.”  While many people cannot state Moore’s law, and are not conversant with the Kurtzweil and the Singular Theory.  However, may people are definitely feeling the stresses associated with rapid changes we are experiencing in our daily lives.

· Inspiring the team: “We will team. We will share. We will reinvent government.”  This can serve to inspire not only the active members of the KM Initiative and its Action Groups, but others outside this group as well.

4.  Communicate the Change Vision



Kotter's fourth stage, “Communicating the Change Vision,” entails two basic activities, namely, using every vehicle possible to constantly communicate the new vision and strategies; and having the guiding coalition role model the behavior expected of employees.  These are not sequential steps; rather, they are accomplished simultaneously. 

  

Organizational leaders and the guiding coalition must talk the talk and walk the walk at every opportunity.  If they only talk about the change, but do not follow up with behaviors that reflect the talk, then the rest of the organization will realize that the organization's leaders and the guiding coalition are not serious or sincere about wanting the change to come about. 

  

Assuming they are serious and sincere, what can/should the leaders and guiding coalition do? 

  

First, they articulate the change vision – clearly and concisely – in a form and format that can be understood by all.  It must be free of jargon and acronyms and abbreviations.  In a multi-lingual or multicultural organization, it must be free of words that could be misunderstood or misinterpreted, or that could be construed as offensive or exclusionary.   This includes nonverbal communications such as the use of hand gestures while speaking or in graphics.  The change vision must be made accessible to all; reasonable accommodation must be afforded to individuals with disabilities.  In a government environment, we must be particularly careful to avoid using words like “citizens” and “Americans” when addressing or referring to our audiences, customers, and stakeholders. 

  

Leaders need to synopsize the change vision -- one line, no more than ten words -- so that it will be easy for all to remember.  (No $2.00 words!  Keep it short and simple!) 

  

The vision should, in our case, be posted in plain view on the wiki.  The synopsized version should be everywhere: on the wiki, in every listserv message, on all KM Initiative communications. 

  

Leaders and the guiding coalition should write articles and white papers that mention the change vision; they should deliver presentations at conferences, meetings, education sessions, and at every public forum where the opportunity presents itself.  The leaders of the organization can also issue press releases that publicize the organization's change vision to the external world. 

  

At the risk of being “kitschy,” the vision can be communicated by putting it on pins/buttons, coffee mugs, pens/pencils, stationery, memo pads, sticky notes, and other organizational gewgaws. 

  

At every opportunity, state the vision and ask, “Are we there yet?”  If not, ask, “When?”  If so, revisit the Vision, because it needs to be revised. 

  

5.  Empower Action


Kotter's fifth stage, “Empowering Broad-based Action,” focuses on getting rid of obstacles to the change effort; changing systems or structures that undermine the change vision; and encouraging risk taking and nontraditional ideas, activities, and actions.  This is the grassroots approach to change management, which creates ownership for the proposed change within employees and reduces the barriers to that change (Kotter, 1995).
So how can we break down those barriers and create a culture that encourages participation and risk taking?  We can create a culture that encourages and rewards knowledge sharing; provide employees with opportunities to impact processes and the meeting of agency goals; and promote the successes of those contributions through training and recognition.  “In highly successful change efforts, when people begin to understand and act on a change vision, it is important to remove barriers in their paths, to take away the tattered sails and give them better ones” (Kotter and Cohen, 2002, p. 73).
“Evaluation and rewards can disempower when they are at odds with the direction of needed change” (Kotter and Cohen, 2002, p. 75).  According to Pan and Scarbrough (1999, p. 371), the task for the organization is to continuously create and maintain a knowledge-enterprising culture and community whereby associates feel comfortable with knowledge and are motivated, rewarded and entrepreneurial.  Equally challenging is the task of developing a knowledge-focused reward system that can effectively replace the traditional commission-based reward mechanisms.
If we want to ensure that knowledge sharing is adopted by employees for the good of the organization, we need to change the rewards mechanism.  That means encouraging and rewarding teamwork, stepping up with ideas and publicly acknowledging contributions.  Kim and Mauborgne (1998) conducted a study to determine the cognitive and motivational processes underlying the role of procedural justice in sharing knowledge.  Results indicated that on the motivational side people are seeking to be recognized as human beings and to be treated with respect and dignity, while intellectually they want recognition that their knowledge is sought.  When these needs are met, employees will voluntarily share their knowledge and expertise with the organization for the benefit of the organization.  According to Chiem (2001), presenting knowledge sharing as a way to make jobs easier can assist is making the practices appealing to government employees.  McAdam and Reid (2000) found that public sector organizations viewed the major benefits of KM to be improved efficiency and quality, and public employees received intrinsic benefits related to job enrichment from participation.  Stated another way, “After years of stability, incremental change, or failed attempts at change, people can internalize a deep belief that they are not capable of achieving a leap” (Kotter & Cohen, 2002, p. 77).

So, to consolidate empowerment, change agents must identify obstacles to empowerment, and counter those with agency champions.  They must educate widely on Knowledge Management:  KM must be included in executive training, new employee orientation, and performance evaluation.  There must be participation in or sponsorship of Communities of Practice/Interest.  Lessons learned data bases must be established and used throughout the organization – and must be continually updated.  Knowledge sharing tools, techniques, and methodologies should be constantly identified and proliferated through out the organization.  The integration of KM with agency mission and vision must be continually reinforced, and KM outcomes must be shown to support agency goals, targets, and metrics.
Change, by its very nature, is risky.  Change leaders will need to encourage risk taking.  They will need to reward risk taking.  Leaders should establish communities and invite participants as “support groups” for those who are taking risks by engaging in the change effort.  The discomfort caused by being in a high-risk situation could be ameliorated by advertising wins from previous projects and communities.  The key to success, however, will be how agency executives and political appointees embrace the change: if they officially encourage, recognize, and reward participation, then employees will be more willing to participate.
6.  Generate Short-term Wins



Kotter's sixth stage, “Generating Short-term Wins,” focuses on planning for visible improvements in performance, or “wins;” creating those wins; and visibly recognizing and rewarding people who made the wins possible.
Generating short term wins in change management is a critical element in achieving Federal adoption of the KM initiative.  Given the economic reality of today, we must prove that cultural change through knowledge management practices is of enough benefit in the Federal sector to justify the funds necessary to create a Federal KM Center.  This can be accomplished through the planning and execution of short-term KM projects within smaller segments of the Federal Government, coupled with widespread advertising of all phases within these projects. 

Generating short term wins requires careful planning and attention to the focus of the effort.  The challenge as Kotter writes is defining a project that is unambiguous in terms of its benefit, capable of being completed in a “short” timeframe, and relates specifically to the type of change desired.  The change management aspect of KM dictates that the focus is on the people in the organization and on facilitating the way they work.  With this in mind, we must be careful how we measure success.  Kotter warns that a “company’s information systems do not always track the correct data on which improvements can be shown.”  In this regard, we must establish metrics that are based on changes in the culture and behavior of our Federal employees.  We must also establish recognition and reward processes that provide immediate feedback to employees when they are instrumental in the KM effort.  Lastly, we must constantly solicit employee feedback and participation throughout implementation.

Communication is perhaps the most important part of generating short-term wins.  Kotter (1996, p. 121) states the first characteristic of a good short-term win as, “It’s visible; large numbers of people can see for themselves whether the result is real or just hype.”   Communication should therefore be in every phase of the project from planning to implementation and deployment.  Publicizing KM projects during planning will provide the workforce a notice from leadership that the effort will begin soon; communication from leadership also gives the project an air of importance.  In addition, the KM practice may have been attempted in another segment of the Federal government, thereby allowing others to provide advice and information about potential pitfalls prior to the investment of resources.  Lastly, establishing a Community of Practice (CoP) or Community of Interest (CoI) – which would ideally include organizational leaders – will enable large numbers of people to be apprised of the initiative’s progress.

Communication during implementation is also important.  First, it will let the staff know you are tracking their progress.  That way, immediate feedback can be provided as to whether they are falling below, meeting, or exceeding expectations.  Communication during implementation also has the benefit of keeping the CoP/CoI engaged with effort as updates are provided on challenges and progress.

Most people that plan for short-term wins will naturally advertise their success after the milestone is reached.  But if the ultimate goal is to achieve Federal adoption, the short-term win must be packaged as a case study.  As opposed to simply advertising success, it will be important to denote a comprehensive set of steps to implementation, lessons learned, and overall outcomes of the effort.  That will allow the KM practice to be catalogued for use by other agencies and by the KM Initiative in its continual push for Federal KM adoption.

The Federal KM Working Group must take an active role in facilitation of planning of KM efforts across the Federal government.  Collectively, the members of the KMWG have knowledge of a vast number of successful KM implementations within the Federal government.  There is no reason any department should have to begin a particular KM effort from scratch, as the probability is high that a similar effort has been attempted before.  Accordingly, a directory should be created for existing KM programs and concepts that would contain such information as program name, description, goals/outcomes, length of time to implement, required resources, and POC information.  That directory would serve as a guide to leaders interested in implementing KM within their environments, and as a quick reference to the importance of KM in the Federal sector.
7.  Consolidate Gains and Produce More Change

  

Kotter's seventh stage, “Consolidate Gains and Produce More Change,” focuses on the role of early success as an enabler of future success.  Here, Kotter looks at three aspects of the task (again, not sequential steps, but things that should happen concurrently): (1) using increased credibility to change all systems, structures, and policies that don't fit together and don't fit the transformation vision; (2) hiring, promoting, and developing people who can implement the change vision; and (3) reinvigorating the process with new projects, themes, and change agents. 

  

A number of things can be done to accomplish this.  When the change initiative achieves a success – no matter how large or small – it should be publicized.  Write an article or press release about it.  Talk about it at staff meetings, professional society meetings, conferences, social gatherings (“Let me tell you what happened at work today!”).  Craft a short story or even a novel around the success.  (Goldratt's The Goal and Denning's Squirrel, Inc. come immediately to mind.)  Make a movie, even! 

  

Share the success widely in best practices data bases; bring them to life in peer assists and mentoring.  Do the same with not-so-successful events: share them widely via lessons learned (a.k.a. “worst practices”) data bases, peer assists, mentoring, and coaching. 

  

Incorporate the success stories into training:  Include them in training materials, curricula, and (again) coaching and mentoring. 

  

Integrate the change with HR systems:  Seek, engage, and recruit employees who embody the change or who can facilitate the change.  Hire them.  But don't stop there.  Integrate them into the mainstream of the organization – and keep them there.  (This is called "onboarding.")  Meanwhile, ensure your managers leverage your organization's HR processes to develop retain, recognize, reward, and promote employees who embody the change or who can facilitate the change 

  

And what about those employees who do not embody the change or who can facilitate the change?  Some can be brought around, and will become part of the change initiative.  A few will always resist the change; these may have to be marginalized or perhaps even terminated.
Continuously ask of the old ways of doing things, “Is it consistent with the change?”  If so, keep it and tweak it.  If not, reengineer it to make it support the change initiative.  

  

8.  Anchor New Approaches in the Culture
 

Kotter's eighth stage, “Anchoring New Approaches in the Culture,” is perhaps the most difficult.  This stage is about the highest level organizational outcomes.  Specifically, it focuses on creating better performance through customer- and productivity-oriented behavior, more and better leadership, and more effective management.  Additionally, it focuses on articulating the connections between the new behaviors and organizational success; and developing means to ensure leadership development and succession.
Understanding that change is inevitable and enduring is essential to accepting change and to implementing effective change initiatives.  To facilitate change in the federal government, forward-looking individuals are needed that can provide vision, leadership, and the leverage to move the government toward accepting change and where knowledge sharing and creation are valued and practiced among federal agencies, stakeholders, and the general public.  It is important to note that leadership and leaders may reside at different levels of an organization. The leadership emphasized in this section, however, focuses on the executive leadership and senior management level requirements for transforming the federal government’s culture on agency wide and agency levels.  The distinction and assumptions used for leadership and management are as follows:  Leaders communicate/advocate visions and strategies internal and external to the agency; managers develop and execute strategies, acquire and manage resources needed to fulfill agency missions and to achieve desired organizational goals and objectives.  By exhibiting knowledge-sharing behaviors, openness, competency, consistency, and integrity, leaders and managers model behavior expected from employees and foster relationships that instill trust.
Organizational leaders and managers must understand how to influence and manage organizational culture.  In general, the term “culture” is a characterization of people’s shared values and norms.  Using an interpretation of Webster’s definition, value or values are how people assign a relative worth, utility, and or importance to an object or activity.  Norms – like values – are beliefs, but beliefs of a different kind.  Normative beliefs are perspectives of how people should behave.  Values and normative beliefs influence behavioral intentions, and may affect actions or inactions toward an object or activity.  Organizational culture is a term used to describe organizational values and norms.  Schein (1992) defines culture as basic assumptions held and shared by groups and learned through experience.  Schein further suggests that cultures can be analyzed and demonstrated tangibly through artifacts (e.g., structures, technologies, physical environments, etc.), and through espoused values (e.g., vision statements, strategic plans, goals, objectives, stories, etc.).  But basic assumptions that involve perceptions, beliefs, thoughts, and feelings are the essence of culture and behavior.  Argyris (1998) uses the oxymoron “consistently inconsistent” to describe how theories-in-use may not coincide with theories espoused.  Sveiby (2007) contends that studies on knowledge-sharing practices have become one of most researched fields in the study of knowledge management.  Sveiby’s research on knowledge-sharing practices in European and Australian organizations suggests that managers’ incongruent behaviors (e.g., not walking the talk), silo mentalities, andlack of supervisor encouragement are reasons why knowledge sharing is disabled in the organizations studied.
Attitudes like culture involve beliefs, feelings, and behaviors.  Researchers and practitioners have conducted studies and used different models to assess people’s attitudes and behaviors toward different objects and/or activities in a variety of settings.  Several rational models used include the theory of reasoned action (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975) and the theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 2007).  The current study utilizes the theory of planned behavior model as a framework and recommends for further research to explore and assess knowledge-sharing and knowledge-creating practices and cultures in U.S. federal government agencies.
In order to facilitate change in the existing federal government’s culture and to foster a new knowledge-sharing and -creating culture, it is essential for leaders and managers to be able to provide insights on the following questions:  What is knowledge?  How is knowledge obtained?  What is a knowledge-sharing and knowledge-creating culture?  How can knowledge-sharing and knowledge-creating cultures be facilitated?  Why is knowledge important?  How can a knowledge-sharing and knowledge-creating culture help federal agencies accomplish organizational missions and solve societal problems?  What are the impediments to a knowledge-sharing and knowledge-creating culture?
The world has become increasingly dynamic due to environmental changes that present problems resulting from human-made and natural causes.  Consequently, public and non-government organizational leaders, managers, and workers in the United States and around the globe must be able to work effectively and collaboratively in a dynamic environment plagued with problems and share and create knowledge that provides effective and sustainable solutions.

What is “knowledge” and how is it obtained?  There are many definitions of knowledge and knowledge management.  Davenport and Prusak (1998) offer a pragmatic view and describe knowledge as a fluid mix of framed experience and contextual information.  The authors contend that knowledge can be embedded in documents, processes, and norms, and can be transferred using media and sociably through person-to-person contact.  The knowledge management (KM) discipline and paradigm has evolved over time.  Liebowitz (1999) compiled different definitions of knowledge management proposed by theorists/practitioners.  The different theorists/ practitioners propose that knowledge management involves processes and systems that formalize, capture, transfer, and diffuse knowledge for further usage, decision making, and to obtain value and new knowledge. 

Early Westernized views of knowledge are rooted in philosophy and epistemology.  The word philosophy is derived from the Greek word philosophia (philos = love) and (sophia = wisdom) and translated to mean the love of wisdom.  Knowledge is a natural process obtained through learning, experience, and application to solve problems, to seek truths, and to justify beliefs. There are paradoxes experienced in obtaining knowledge: The more one obtains knowledge, the more one realizes that one does not know; and that fuels the need to acquire new knowledge.  The knowledge hierarchy depicted in Figure 1 is a linear illustration of how knowledge and context are applied to obtain higher levels of knowledge. 
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Figure 1      Knowledge Hierarchy

The words knowledge and information are often used interchangeably.  The knowledge-based economy is immersed in and fueled by enabling information technologies.  These examples may explain why individuals responsible for managing information technology systems and IT programs frequently are responsible for overseeing knowledge management programs. 

Eastern perspectives proposed by Nonaka and Takeuchi and others, primarily view knowledge and knowledge sharing as involving cognitive and social processes where deep knowledge is tacit or unspoken and better transferred and shared through socialization.  Nonaka and Takeuchi propose that knowledge is shared and created in a spiraling effect and includes tacit-to-explicit, explicit-to-explicit, explicit-to-tact and tacit-to-tacit processes.  Others argue that explicated knowledge is but information when outside of the mind of the knower.  According to Fahey and Prusak (1998, p.267), knowledge is considered to be held and applied in the mind of the knower or “what’s between the ears,” and knowledge and context are used to make meaning of information and applied to develop systems and methods used to codify and explicate knowledge and information processes.
In the article titled “The Eleven Deadliest Sins of Knowledge Management,” Fahey and Prusak (1998) list factors that impede the understanding and application of knowledge in organizational settings.  The list provided below augments the errors provided by Fahey and Prusak and offer reasons why organizational learning, knowledge sharing, and knowledge creation may be impeded within organizations of the federal government: 

· Dysfunctional bureaucracy – demonstrated by excessive and non-value-adding levels of management and supervision, command-and-control managers, management by fear, people serving as information relays, and linear forms of communication

· Failure to empower workers

· Not involving everyone in business processes

· Lack of trust 

· Tendency toward groupthink

· Perception that knowledge/information is power, and so hoard it

· The misconception that information and knowledge are synonymous

· Failure to give employees credit for knowledge and work contributions

· Performance systems based on remuneration, subjective and vague criteria and that are not tied to outcomes and stated organizational goals and/or objectives inclusive of requirements and measurements for knowledge sharing and knowledge creation
· Not allowing time and/or places for socialization, knowledge sharing, and innovation (e.g., “not invented here syndrome”)

· Not embracing and practicing systems thinking

· Failure to challenge and surface assumptions and true mental models

· Complacency with the status quo
· Not investing or providing equitable investments in organizational knowledge and learning

· Organizational learning disabilities (e.g., failure to learn from mistakes) and obsession with training as opposed to learning
· Aversion to adopt enabling technologies 
In order to anchor change, a new knowledge-sharing and knowledge-creating culture is required in the federal government to facilitate solutions to societal problems.  A model framework is proposed (Appendix I) that utilizes the theory of planned behavior and recommends additional research and analysis to assess knowledge sharing and knowledge creation at federal government agencies.
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Appendix I

Knowledge Sharing and Creating Model Using the Theory of Planned Behavior

References

Attitudes are based on an individual’s beliefs, values and perspectives held about knowledge, knowledge sharing and knowledge creation. Attitudes influence an individual’s knowledge sharing and knowledge creation intentions.





How are knowledge and information distinguished? How are knowledge, learning, and information valued?














Subjective Norm





Behavioral Intention





Knowledge sharing and knowledge creation behaviors





Perceived Behavioral Control





Attitudes 





How are vicarious experiences demonstrated?











Management/leadership styles, organizational structures, enabling technologies and performance measurement systems influence individuals perceived behavioral control.











Important others own behaviors influence employees to share knowledge and to participate in knowledge creating activities. 





How do management and leadership styles and systems facilitate or impede knowledhttp://pbsportal.pbs.gsa.gov:7777/pls/portal/PORTAL.wwv_media.show?p_id=148027&p_settingssetid=38964&p_settingssiteid=0&p_siteid=81&p_type=basetext&p_textid=148028ge sharing and creation?











How are knowledge sharing and knowledge creation practices measured in terms of results/outcomes and collaborative efforts?











Individuals and organization exemplify knowledge sharing and knowledge creating behaviors by openness and willingness to share knowledge and information that (a) results in new organizational and individual knowledge, knowledge products and processes; and that (b) help federal government agencies to achieve their missions and provide solutions to societal problems. 





Current problems experienced in the U.S. include economic decline/insolvency, high unemployment, homelessness, deteriorated and undercapitalized education systems, transportation systems and physical infrastructures, inadequate health care, unethical and fraudulent behavior, waste, abuses, rising energy costs and limited natural resources, environmental degradation, etc. 
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� Pascale, R., Millemann, M., Gioja, L., Surfing the Edge of Chaos.  Random House,  NY, 2000. This source estimates that consulting fees represent only one third of total expenditures if write-offs, severance costs, and IT purchases are included!.
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