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Abstract | i

Abstract

Many studies have researched how organisations can benefit from Knowledge Management
(KM). Critical factors, models and frameworks for successful implementations of KM have
informed practitioners in different industries and countries. However, there is still a need for
exploring other dimensions of KM as well as its application in different contexts. Further
empirical evidence and operationalisation, which assure successful implementations, is also
needed to improve not only companies but also society in general. Building on that
observation, this study presents conceptual and empirical evidence to support the view that
KM, understood as an organisational capability, improves organisational performance of the
under-researched and increasingly important Social Enterprises (SEs). These, normally micro
and small organisations, are gaining worldwide attention and importance as they address,
following business principles, crucial social and environmental problems and provide more
sustainable solutions. Nevertheless, there is still a lack of empirical evidence of how these

organisations operate, perform and scale up.

The study supports this view by developing and empirically testing a model named Knowledge
Management Capabilities in Social Enterprises (KMC-SE), which is the main contribution to
knowledge of this study. The model describes the organisational pre-conditions and the
knowledge activities that can develop Knowledge Management Capabilities (KMCs), which
then have an impact on SEs’ performance. A sequential, explanatory, mixed methods’ research
design was followed to test the model with empirical evidence from 432 SEs in the UK. The
evidence suggests that current KMCs account for up to 20% of overall improvements in SEs’
performance, based on a year-to-year comparison. Moreover, the KMC-SE Model proposes
new insights in the traditional way of approaching KM and KMC development, highlighting (a)
the important role of human and cultural factors, giving less emphasis to extrinsic motivations
and technology, (b) the importance of studying informal KM practices, and (c) the essential

inclusion of external dimensions into the equation.

Because of the limited research in organisational characteristics of SEs, and more specifically,
their KM practices, the KMC-SE Model may have omitted other important elements that were
particular to these organisations in their development of KMCs, as well as their performance
measures. Therefore, the obtained KMC-SE Model needs to be considered as only a starting

point in the study of KM in SEs.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Under the growing pressures of complexity and globalisation, enterprises that effectively
capture the knowledge in their organisations and distribute it to their operations, productions
and services, have a strategic advantage over their competitors (Drucker, 1991; Kogut and
Zander, 1992; Quinn, 1992). Developing adequate capabilities to manage knowledge is
therefore important for organisations. This has resulted in considerable research, both
empirical and theoretical, studying how organisations can develop Knowledge Management
Capabilities (KMCs) and obtain positive outcomes (Leonard-Barton, 1995; Gold et al., 2001; Lee
and Choi, 2003). This research has been mainly completed in larger private organisations,
where resources and competitive conditions can trigger the use of Knowledge Management
(KM) (Davenport et al., 1998). However, there are other sectors and other organisation types
and sizes that can develop these capabilities and improve their organisational outcomes. This
is the case of small businesses and Social Economy organisations that have organic structures
and cultures fostering knowledge capabilities and innovation (Ruiz-Mercader et al., 2006;
Hume and Hume, 2008). Therefore, there is a growing need for more empirical research that
can explain how these KMCs can be developed by organisations of different sizes, sectors,
structures or strategic orientations, and demonstrate what are the tangible outcomes of this

development.

In addressing this issue, this study focuses on bridging the different theoretical and empirical
approaches on KMCs with the under-researched, distinct characteristics of Social Enterprises
(SEs). These organisations have received significant attention in recent years as academics and
politicians have sought a solution to alleviate current social and environmental problems. They
are micro, small or medium size organisations, usually with a multi-bottom line, related to
social, environmental and economic goals, a multi-stakeholder dimension, and a broader

financial perspective to focus on sustainability.

In this chapter, the background to the research problem is introduced, describing the

motivations and importance for studying this area of knowledge. Section 1.2 establishes the
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aim and the objectives of this research. Section 1.3 describes the methodology followed.

Section 1.3 presents an overview of the context of each chapter in this document.

1.1 Background of the research problem

1.1.1 Knowledge Management Capabilities

Knowledge has been considered a source of competitive and sustainable advantages in
organisations (Winter, 1987; Drucker, 1991; Kogut and Zander, 1992; Quinn, 1992; Skyrme and
Amidon, 1993; McKern, 1996; Stewart, 1997; Sveiby, 1997; Ruggles, 1999; Trussler, 1999;
Grover and Davenport, 2001). This is because knowledge, as a resource, possesses intangible
and unique characteristics. However, it has been argued that resources by their own are not
productive, they require the cooperation and coordination of teams of resources (Grant, 1991).
Thus, the capacity for a group of resources to perform some task or activity is considered a
capability that can result in competitive and sustainable advantages for the firm (Grant, 1991;
Ulrich and Lake, 1991; Grant, 1996b; Spender, 1996; Kusunoki et al., 1998; Sveiby, 2001).
Moreover, by controlling and managing these capabilities, the organisation can improve
efficiency and effectiveness (Barney, 1991). In that sense, knowledge could become the
primary source of competitive and sustainable advantage for a company, and KM would
support the aggregation of resources into capabilities. These capabilities can enhance the
chances for growth and survival and establish long-term strategies for an organisation (Kogut

and Zander, 1992).

The study of these capabilities has been considered and explained mainly by the Knowledge-
based View (KBV) theory (Grant, 1991; Grant, 1996b; Grant, 1996a; Grant, 1997; Cabrera-
Sudrez et al., 2001; Eisenhardt and Santos, 2002; Felin and Hesterly, 2007). Contributors have
proposed important conceptual and theoretical foundations that helped the development and
maturity of the theory, and explain, in some ways, its important participation in economies
(Leonard-Barton, 1992; Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995; Szulanski, 1996; Davenport and Prusak,
1998; Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998; Grover and Davenport, 2001). Nevertheless, this theory
has been criticised for its lack of operationalisation and static view of knowledge (Foss, 1996;
Hakanson, 2010). This has led managers to implement different theoretical strategies, models,
techniques and systems, that sometimes have not resulted in the expected positive outcomes

for the organisation (Hansen et al., 1999).

In addressing these difficulties, various academics have investigated the elements that
integrate these capabilities for the effective management of knowledge, so that they can be
developed by organisations. Although significant, differential propositions can be found in the
literature, it is argued that Knowledge Management Capabilities (KMCs) are generally

integrated by both a process capability and an organisational capability (Leonard-Barton, 1995;
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Gold et al., 2001; Lee and Choi, 2003; Lee and Lee, 2007; Zaim et al., 2007; Mills and Smith,
2011). That is, the activities that create and integrate knowledge and the organisational
dimensions that leverage the knowledge activities. The empirical evidence offered in the
literature for this development is, mostly, in large and profitable firms, with clear
organisational components that articulate the development of organisational knowledge
capabilities (Gold et al., 2001; Lee and Choi, 2003; Liang et al., 2007; Nguyen et al., 2009;
Zheng et al., 2010; Mills and Smith, 2011).

However, a difficulty remains in translating these propositions into empirical scenarios. A
possible reason for this is because organisations may differ in objectives, sectors, sizes and
missions, thus, it is difficult to unify these models for improving the management of

knowledge, quantifying the benefits, and measuring KM performance.

Therefore, there is a need for more theoretical foundations and empirical evidence that: (a)
confirm and validate the proposition that KMCs improve strategic and operational outcomes;
(b) investigate the organisational elements that resulted in the development of such
capabilities; (c) validate this proposition under different organisational scales and structures,
such as small and Social Economy enterprises; and (d) provide evidence to companies of how
they can leverage knowledge that makes sense in their context, and demonstrating the

positive outcomes that emanate from it.

1.1.2  Relevance of Knowledge Management Capabilities for
Social Enterprises (SEs)

Social Enterprises are businesses that trade to tackle social problems, improve communities,
people’s life chances, or the environment (Social Enterprise UK, 2013). The impact of these
organisations has significantly increased in recent years, with 68,000 SEs in the UK contributing
at least £24bn to the economy and employing an estimated 800,000 people, with 39% of SEs
concentrated in the most deprived communities (IFF Research, 2010; Villeneuve-Smith, 2010;
Villeneuve-Smith, 2011). Consequently, these organisations are attracting the attention of
governments and private organisations alike, as a response to mitigate current failures in the
public, private and non-profit sectors. However, there is still a lack of empirical knowledge
about how these organisations operate, perform and scale up (Haugh, 2005; Jones, 2007;
Peattie and Morley, 2008; Robinson et al., 2009; Shah, 2009; Mufioz, 2010). This knowledge is
crucial for the organisations and for external supporters to design and provide accurate
strategies to enhance the sector and maximise its impact and coverage. This results in an
increasing need for more research and empirical data that describe and explain the

idiosyncratic characteristics of SEs.

Knowledge Management Capabilities in Social Enterprises | Maria Luisa Granados Ortiz



Chapter 1 — Introduction |4

Academics and practitioners who have researched SEs suggest that they are different from the
private, public and non-profit organisations because they occupy a unique space within the
economy where, as businesses, they are driven by the need to be financially sustainable.
However, compared with a normal, for-profit organisation, they use economic surpluses to
drive social and environmental growth. Additionally, SEs are distinguishable from other non-
profit or charity organisations because they trade in the competitive marketplace (Doherty et
al., 2009; Leahy and Villeneuve-Smith, 2009; Villeneuve-Smith, 2011). These differences
resulted in SEs having normally a multi-bottom line, being related to social, environmental and
economic goals, having a multi-stakeholder dimension and a broader financial perspective to

focus on sustainability.

Considering this, it can be understood that a SE operates as a normal organisation that
transforms inputs into outputs through production of goods or services. This transformation
may involve innovation processes that would give the enterprise a comparable and
competitive advantage over public and private sector organisations, and thus create social and
environmental value. Moreover, as Mason et al. (2007) suggested, the ultimate purpose of SEs
is long-term sustainability that would guarantee the dominance of their social and
environmental value. This demonstrates that SEs might obtain the required sustainability and
comparable advantage through the development of certain capabilities, such as the already
described KMCs, just as their counterparts in the private, public and Social Economy sectors

are doing.

Even though there is a paucity of research regarding the impact of such capabilities in the
context of SEs (see Section 2.2.3.3 Page 26), SE contributors have suggested that the SE sector
is challenged by competition and a performance driven environment. Thus, it is necessary to
provide more business support, business skills and sustainability tools for SEs (Paton, 2003;
Jones and Keogh, 2006; Bull, 2007; Doherty et al., 2009). Moreover, it has been argued that
SEs follow a strong knowledge and experience-sharing philosophy (Horst, 2008) that plays an
important role in developing other economic sectors. This can be explained by their close
relationship with customers and their needs, their utilisation of local resources (physical and
social) and the creation of synergies between social and environmental objectives within the

limits of their economic objectives.

All these considerations validate the importance of researching SEs from the Knowledge-based
View (KBV) theory, investigating how KMCs can be developed within their idiosyncratic

characteristics, the impact of this development, and its practical application.

Knowledge Management Capabilities in Social Enterprises | Maria Luisa Granados Ortiz



Chapter 1 — Introduction |5

1.2 Research aim and objectives

The above discussion reveals that, although empirical studies have demonstrated the positive
relationship between the development of KMCs with organisational objectives, this evidence
has been mainly collected from large private and public organisations, setting aside other
types of organisation. This establishes a need for more understanding and empirical evidence
of this relationship under distinct organisational settings, such as the ones presented in a SE.
This type of organisation has received significant attention in recent years by academics and
politicians because of their economic, social and political value, as a solution to alleviate
current social and environmental problems in society. The criteria under which this research
was designed are: (a) to broaden the organisational knowledge of this important type of
organisation; (b) to identify concise strategies for improving their performance and maximising
their impact; and (c) to evidence how KMCs can be developed in different organisational
settings, whilst providing empirical evidence for these proposition. Taking into account these

criteria, the purpose and aim of this research is:

To analyse the organisational conditions and knowledge activities that can
develop Knowledge Management Capabilities and improve organisational
performance of Social Enterprises and, in doing so, create and empirically
validate a model for the development of such capabilities in Social
Enterprises.

In addressing the purpose, the objectives of this research are:

e To develop a comprehensive conceptual model that, based on theoretical assumptions,
defines the organisational conditions and knowledge activities that develop KMCs and
improve organisational performance of SEs;

e To validate this conceptual model based on empirical data collected from SEs; and

e To develop a novel model based on the empirical evidence that relates KMC development

with the improvement of organisational performance in SEs.

1.3 Methodological considerations

To achieve the aim and objectives of the research, the study follows a mixed methods
approach. The philosophical position of the researcher, which is critical realism and is
explained in Chapter 4, and the purpose of this study, infer the use of both objective and
subjective approaches. Therefore, there is a necessity for objective strategies that allow the
assessment of existing theoretical assumptions in the context of SEs. These assumptions are
related to organisational elements and knowledge activities that develop KMCs and improve

organisational performance of an enterprise. In order to assess these elements and identify
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causalities among variables, a quantitative approach is required. However, due to the limited
empirical research on SEs (Granados et al., 2011), and the relevance of the study to evaluate
the theoretical elements in the working environment of SEs, a further subjective explanation
of the objective findings is required. This understanding and explanation demands a qualitative

approach.

The research was undertaken in an interactive way between quantitative and qualitative
studies, following a sequential explanatory design (Creswell et al., 2003; Creswell and Plano
Clark, 2011). This design offers reliable and innovative analysis for theory building and

empirical validation of conceptual models (Ilvankova et al., 2006).

1.4 Document Outline

The structure of the present study follows the four analytical constructs proposed by Phillips
and Pugh (2010), namely, background theory, focal theory, data theory and contribution. The
background theory is examined in Chapter 2, describing and discussing the present state of the
art of both SE and KMC development literature. Focal theory is outlined in Chapter 3 by means
of describing the development of the Conceptual Model, KMC-SE, based on theoretical
assumptions from literature, and the generation of hypotheses. Data theory is detailed in
Chapters 4 and 5, where the justification for the relevance and the validity of the research
strategy and empirical evidence use to support this study are presented. Chapters 6 and 7
explain the contribution of this research to the discipline. A summary of the content of each

chapter of this document is outlined below:

1.4.1 Chapter 1 — Introduction

In this chapter, the main area of research is introduced, specifying the background to the
research, both in terms of KMC and SE research. Subsequently, the aim and objectives of the
research, and the study contributions are defined. Lastly, an overview of the structure of the

document and a brief summary of each chapter is presented.

1.4.2 Chapter 2 — Literature review

This chapter presents the systemic literature review developed to determine the theoretical
foundation for achieving the research aims. Three different reviews are conducted looking
specifically for Social Enterprises (SEs) and Knowledge Management (KM) literature. The first
literature review explores the intellectual structure of the SE field, identifying the main schools
of thought, definitions, and current understandings of the organisational characteristics and
KM practices of this type of organisation. This permits the description of the main object of

study in this research. The second review investigates theoretical and empirical studies
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addressing KM in the broader spectrum of Social Economy organisations. The third review
discusses knowledge as a resource, and KM as a capability, describing the different theoretical
positions, and examining the theoretical and empirical models proposed to develop such

capabilities.

1.4.3 Chapter 3 — Development of the Conceptual Model Knowledge
Management Capabilities in Social Enterprises (KMC-SE)

To address matters raised in Chapter 2, this chapter presents a justification for the conceptual
model, providing the theoretical basis for examining the development of Knowledge
Management Capabilities and their relationship with Organisational Performance in SEs. The
‘General method of theory-building research in applied disciplines’ proposed by Lynham
(2002) is followed for the development of the conceptual model and its first two stages are
established in this chapter. The chapter sets out the elements of the conceptual model and
their relationships based on SE and KM literature, the operationalisation of the model and the

description of the hypotheses.

1.4.4 Chapter 4 — Methodology

The aim of this chapter is to link the proposed study to the research strategy implemented in
this study, while reviewing the different methodological approaches. The chapter presents a
justification of critical realism as the research paradigm, and mixed methods as the research
strategy followed in this study. The research design that addresses the research aim is

‘sequential explanatory’ with two phases.

The first phase involves a quantitative study that assesses, tests and validates the conceptual
assumptions proposed in the KMC-SE Conceptual Model, collected by a survey questionnaire
addressed to senior members of self-defined SEs in UK. The quantitative data are analysed
using the Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) and Structural Equation Modelling (SEM). The
second phase is a qualitative study that gives depth, and derives meaning to, the quantitative
results. This phase involves in-depth qualitative interviews to participants of the first phase

who were willing to participate in further research, and is analysed using coding strategies.

1.4.5 Chapter 5 - Data Analysis: Quantitative and Qualitative

This chapter provides the empirical analysis of the KMC-SE Conceptual Model developed in
Chapter 3 using the research strategy described in Chapter 4. In the first part, the quantitative
analysis of the obtained 432 survey responses is presented, conducting the CFA and SEM. Both
analyses provide an initial validation of how the empirical data collected from members of SEs

fit the theoretical assumptions of the KMC-SE Conceptual Model. The second part presents the
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qualitative analysis of the data collected from 21 in-depth, semi-structured interviews,

providing further explanation to the findings from Phase 1.

1.4.6  Chapter 6 — Discussion

Chapter 6 analyses, on a complementary basis, the main findings from Phase 1 and 2 and the
KM and SE literature, resulting in the final explanation of each element of the KMC-SE
Conceptual Model. This forms the basis for the elaboration of the assessed KMC-SE Model

describing the process for developing KMCs that improve performance of SEs.

1.4.7 Chapter 7 — Conclusions and Recommendations for future research

This chapter provides a summary of this research and presents the conclusions, findings, main
contributions and impact of this research. The limitations of the study, as well as the potential
areas for further research are discussed. Three main contributions are presented as: a
conceptual model that describes the development of KMCs in SEs; and an empirically assessed

model that defines the elements that can develop KMCs in SEs and the expected outcome.

Knowledge Management Capabilities in Social Enterprises | Maria Luisa Granados Ortiz



Chapter 2 — Literature Review |9

Chapter 2

Literature Review

This chapter presents the systemic literature review that provides the theoretical foundation
of this study. Three separate, different reviews were conducted looking specifically for Social

Enterprises (SEs) and Knowledge Management (KM) literature.

Section 2.1 describes the literature review strategy followed in this research. Section 2.2
describes the first review and aims to identify the intellectual structure of the field of SE
throughout a bibliometric analysis. This identifies what practitioners and academics have
studied regarding the management practices and organisational behaviour of SEs. The second
review in Section 2.3 explores the literature available relating KM with Social Economy
organisations. The third review in Section 2.4 aims to examine the theoretical grounding of the
role of knowledge in organisations, from the Knowledge-based view (KBV) theory and
Organisational Capability theory. This is followed by a full review of theoretical and empirical

models for the development of Knowledge Management Capabilities (KMCs).
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2.1 Literature review strategy - Systemic Method

In order to develop the main literature review for this research, it is important to (Machi and

McEvoy, 2008):

i identify the main objective of the research;
ii. define whether the research nature is deductive or inductive; and

iii. decide if the subject is based on strong theories, or more on assumptions.

As was presented in Chapter 1, the aim of this research is analysing the development of
Knowledge Management Capabilities (KMCs) that improve organisational performance of SEs.
The method of reasoning followed in this study presents both deductive and inductive
standpoints, as introduced in Chapter 1 and further explained in Chapter 4 (Section 4.1 Page

98).

Research suggests two different approaches to undertake a literature review, a narrative
review and a systemic review (Fink, 1998; Hart, 1999; Blumberg et al., 2008; Machi and
McEvoy, 2008). The first review relies on knowledge and experience to identify and interpret
similarities and differences in the literature’s purpose, methods and findings. This review is
recommended for more inductive research. A systemic review is more related to deductive

research and employs statistical techniques to combine the outcomes of separate studies.
As Tranfield et al., (2003, p209) argued:

‘....systemic review differs from traditional narrative review by adopting a replicable,
scientific and transparent process, in other words a detailed technology that aims to
minimize bias through exhaustive literature searches of published and unpublished
studies and by providing an audit trail of the reviewers decisions, procedures and
conclusions.’
Taking into account the previous discussions, and because this research is evidence-based on
SEs practices and their management behaviour, a systemic review is the most appropriate to
be used in this study. This approach is considered useful in providing a more reliable
foundation on which to design the research, because it is based on a more comprehensive
understanding of what it is known about the subject (Bryman and Bell, 2007). However, it is
relevant to know that this technique is not perfectly precise and the possibility of not covering

all the relevant literature is present. The literature review strategy, using systemic review

approach, is presented in Figure 2.1.
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\

¢ Define and clarify the boundaries of the review
¢ Identify key concepts to investigate (define search terms)
¢ Identify relevant sources of information (such as, databases and journals)

Planning the Y ) ! ! .
SE and criteria for incusion and exclusion of studies
J
~
* Develope search on unpublished (conferences) and published sources
¢ Produce a list of books and articles which the review would be based on
Conducting the| « Analyse all articles and books selected
review )

¢ Conduct a bibliometric analysis of SE and SEship literature

¢ Conduct a systemic review of KM in the Social Economy sector
Reporting and eConduct a review of Knowledge Management Capabilities
dissemination | ® Provide a descriptive map of the research on the subject

Figure 2.1 - Literature review strategy based on Tranfield et at. (2003)

Defining and clarifying the boundaries of the review allows the study to focus on the relevant
literature of the subjects being researched. The unit of study of this research is SEs and the

development of KMCs.

Subsequently, a list of search terms was established to narrow the search and also to facilitate
the review process (Table 2.1). This list was developed based on the current knowledge of the
different subjects, the use of the application Business Thesaurus from ‘Business Source
Complete’ and a review of the main meta-analysis of KM literature (Ponzi, 2002; Croasdell et

al., 2003; Gu, 2004; Serenko and Bontis, 2004; Serenko and Bontis, 2009).
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Table 2.1 - List of search items

| searchterms Related terms

Knowledge Management Capabilities
Intellectual capital

Knowledge Knowledge sharing — Knowledge creation —
Management (KM) Knowledge transfer

Organisational knowledge
Knowledge-based view theory

Social Entrepreneurship (SEship)
Social Entrepreneur (SEneur)
Community Interest Company (CIC)
Social business / firms

Community enterprise

Citizen enterprise

Cooperative enterprise

Social purpose enterprise

Social Enterprise (SE)

Non-profit organisations
Non-governmental organisations
Charities

Co-operatives

Civic associations

Credit unions

Fair trade

Housing associations

Integrated cooperatives
Voluntary organisations

Social Economy

The sources of information recommended by systemic review methodologies are public
databases (van Leeuwen, 2006). One of the most important sources of information for
analyses of the social sciences literature is the Social Science Citation Index, produced by the
former Institute for Scientific Information (ISI) (van Leeuwen, 2006). However, some authors
have argued that social science literature has a poor coverage on the ISI Web of Knowledge
database, both in terms of the types of literature covered as well as in the range of the
journals included (Glanzel, 1996; Hicks, 1999; Nederhof, 2006). Moreover, ISI has been
criticised for its low reliability, for example, in terms of language and geography (MacRoberts
and MacRoberts, 1989; Nederhof, 2006; Kousha and Thelwall, 2008; Sanderson, 2008; Harzing
and van der Wal, 2009).

In addition to reliance on ISI source serials, Nederhof (2006) recommended the inclusion of
non-ISI source serials and, if the analysis wants to monitor the utility of research, publications
directed at a non-scholarly public. Following this recommendation, this research included two
more databases related to Social Science literature and business, namely, ‘Business Source
Complete’ and ‘Science Direct’. In order to access publications directed to SE practitioners and
academics, articles from ‘Social Enterprise Journal’ and ‘Journal of Social Entrepreneurship’
were also included. These are not indexed by the three databases consulted due to their early

stage and small number of publications.
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Three reviews were conducted using a different combination of search terms. This resulted in
an integrated and representative literature survey that forms the theoretical standpoint of this

research.

The first review looked specifically at SE literature. Since SE as an academic field is relatively
new (Peattie and Morley, 2008), it is necessary to identify the intellectual structure of the field.
This allows the evaluation of what subjects have been studied and how, and the main findings

and discussions.

The second review investigated current research on KM within the Social Economy. SEs are
part of the Social Economy organisations and share particular characteristics with them. Thus,
this review explored what academics and practitioners have learned from managing
knowledge in these type of organisations, recognising critical factors to be included in this

research.

The third review drew upon two main theoretical streams, the Knowledge-based View (KBV)
theory and Organisational Capabilities theory. This permitted the understanding of knowledge
as a resource and capability. This includes the distinctive ways in which knowledge can lead to
improvements in organisational performance, and the organisational elements that influence

this improvement.

2.2 First systemic review -
Social enterprise and Social Entrepreneurship literature

This review adopted a descriptive research approach by means of bibliometric analysis, which
gave an overview of the intellectual structure of the field of Social Enterprise (SE). A
bibliometric analysis is defined as ‘the field of science that deals with the development and
application of quantitative measures and indicators for sciences and technology, based on
bibliographic information’ (van Leeuwen, 2004, p374). This methodology was selected due to

the large body of literature available for its implementation and the use of scholarly databases.

Prior, similar, bibliometric analyses were found in the literature that proposed a first attempt
to describe the behaviour of SEs as an academic field (Desa, 2007; Douglas, 2008; Short et al.,
2009; Hill et al., 2010; Hoogendoorn et al., 2010; Sassmannshausen and Volkmann, 2013).
Nevertheless, as can be observed in Appendix A (Section 1 Page 273), all these studies were
more focused on Social Entrepreneurship (SEship) literature, which, as will be explained later
in this chapter, differs significantly for the concept of SEs employed in this research. What
these papers had in common is the conclusion that SE and SEship literature is still in a

development stage, where more formal, rigorous and empirical research methods are required.
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2.2.1 Bibliometric study characteristics

The following two search terms were studied: ‘Social Enterprise*’ and ‘Social Entrepreneur®’.
At this point, both concepts are used in the review because some literature used them
simultaneously (Hill et al., 2010). The use of the asterisk (*), as a truncation symbol, allowed
the databases to look for different endings of the word, for example, Social Enterprises or
Social Entrepreneurship. Other words suggested by the literature, such as, community
enterprise and social venture, were not included due to the initial purpose of this study and
the pertinence to the central discussion. Therefore, only articles that explicitly mentioned any

of the two words were searched.

Given that SE and Social Entrepreneurship are relatively recent research themes, the search
included every article on the subjects and, hence, examined every possible year. Summarising,
Table 2.2 presents the general characteristics of the bibliometric study, which allows other

researchers to replicate the study.

Table 2.2 - Characteristics of bibliometric study

Search words ‘Social enterprise*’ or ‘Social entrepreneur®’
Development

P September 2012
Date

Business Source Complete (BSC), Science Direct (SD),
Databases Web of knowledge (ISl), Social Enterprise Journal
(SEJ) and Journal of Social Entrepreneurship (JSE)
Search limitation | BSC, SD and ISI = Only academic journals

Entering the query for the search terms, a total of 1,343 bibliographic records were retrieved.
Employing Bibexcel software, a tool-box for manipulating bibliographic data (Persson, 2002),
the records were organised and selected according to the following filters: language (only
English and Spanish papers, covering 98% of all records), duplicated records, journal articles,
search words on Abstract, Title and Key words, and relevance to the study subject. Through
these procedures a total of 284 relevant papers were selected. A detail description of the data

reduction process is presented in Appendix A (Section 2 Page 274).

The last step in producing the final dataset was checking for missing papers by comparing
them with the references listed in the articles mentioned at the beginning of this section, and
described in Appendix A (Section 1 Page 273). Two papers were identified that needed to be
added because they met the search criteria that has been applied. Other papers included in

those articles were conference proceedings that were not studied by this bibliometric work.
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2.2.2  Bibliometric analysis and discussion of Social Enterprise and
Social Entrepreneurship literature

Following the analysis of bibliometric characteristics of the SE and SEship literature (See
Appendix A Section 3 Page 276), an existing ascendant trend was confirmed on SE and SEship
publications, with a remarkable increase within the last five years. This behaviour indicates
how SEs and SEship are becoming emerging fields of interest for both academics and
practitioners. Additionally, a similar pattern was identified for the concepts of SE, SEship and
SEneur, evidencing that the concepts had not had different evolutions and could be found as

synonymous in the literature.

In relation to authorship patterns in the SE and SEship literature, a significant tendency
towards greater co-authorship suggested the expanded co-operation between researchers and
research groups in the SE field. This could indicate a growth of specialisation, where academics
and practitioners collaborated with others precisely because those others brought to the
combined research different talents and skills, without which the project would be impossible
(Rennie, 2001). Similar patterns were recognised in the analysis of authors’ affiliations. The
appearance of publications with academics and practitioners as joint authors, implied the

awareness and intentions of developing theory that has a valuable input to the actual sector.

This study also shows the geographical spread of SE and SEship literature, and the
internationalisation of the research. The existence of two groups, an European group with the
UK as leader, and an Americas group with the USA as leader, is evident. This confirms the two
different approaches that have been identified for SE study (Defourny and Nyssens, 2006;
Kerlin, 2006; Dees, 2007; Hoogendoorn et al., 2010). However, the pattern followed by multi-
national authored publications (see Figure 3 in Appendix A Section 3 Page 276) presents an
initial intention of bringing these two different approaches together, overcoming the
conceptual barriers that have been identified on SE and SEship literature (Alter, 2003; Dart,
2004; Haugh, 2005; Defourny and Nyssens, 2006; Hockerts, 2006; Spear, 2006; Jones, 2007;
Peattie and Morley, 2008; Mair and Marti, 2009; Robinson et al., 2009; Teasdale, 2010). This
represents a step forward to international collaboration with more emphasis on empirical
research, analysing issues such as, community participation (Farmer and Kilpatrick, 2009),

sustainability (Weerawardena et al., 2010) and organisational behaviour (Smith et al., 2010).

Despite these patterns, it is vital to recognise that there is still a long journey to go on
internationalisation of SE research. For instance, two groups were identified in Figure 3 in
Appendix A (Section 3 Page 276) that do not follow the main literature streams. These are

Asian countries that emphasise their SE research by presenting their experiences on
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community enterprise and social businesses, rather than focusing their contributions on more

conceptual and definitional issues (Velamuri and Shanmugam, 2008; Salarzahi et al., 2010).

These results support the statement presented by Kerlin (2009), who identified that part of the
current difficulties in defining SE is the different geographical associations of the term ‘Social
Enterprise’. Different areas of the world have interpreted the term according to their distinct
models and activities, making cross-regional discussion difficult. Furthermore, this regional
development has meant that innovative ideas developed in one area are rarely known in other

regions.

Another bibliometric indicator analysed was the publications’ sources. For SE and SEship
literature, the most productive journals were found in the business and management
categories. The study of SEs under a business lens demonstrated how academics and
practitioners are adding more effort to investigate the enterprise side of SEs, and leaving the
social aspect to be studied to a minor degree by other schools. This concurred with Cook et al.
(2003), who distinguished that SEship literature has less emphasis on the social and more on
the entrepreneurial activities and abilities of individuals. Other disciplines, such as, economics,
education and social science, although they have a close relationship with management and
business categories, presented papers with the evident intention of exploring the other side of
SEs, that is its social implication. As Mair and Marti (2006) suggested, the study and
understanding of SEship cannot be developed only with an economic sense. SEship needs to

be observed in the light of the social context and the local environment.

This analysis also identified the epistemological orientation of SE and SEship publications and
their research strategy, suggesting the maturity of the field and serving as a reference in
defining the methodology design of this research. The presence of more than 50% of the
papers focusing only on conceptual issues might suggest that there is still a long way to go for
SE academics and practitioners to achieve maturity in their research. Although the
epistemological orientation pattern has seen changes in the last few years, with more
empirical papers appearing since 2004, once the boundaries of SE definition become clearer
the focus of its studies should include more empirical research that will allow testing and
validating the theory. Together, theory development followed by empirical testing and
validation will generate an increase in consensus on the boundaries of the field and its
relevance, resulting in an increment on the visibility of SE research in key journals (Busenitz et

al., 2003).

By analysing the research strategy employed by SE researchers, similar conclusions were
obtained on how academics and practitioners are building and testing theory. On one hand,

qualitative research is used to build theory whereas quantitative research is used to validate it.
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With more than 80% of the empirical papers employing qualitative methodologies, focusing on
case studies, grounded theory and action research, it might be suggested that SE community is
in a theory building stage. Quantitative research will become more prevalent as the SE

community moves from theory building to theory validation.

Nevertheless, it was not surprising that SE literature presented more qualitative research,
which has been recognised as being useful for exploring new topics and identifying the social
norms of a society (Hennink et al., 2011). Likewise, qualitative research has the advantage of
allowing the construction of knowledge and theories facilitating the researcher to adapt to
changing conditions. As was identified in a societal change literature analysis by Douglas
(2008), the high use of qualitative research methods also points to a visible pattern of
including the voices of Social Entrepreneurs. Obtaining information and building research
based on SEneur experiences will reduce ambiguity, conceptual inconsistency and uncertainty

in the data.

The extensive number of papers based on case studies also implied that SE researchers are
more interested in studying SEs in their natural setting, generating theories from practice and
investigating new perspectives. This research method suits SE research performance given the
lack of common terminology and models, and will help to generate the accurate formulated
theories necessary to advance the field (Benbasat et al., 1987). Corresponding to
Hoogendoorn et al. (2010) findings, it was surprising that this study only identified six papers
using grounded theory, whereas a higher number would have been expected in this relatively
new field. Incorporating this research methodology in SE research might help in showing to
academics and practitioners the legitimacy of SE, and capturing the complexity of SE context

(Locke, 2001).

Drawing upon these findings, it is possible to conclude that SE, as a scientific discipline, is
maturing. As Serenko et al. (2010) defined, there are three indicators of this maturity process:
changes in co-authorship patterns, inquiry methods and roles of practitioners. Regarding co-
authorship patterns, the average number of authors per article in SE papers has been
increasing since 2007 to a general average of 1.9, indicating maturity because, as Lipetz (1999)
demonstrated, there is a positive relationship between the average number of authors per
paper and the field’s maturity. This might indicate that multiple researchers are taking part in
each work in order to improve the quality, increase the level of specialisation and then
increase the chances of future acceptance of publications. With respect to inquiry methods,
SE literature presents almost half of the total number of papers of a descriptive and
conceptual nature without any empirical support. This denotes a lower level of maturity of SE

discipline, since there are still greater efforts on the theoretical foundation of the field.
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However, a significant trend towards more empirical research was identified, with an average
of a 30% increase in the number of empirical papers appearing per year in the last five years.
This demonstrates that, gradually, SE researchers are testing empirically the theoretical
principles of the field. In terms of the role of practitioners, the number of SE researchers
coming from academia has been increasing proportionate to the number of SE publications.
On the other hand, the participation of authors coming from non-academic institutions has
tended slightly to decrease. Literature suggests that this phenomenon represents maturity of a
specific field, since most of its works are currently written by academic researchers. Regarding
this statement, this study suggest that a participation of practitioners in SE literature is still

required, as Roberts and Woods (2005, p45) affirmed:

‘The challenge for academia is to turn an inherently practitioner-led pursuit into a more
rigorous and objective discipline. The challenge for practitioners is to raise more
awareness, support and participation.’

Overall, the bibliometric study described the evolution of both SEs and SEship as academic
fields. It confirmed an upward trend in their academic production, corroborating that SEs, as a
field of inquiry, is in a development stage. The study also identified a need for more empirical
studies that probe theory. Nevertheless, researchers and practitioners have been undertaking
important research, generating an original attempt to describe the SE sector, which will be

discussed in the following section.

2.2.3  Social Enterprise discussions and theoretical findings

In order to integrate and summarise the SE and SEship research productions collected in the
bibliometric study, this section presents an analysis of the different discussions exposed by
literature, which defines the object of study of this research. At the end of this section, a

review of literature relating Knowledge Management and SE is presented.

2.2.3.1 Origins

When studying Social Enterprise and Social Entrepreneurship, a researcher faced the well-
documented and on-going discussion regarding their different meanings, connotations and
characteristics. Nevertheless, academics and practitioners have concurred that, in some
circumstances, the original appearance of Social Enterprises (SEs) and Social Entrepreneurship
(SEship) is found within the Third Sector, known as Social Economy (Defourny and Nyssens,
2006). At this stage, SE and SEship, will be presented as one concept, though a clear distinction

will be presented later.

Initially, it was argued that the Third Sector, Third Way or Social Economy, had originated as a

rejection of neo-liberal models and their negative consequences for civil society (1998). This is
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because those practices were not ensuring the welfare of all people and were only expanding
the gap between rich and poor countries (Giddens, 1998). This new way was originated with
the intention of rebuilding a strong society through community effort in partnership with
government, but without the resource of an entitlement-based approach to social welfare

(Mendes, 2000).

As Giddens (1998, p26) defined, the Third Way is:

‘... a framework of thinking and policy-making that seeks to adapt social democracy to a
world which has changed fundamentally over the past two or three decades. It is a third
way in the sense that it is an attempt to transcend both old-style social democracy and
neo-liberalism.’
Presenting the same idea, but referring to Social Economy, other researchers had associated
the concept to socio-economic organisations and activities that belong to the group of human

organisations, interacting between the public and private sector (Spear et al., 2001; Jones and

Keogh, 2006).

SE and SEship, within the Social Economy, represent another step in the continuing re-
invention of the ‘third sector’ (Dees, 2007). They derive their distinctive advantages from a
renewal of traditional forms of the social economy, referred to as the ‘new social economy’

(Spear et al., 2001).

When identifying the origins of SE and SEship as part of the Social Economy, various theories
have been adapted to explain their emergence. However, they are used to refer to different
phenomena. Some academics have argued that these differences vary within social, economic
and political contexts (Kerlin, 2009; Teasdale, 2010). Here, three critical conditions are
mentioned, which could have helped to generate the emergence of SE organisations and

SEship in both developed and developing countries:

Public sector failure: There has been a widespread perceived lack of confidence in the

actions of public sector organisations and dissatisfaction with government (Kerlin, 2009).
This dissatisfaction has been caused mainly due to its bureaucracy, inefficiency, waste of
money, expenditure on controversial items, and opposition to innovation. These have left a
civil society that is looking for an answer in the Social Economy to solve social problems
that are not being covered by the public sector (Nye et al., 1997; Dees, 2007);

Private sector failure: The private sector and its capitalist models have, until now, tended to

focus on the necessities of the owners and shareholders — a model which is now risking
their economic future under current circumstances (Yunus et al., 2003). Recently, some
organisations have started to search for a balance for all of their stakeholders, and are

concerning themselves more with social matters. Therefore, they are generating
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alternatives such as Corporate Social Responsibility, or are creating social initiatives that
have their origins within the private sector and have developed into independent SEs.
Although Social Responsibility is undeniably important, it is not equal to SE or SEship; and

Non-profit sector failure: As Muhammad Yunus (2003, p249) said, ‘charity becomes a way

to shrug off our responsibility. But charity is not solution to poverty. Charity only
perpetuates poverty by taking the initiative away from the poor ’. The context in which
non-profit organisations are operating is rapidly changing due to increasing globalisation
and growing competition for grants and donors. This has forced them to assume a

competitive position and introduced innovation to create value (Sullivan Mort et al., 2003).

These three statements present a complete and revealing condition of SE and SEship as an
independent actor in economic, political and social realities. It is clear how SE and SEship
originate from an obvious rejection of the current system, where public, private or non-profit
sectors were not alleviating the current problems of modern societies. Hence, SE and SEship
has been identified as a potential solution to blur the long-established boundaries among
these three sectors (Fayolle and Matlay, 2011). They are becoming a hybrid sector, where
characteristics from the public, private and Social Economy sector were presented, but at the
same time independent conditions and characteristics were conserved. It is at this point that
both concepts, SE and SEship, started to present different characteristics and distinction for

academics, practitioners and even geographical areas.

2.2.3.2 Definitions

A significant amount of literature has been written in relation to SE and SEship definitions’, as
was confirmed in the bibliometric study. The parallel and similar evolution that both concepts
have had in the past two decades confirms the close relationship between them. The use of
both words interchangeably was a normal practice assumed by some authors, probably
because they were not yet completely defined concepts (Galera and Borzaga, 2009; Brouard
and Larivet, 2011). However, SE and SEship have been studied by academics and practitioners
in the last two decades, mostly with separate perspectives. The appearance of works
comparing and contrasting them has only reached the international academia in the last few
years (Dees and Anderson, 2006; Kerlin, 2006; Chell, 2007, Galera and Borzaga, 2009;
Defourny and Nyssens, 2010). One important contribution on analysing this confusion

between SE and SEship was introduced initially by Dees and Anderson (2006) and then

!t is important to indicate at this stage that SE and SEship have parallel terms identified in the literature, referring in some cases
to the same concept but employing different titles to express it. For example, the most common terms found in the literature and
the bibliometric study were: community entrepreneurship, social change agents, institutional entrepreneurs, social ventures,
entrepreneurial non-profit organisations, social innovations, cooperative enterprise, social purpose enterprise and social business.
For the purpose of this research, only the concepts Social Enterprise, Social Entrepreneurship and Social Entrepreneur are used.
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developed with more detail by Defourny and Nyssens (2010). The initial proposal was two
different schools of thought that are presented in the current discussions related to SE and
SEship fields, namely: the ‘Social Enterprise’ or the ‘Earned Income’ school of thought, and the
‘Social Innovation’ school of thought. Defourny and Nyssens (2010) divided the former
between ‘commercial non-profit approach’ and ‘mission-driven business approach’. The
characteristics for each school are presented in Table 2.3 with the convergences and

divergences identified in the literature.

Table 2.3 - Schools of thought on Social Enterprise and Social Entrepreneurship literature

Schools of The Social Enterprise or The ‘Social Innovation’
thought The ‘Earned Income’

Non-profit organisations

Non-profit organisations

Origins . ) Private for profit sector (CSR
g Private for profit sector . P (CSR)
Public sphere
Concept . . . .
.p Social Enterprise Social Entrepreneurship / Entrepreneur
associate
Social enterprise defined by earned-
income strategies, refers to the use of
commercial activities by non-profit Social entrepreneurs are defined as change
organisations in support of their mission. makers as they carry out ‘new combinations’ in
Definition ‘Mission- at least one the following areas: new services,
. . driven new quality of services, new methods of
Commercial R , . -
., business production, new production factors, new forms
non-profit o
: . All forms of | of organisations or new markets.
Focusing on non-profits ;
business
initiatives
Motivations Social value Social value and innovation

Trading activity is often considered only as | Trading activity (production) constitutes the

a source of income. Any profit is allocated | way in which the social mission is persuaded.
to the fulfilment of the social mission. This conveys a further discussion whether any
social value created by a private company is
really SEship or Corporate Social Responsibility.

Trading vs. w w
Social Mission .
t + =

Production Production

SEs are governed by them, obtaining autonomy, where decision making power is not based
on capital ownership.

P .
Commercial . . . I .
Governance ‘Mission-driven business’ — Social innovation

-profit ’ .
non-profit SE can adopt any legal form, which means that may

Non-profit with L
.on .pI’O.I WiEh no distribute surpluses to shareholders
distribution of surplus

Geo hical
graphica Europe USA
context
Legal form Depends on each country. It is a strategic decision, not a defining characteristic.
Common .. s .
Enterprising social innovation
purpose

Source: originated by the author based on (Dees and Anderson, 2006; Chell, 2007; Galera and Borzaga, 2009;
Defourny and Nyssens, 2010)
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Convergences and divergences were identified in Dees and Anderson (2006) and Defourny and
Nyssens (2010). Because each pair of authors came, respectively, from the US and European
schools of thought, it was evident how each publication supported and gave more importance
to their respective school. This confirms that each approach is partially attributed to the
specific context in which concepts were formed. Despite these divergences, it can be
highlighted that the term Social Entrepreneurship has a wider spectrum than SE (Defourny and

Nyssens, 2010) (see Figure 2.2).

Public Government organisations
sector Near government organisations o a
2 =
o v
S S
@ =
2
Social Non—proﬁt or_gan.lsa‘uons % uEJ.
Economy Hybrid organisations .g g
w E
Ll
©
- ‘S
Private For-profit organisations =

sector

Figure 2.2 - Sector’s relation with Social Enterprise and Social Entrepreneurship

The internationalisation of both concepts, SE and SEship, has influenced some researchers to
analyse geographical differences concerning the fields, beyond the common distinction
between USA and Europe. For instance, Kerlin (2009; 2010) formulated a framework with four
elements that associate SEs with a given society socio-economic context. Drawing upon the

Salamon et al. (2000) social origins approach, the four factors are:

i Civil society;
ii. State capacity;
iii. Market functioning; and

iv. International aid.

Depending on the strength or weakness of these factors in the surrounding context of a SE,
Kerlin classified various regions’ independent models. For example, United States and Western
Europe, where respective civil societies provided initial innovative ideas for SE activities,
differentiated from each other basically because of a long tradition of market reliance in the
former and state intervention in the latter. In the case of East-Central Europe, high levels of
international aid were a source of support for a small but growing SE sector. Latin America
presented a civil society that completely defines SEs, producing innovative ways of satisfied

needs not covered by the state, the market or international aid.
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With a different framework, but similar results, Mair (2011) concluded that the socio-
economic context influences the ‘Why?’, ‘What?’ and ‘How?’ of a SE’s actions. In other words,
the context defines the origins and motivations of SE, the difference among social objectives
and the ways of undertaking SEship practices. All these differences in concepts of SE and
SEship have resulted in difficulty communicating the topic and missed opportunities to learn

and build on foreign experience.

To understand the distinctions between the two schools of thought studying SE and SEship
fields, this study went through all the bibliometric dataset to identify how SE and SEship
researchers had defined these concepts. Appendix A (Section 4 Page 285) presents two tables

including the school of thought, author, country and theory base of each definition.

According to the socio-economic context in which this research is undertaken, the UK, the
concept of SE is been assigned as the unity of study of this research. Social Entrepreneurship
attributes are included as an integrated component of a SE, which is led by a Social

Entrepreneur. The following section discusses in more detail the definition of SEs.

Social Enterprise (SE)

Social Enterprise has been studied and interpreted mainly by the ‘Earned income school of
thought’. However, trying to define a SE is a complex problem, partially because of two
reasons. The first one is related to geographical issues. Even under the same school of thought
that is originated initially in Europe, SEs are presented and delivered in different political,
economic and social contexts. This shapes and varies their processes, motivations and, even,
legal forms. A second reason is because of the nature of the organisation, income generation
methods, and the multitude of services they provided. These difficulties have led to a
continuous and never-ending debate among practitioners and academics over the exact
definition of SE. This has generated conflicts in measuring its activities, comparing its results,
and transferring innovative solutions and experience from one another (Alter, 2003; Dart,
2004; Haugh, 2005; Defourny and Nyssens, 2006; Hockerts, 2006; Spear, 2006; Jones, 2007;
Peattie and Morley, 2008; Mair and Marti, 2009; Robinson et al., 2009; Teasdale, 2010).

A decisive attempt to overcome the difficulties of defining SE was generated by the European
Research Network of Social Enterprises (EMES). Created in 1996, EMES was formed by
researchers from the fifteen of the member states that formed the European Union (EU) at
that time. Their objective was to develop a leading research network, focused on the study of

SEs and Social Economy organisations.
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As a result of this effort, EMES produced four factors and five indicators that permit the
identification of economic and entrepreneurial patterns among SEs (Defourny, 2001). These

are:

i Factors:

— A continuous activity producing goods and/or selling services. The provision of
services represents, therefore, the reason, or one of the main reasons, for the
existence of SEs;

— A high degree of autonomy. Although they may depend on public subsidies, public
authorities or other organisations, such as federations and private firms, they do
not manage them, directly or indirectly;

— A significant level of economic risk. The financial viability of SE depends on the
efforts of their members and workers to secure adequate resources; and

— A minimum amount of paid work. SEs may combine monetary and non-monetary
resources, voluntary and paid workers. However, the activity carried out in SEs
requires a minimum level of paid workers.

ii. Indicators:

— Aninitiative launched by a group of citizens;

— A decision-making power not based on capital ownership;

— A participatory nature, which involves the persons affected by the activity, which
means the representation and participation of customers, stakeholder orientation
and a democratic management style;

— Limited profit distribution, avoiding a profit-maximising behaviour; and

— An explicit aim to benefit the community.

Some of these characteristics of SEs defined by EMES offered singularities that are strictly
related to the ‘Earned Income’ school of thought. SEs, under EMES definition, are more related
to alleviate social problems within local communities, supplying necessities not provided

effectively by other sectors.

In accordance with these European general indicators of SEs, other European authors have
presented similar categorisation of SEs. For instance, Chell (2007) proposed two different

models of SE:

i.  The first model highlights pro-social motives that drive the mission and produce social
outcomes, with a surplus that may be re-invested in the enterprise, assuring its

sustainability; and
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ii. An alternative model where SE’s outcomes are divided between social benefits and

wealth generation, which is used to invest in the enterprise, assuring its sustainability.

These models introduced the necessity of surplus generation among SE’s activities. The
concept of auto-sustainability of SEs goes further to imply that SEneurs need to increase their
income production. This may guarantee not only surviving and satisfying actual necessities, but

to secure a Iong—term existence.

The UK government, as the reference country in this research, has been aligned to this
characteristic on defining SEs, producing the following definition that regulates and leads the

British sector:

‘A business with primarily social objectives whose surpluses are principally re-invested
for that (social) purpose in the business and the community, rather than being driven by
the need to maximise profit for shareholders and owners’ (DTI, 2002, p13).

In line with this definition, and including qualities of entrepreneurship in SE leaders, Chell

(2007) deduced the following attributes of SEs:

e Behave entrepreneurially to engage in processes that create value, which can be economic
and social, embedded within a socio-economic context;
e These values serve the following purposes:

0 Economic value: position the SE enterprise among competitive enterprises, and it
generates wealth that is to be used to support the social mission, or re-invest in
the community;

0 Social value: solve social problems; and

e Its outcomes must be sustainable. Although some enterprises may rely on grants,
particularly when the beneficiaries cannot pay, SEs are likely to include a mix of resource.
This is a commercial component, probably ‘voluntary’, or in-kind contributions and
possibly donations and grant aid, which together help to ensure future sustainability,

particularly in its early years.

Considering the key elements presented below, the definitions found in the bibliometric
dataset (see Appendix A Section 4 Page 285), and the necessity of a conceptual framework for

this research, the following definition of SE is used:

Social Enterprise is an organisational form with primarily social drivers that undertakes
innovative business operations in order to be auto-sustainable and guarantees the
creation, sustainment, distribution and/or dissemination of social or environmental
value. Therefore, economic drivers are means to a social end, not the end in itself.
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It has been argued that a SE does not necessarily require the entrepreneurial attributes that its
counterpart SEship has (Dees and Anderson, 2006). However, this research recognised that it is
crucial to develop entrepreneurial skills that brings to the SE the strengths to compete in
public and private markets. Additionally, SE requires innovation processes among its activities
that can foster the creation of new ways of meet its social mission. As Dees and Anderson
(2006) defined, SE without some element of innovation would become just a sub-topic in a
broader theory of non-profit finance. Another element from this definition is the absence of
any reference to legal forms that SE must assume. Even though the distinction of SE in many
countries is associated with specific legal forms, these forms can change across different

countries and contexts.

Overall, the economic, social and political value of SEs is demonstrated by the increasing
interest within public policy decisions. This is emphasised by the increasing public investment
in promoting and supporting them, such as, Big Society Capital and Triodos Bank. Despite this,
the bibliometric analysis developed in this research and other SE contributors agreed that SEs
remain an under-researched phenomenon (Haugh, 2005; Jones, 2007; Peattie and Morley,

2008; Robinson et al., 2009; Shah, 2009; Mufioz, 2010).

2.2.3.3 Knowledge Management in Social Enterprises

Having described the concepts and theories of SEs, the following section reviews the research
agenda in the area of Knowledge Management (KM) in Social Enterprises (SEs). This will permit
the explanation and demonstration of the current gap in the literature that this study will help

to fill.

A large body of literature exists on the study of KM in both the private and public sectors (Wiig,
1995). However, academic research into the application of successful KM strategies in the
Social Economy organisations has received only minor attention and is not easily translated
into their dynamic structure (Stewart, 1997; Davenport and Prusak, 1998; Bouthillier and
Shearer, 2002; Capozzi et al., 2003; Lettieri et al., 2004; Andreasen et al., 2005; Kong, 2008).
One of the reasons for this is that public and private organisations have the possibility of
assigning resources, using their well-known interest for innovation and development. This
allowed them to obtain comparative and competitive advantages in the world-wide market.

These are resources that the Social Economy sector and SEs lack.

Searching the dataset of SE and SEship papers, the phrase ‘Knowledge Management’ and
synonymous terms appeared only on a few occasions. The papers identified were all focused
on Social Entrepreneurship as an activity and, as was described in previous sections, this is not

what this research is investigating.
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For instance, Meyskens et al. (2010b) identified the importance of KM in Social Ventures based
on an exploratory study of the profiles of Ashoka Fellows applying a resource-based view. They
recognised that, in particular with the Ashoka Fellows network, the ability to replicate the
knowledge created by the SEneur was key in expanding their results and giving strength to the
venture. Moreover, the authors found that the management of partnerships and innovation in
a Social Venture depended on how deeply KM practices were embedded within the
organisation, and how easily this knowledge could be transferred. Despite the importance of
these findings, the methodology was based on secondary data from online profiles of 70 social
entrepreneurial Asoka Fellows. This did not present reliable and accurate information of social
venture activities and current processes, since these profiles were unstructured and based on

Fellows’ applications to be included in the network.

In another paper, Meyskens (2010a) proposed a conceptual model, using a resource-based
view, on how SEship ventures collaborate with other organisations in a network to fulfil
resource requirements. One of these is intangible resources, such as, tacit knowledge. Based
on an exploratory study, authors identified that Social Ventures can share intangible resources,
such as, knowledge and human capital, with government, in the form of grants and contracts.
Moreover, they can obtain intangible resources from other Social Ventures, which share how
best to serve a niche group from the community. These findings demonstrated that Social
Ventures can position themselves with governments as providers of human capital with
intangible knowledge of the community. This confirms the importance of external

organisations and institutions in levering knowledge within a SE.

Another association of KM in SEship research was identified in the Bloom and Chatterji (2009)
‘SCALERS’ model. Among its seven organisational capabilities that can stimulate successful
scaling by SEship organisations, the author included ‘replicating’. The paper recognised that a
SE requires to pay attention to relationship building and communication between internal and

external stakeholders in order to scale more effectively.

Although the research of KMCs and KM in SEs is scarce, SE literature presents significant
empirical research that describes some organisational characteristics that would influence the
development of KMCs within SEs. These characteristics are studied with more detail in Chapter

3.

2.3 Second systemic review: Knowledge Management in the
Social Economy literature

This section presents the current activities of Knowledge Management (KM) studied and

implemented in Social Economy organisations. Social Enterprises (SEs) have emerged as a
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business-like contrast to the traditional non-profit organisation (NPO). Thus, the study of KM
applications on the Social Economy sector will give a perspective on the current situation and

practices of KM in SEs.

Following the systemic review strategy presented at the beginning of this chapter, a literature
search was undertaken employing online databases using combinations of the search terms
defined in Table 2.1 (Page 12). A total of 68 papers were identified, with 59 connecting Social
Economy specifically to KM, six with Intellectual Capital and three with Organisational
Knowledge. A relationship table summarising these papers is presented in Appendix A (Section

5 Page 288).

Under the current economic environment, NPOs have been forced to adopt more
management approaches that have been successful in the for-profit sector, such as KM
(Andreasen et al., 2005; Hume and Hume, 2008; Kipley et al., 2008; Bezjian et al., 2009).
However, there is an on-going debate as to whether NPOs are unique and have different
practices from the private and public sector (Nutt and Backoff, 1992) or, instead, the
distinctive characteristics of NPOs do not prohibit the application of successful private and
public practices (Moxham, 2009). Whether the application is assumed or not, other authors
argued that developing and implementing practices, such as KM, could significantly increase
the already challenging financial and operational difficulty on Social Economy organisation and

threaten the organisation’s operational viability (Hume and Hume, 2008).

All these debates make the study of KM strategies in the Social Economy organisations a
challenging task, even though these organisations are considered as knowledge-intensive
bodies (Capozzi et al., 2003; Lettieri et al., 2004; Murray and Carter, 2005). This attribute is
given because of the essence of their activities, such as evaluating grants or developing policy
reports, which depend mostly on the use of human and intellectual capital. However, often
within NPOs, there is a lack of practical explicit knowledge in how to procedurally correct and
manage those activities (Kipley et al., 2008) and the knowledge could be often fragmented,

heterogeneous, unstable and rarely formalised (Lettieri et al., 2004; Hume and Hume, 2008).

In addition to procedural constraints, studies have identified other characteristics of the Social
Economy Sector that could limit their possibilities of implementing KM strategies (Andreasen
et al., 2005). One characteristic is associated with its organisational culture. NPOs support
most of their key processes using volunteers, who have different motivations from paid
workers and are often more difficult to manage (Hume and Hume, 2008). Moreover, paid full-
time employees are different from those found in equivalent positions in the private or public
sector, because, on average, they earn lower salaries and are more concerned with their

organisation’s mission that in being competitive, or business-like (Andreasen et al., 2005). A

Knowledge Management Capabilities in Social Enterprises | Maria Luisa Granados Ortiz



Chapter 2 — Literature Review |29

second characteristic is related to performance management. Since NPOs have a largely
volunteer workforce, performance management has not the same visibility, influence and
impact as private sector (Hume and Hume, 2008). A third characteristic is the financial
constrains that NPOs faced, which might limit, among other activities, the investment on IT
solutions. As Hume and Hume (2008) concluded, the decision to finance projects such as KM
developments is related to cost-benefit trade-offs between providing the functions that
support the social mission and innovating operation process and practice to enable those
functions. A fourth characteristic was recognised by Reilly (2009), who analysed case studies in

NPOs in Australia, and found the following barriers to using knowledge efficiently:

e Resistance to greater information-sharing;
e Inadequate understanding of the information and knowledge that already exist; and
e Inadequate understanding of the types of information and knowledge that IT is

capable of generating.

In spite of these limitations, contributors have agreed that there are some benefits that Social
Economy organisations could obtain by managing their knowledge more effectively (Capozzi et
al., 2003; Lettieri et al., 2004; Hume and Hume, 2008; Kipley et al., 2008; Kong, 2008; Bezjian
et al., 2009; Reilly, 2009). These are presented in Table 2.4.
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Table 2.4 - Benefits of KM for Social Economy organisations

Benefit Description

Stakeholders’ Confirm public legitimacy in order to receive current and future support from

relationships their stakeholders, in terms of reputation and confidence
Lower costs by identifying low value, redundant, and poorly performing
processes
Economic Lower the cost of administration, and invest in more effective strategies for
benefits social change

Reduce costs by decreasing and achieving economies of scale in obtaining
information from external providers

Focus on resource optimisation and utilisation

Knowledge asset optimisation and competitive knowledge development
Enable the organisation with the information for a proactive response to
surprise environmental challenges

Improve the long-term effectiveness of their grants

Lessen the loss of intellectual capital from people leaving the company

Build the institutional memory that would support its future works

Develop an empowered capability to create social value, from the ability to
translate into practice all the experience developed during the previous years
Obtain greater transparency by sharing results and conclusion with others in
a coherent, documented, and usable format

Achieve levels of competitive advantage through processes and quality
Provide knowledge-based competitive advantage, which is non-imitable, thus
is a source of long-term organisational advantage

Improve their strategic performance, particularly competitive positioning for
donor appeal, staff retention and service strategy and delivery

Strategy Re-focus their objectives regarding social dimensions, which are sometimes
distorted by operating in commercial contract environments under the public
sector reform movement

Organisational
performance

Develop decision making capacity
Improved the ability to maintain in the medium and long term coherence
between the vision and the short-term programmes

For the full acquisition of these advantages and opportunities that KM provides, Hume and
Hume (2008) argued that the most important factors to be considered when proposing a

knowledge strategy for NPOs are:

e Communication channels;

e Funding;
e [nformal communication networks; and
e Leadership and culture.

To identify how these benefits and factors can actually guarantee the successful transfer of KM
strategies from the NPOs to SEs, it is required to study successful and unsuccessful experiences
documented in literature. Notwithstanding, it is not a common practice for academics and
practitioners to document unsuccessful cases. In consequence, this review took account of

three successful implementations of KM in NPOs (see Table 2.5).
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Table 2.5 - Application of KM on Social Economy institutions

Knowledge problem

KM solution

Created value

Annie E. Casey
Foundation
www.aecf.org
(Capozzi et al.,
2003; Enright,
2005)

New staff did not have an
adequate understanding
of the Foundation’s best
practices.

The already existing
knowledge was not being
managed and was being
threatened with
diminishing.

Five steps to implement KM on NPOs:

— Establish a hypothesis for objectives and

outcomes;

— Conduct an assessment to understand better

knowledge supply and demand;

— Design and implement pilots to test early

hypotheses and learn critical implementation
issues;

— Integrate lessons into a comprehensive KM

strategy; and

— Develop a realistic implementation plan over

define time periods.

Reduced production
cost
Institutional memory

World Health
Organisation
(WHO) logistic

Determining the most
efficient and rapid method
of shipment of anti-viral

Program members share information via a variety of
knowledge sharing tools such as: online discussions,
web videos, and ‘face-to-face’ meetings. These

Knowledge—based

I;inpclgsr;t al. drugs from one African meeting bring out the best practices with all groups competitive advantages
! nation to another when dealing with logistical issues.
2008)
— Make research services available to staff to help
them find new sources for information in their
program areas as well as answers to questions;
— Disseminate by e-mail weekly compilations of
local, regional, and national news in each of their
program areas to keep staff and external Enhanced
stakeholders apprised of developments in their accountability to board
To develop expertise in fields of work; and community.
social areas, the NPO — Develop a flexible array of evaluation tools and
Charles and ne_ed_ed to_ master the _services to track their outcomes, ranging fro_m Gre_ater trarjsparency
Helen Schwab existing wisdom and _ mternal_ly gener_ated sur\_/eys to more extensive Savings of time and
foundation acquaint themselves with evaluation services provided by external experts; money.

(Culwell et al.,
2004)

individual experts, leaders
of organisations,
policymakers, and
community members
affected by these issues

— Promote habits, such as group reflections during
team meetings, that contribute to the assessment
of on-going work or the review of completed
projects;

— Encourage regular postings to their intranet to
update one another on their work and activities
and then deploying critical information to their
public Web site; and

— Archive meeting notes and program and
evaluation reports on the intranet so the
information is readily accessible to all staff and
can also be shared externally as appropriate.

Decisions informed by
key stakeholders.

An ability to measure
results and
demonstrate value.

Further to these successful implementations of KM in NPOs, it is evident how these

organisations are obtaining positive outcomes by managing effectively their knowledge,

without incurring very expensive solutions, such as ICT systems. These practices will be

important when defining possible strategies for developing KMCs in SEs.

2.4 Third systemic review: Knowledge Management Capabilities

As was explained in Chapter 1, the aim of this study is to determine the organisational

conditions and knowledge activities that develop KMCs in SEs. To support this, it is necessary

to determine the theoretical grounding related to knowledge, and Knowledge Management

Capabilities (KMCs), from the perspective of Knowledge-based View (KBV) theory and
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‘Organisational Capabilities” theory. Thus, this section starts by identifying knowledge as a
resource in organisations and, subsequently, how this resource can be transformed into a
capability for the enterprise. Based on these discussions, a further review of the KBV theory is
presented. Lastly, a definition of KMCs in SEs is proposed for this study, in combination with an

evaluation of the different models proposed in the literature to develop such capabilities.

2.4.1 Knowledge as a resource

Knowledge in an organisation has been defined in the literature from various perspectives,
such as economics, sociology, technological systems and business. Nonaka (1994) recognised
that knowledge is a multi-faceted concept with multi-layer meanings, where finding a meaning
of knowledge is a never-ending search. Nevertheless, the discussion of knowledge definitions
normally started by considering the discrepancy between knowledge and information.
Literature exhibited the following hierarchy of knowledge (Davenport and Prusak, 1998;
Croasdell et al., 2003; Kakabadse et al., 2003):

1. Data: discrete, objective facts about events that records transactions. Symbols used to
represent something;

2. Information: symbols structured in such a way as to provide meaning to the seeker;

3. Knowledge/realisation: meaning based on personal interpretation of inputs from
experience, recognition, intellect and perspective;

4. Understanding/reflexion: the knowledge must be connected in some way in order to
generate insight; and

5. Learning/wisdom: through true understanding allowing the ability to foretell events.

Adapting the previous hierarchy to a more managerial and organisational version, Davenport

and Prusak (1998, p5) combined the last three levels as ‘knowledge’ and defined it as:

‘... a fluid mix of framed experience, values, contextual information, and expert insight

that provides a framework for evaluating and incorporating new experiences and

information. It originates and is applied in the minds of knowers. In organisations, it

often becomes embedded not only in documents or repositories but also in

organisational routines, processes, practices, and norms’.
This definition integrated the different dimensions of knowledge in an organisation, defining
some of its most important characteristics, such as the intangibility and uniqueness that
represents one of the major difficulties for its creation and management. To explore the
particularities of how knowledge creation takes place, Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) proposed
two different dimensions, the ‘ontological dimension’ that identifies an individual, group,

organisational and inter-organisational knowledge, and the ‘epistemological dimension’ that

differentiates between tacit and explicit knowledge. These are explained as follows:
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Ontological dimension: an organisation cannot create knowledge without individuals
and it is a company’s responsibility to support creative individuals, or provide them with
the context within which they can create knowledge. Therefore, the company amplifies
the knowledge created by individuals and integrates it with the knowledge network of
the organisation, expanding it to intra- and inter-organisational levels and boundaries,
for example, customers, suppliers, distributors and competitors (Hedlund, 1994; Nonaka,
1994).

Epistemological dimension: Polanyi (1966) defined explicit knowledge as the knowledge
that is transmittable in formal, systematic language. On the other hand, tacit is
knowledge with a more personal and context-specific quality, which makes it hard to
formalise and communicate (See Table 2.6). Authors have used this epistemological
dimension differently. For instance, Grant (1996b) associated the tacit knowledge with
‘knowing how’, and explicit knowledge with ‘knowing about’ facts and theories.
Similarly, Spender (1996) differentiated knowledge from ‘knowledge about’ and
‘knowledge of acquaintance’ and Kogut and Zander (1992) named them ‘information’

and ‘know-how’.

Table 2.6 - Epistemology dimension of knowledge

Characteristic

Author

Tacit knowledge

Explicit knowledge

Content (Polanyi, 1966; Nonaka, 1994) | Non-codified Codified

Articulation (Spender, 1993) Difficult Easy

Location (Polanyi, 1966) Human brains Computers,
artefacts

Quality, speed (Grant, 1996b) Slow, cqstly and Fast, maybe costly,

cost of transfer uncertain accurate

Source: Adapted from Jasimuddin et al.(2005)

Even though a main distinction between both types of knowledge is clear, Nonaka and

Takeuchi (1995) suggested that explicit and tacit knowledge are not totally separate but

mutually complementary entities. In this way, some authors had developed different

perspectives on the relationship between tacit and explicit knowledge. Schultze and Stabell

(2004) presented the following four discourses:

Neo-functionalist: knowledge is viewed as an asset that can be owned, bought and sold
to increase the company’s competitive advantages;

Constructivist: suggested that tacit and explicit knowledge are mutual constituted;
Critical: regards knowledge as an entity that can be separated into tacit and explicit
elements; and

Dialogic discourse: regards all knowledge, both tacit and explicit, as discipline, where
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tacit is a more effective form.

Conflating those discourses into just two, Hislop (2009) defined a practice-based and an
objectivist perspective. The former is embedded in the majority of current literature on KM
(Hedlund, 1994; Nonaka, 1994; Leonard-Barton, 1995; Stewart, 1997; Davenport and Prusak,
1998; Pan and Scarbrough, 1999; Roberts, 2000), and suggested that explicit and tacit
knowledge are two separate types of knowledge. Instead, the latter recognised that
knowledge has both tacit and explicit components (Kogut and Zander, 1992; Spender, 1993;
Hedlund, 1994; Blackler, 1995; Tsoukas, 1996; Lam, 1997; Cook and Brown, 1999; Jasimuddin
et al., 2005; Hislop, 2009).

The discussion below emphasises the intangibility characteristic of knowledge, its different
dimensions, and where it resides. From a different perspective, related more with the
uniqueness characteristics of knowledge, Grant (1996b) proposed that, based on the concept
that knowledge resided within the individual, the primary role of the organisation was
knowledge application rather than knowledge creation. To obtain this application and create
value for the organisation, Grant identified the following characteristics of knowledge that

have critical implications for management.

e Transferability: is defined in terms of the critical distinction of knowing how, which
Grant defined as tacit knowledge, and knowing about, defined as explicit knowledge.
This distinction lies in transferability and the mechanisms for transfer across
individuals, space, and time. The explicit knowledge then is revealed by its
communication, and tacit knowledge is revealed through its application;

e (Capacity for aggregation: depends on the ability of the person who received the
knowledge to add new knowledge to existing knowledge. To enhance this process, it is
required to express it in terms of a common language;

e Appropriability: is the ability of the ‘owner’ of knowledge to receive a return equal to
the value created by that knowledge;

e Specialisation in knowledge acquisition: it is recognised that the human brain has
limited capacity of acquired, store and process knowledge. Therefore, to obtain
efficiency in knowledge production, it is required that individuals specialise in

particular areas of knowledge.

These characteristics are more associated with the management and operationalisation of
knowledge, whereas the first part of the discussion was more related to knowledge’s
philosophical and conceptual dimensions. These two dimensions inferred the intangibility and

unique characteristics of knowledge resources.
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2.4.2 Knowledge Management as an organisational capability

The understanding of knowledge as a resource has been supported by the ‘resource-based
view of the firm’. This theory identifies resources as being ‘tangible’ and ‘intangibles’, including
people skills and organisational processes and capabilities (Wernerfelt, 1984; Wernerfelt,
1995). However, Grant (1991) argues that there is a key distinction between resources and
capabilities. Resources are inputs into the production process, including tangibles, such as
capital equipment, and intangibles, such as skills of individual employees and brand names. As
resources by their own are not productive, they require the cooperation and coordination of
teams of resources. Therefore, Grant (1991) defined capability as the capacity for a team of
resources to perform some task or activity resulting in competitive advantages for the firm.
Nevertheless, the development of capabilities implies not only assembling a team of resources,
but also involves the complex patterns of coordination among people and between people and
other resources. Hence, Grant (1996a, p377) defined organisational capabilities as ‘a firm's
ability to perform repeatedly a productive task which relates either directly or indirectly to a

firm's capacity for creating value through effecting the transformation of inputs into outputs.’

Kusunoki et al. (1998) identified the following three characteristics of organisational

capabilities:

e Organisational capabilities are not easily obtainable in the marketplace and are
difficult to copy;

e Organisational capabilities are accumulated through long-term and continues learning;
and

e Organisational capabilities have the potential to become a source of competitive

advantage on a long-term basis.

Concurring with the last characteristic, Ulrich and Lake (1991) argued that a competitive
advantage is gained by developing organisational capabilities from two of its essential
elements, namely, perceived customer value and uniqueness. ‘Perceived customer value’
happens when employees understand and supply what their customers need. ‘Uniqueness’
occurs when the firm develops capabilities that cannot be imitated and are idiosyncratic.
Therefore, firms that develop unique organisational capabilities that give added value to
customers can achieve and sustain competitive advantages. These capabilities should be

controlled by the organisation in order to improve efficiency and effectiveness (Barney, 1991).

Leonard-Barton (1995) also asserted that capabilities constitute a competitive advantage for a
firm, because they have been built up over time and cannot be easily imitated. She argued that

activities create a firm’s capabilities, which it is defined as ‘core capabilities’. Therefore,
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capabilities are core only if they embody proprietary knowledge and are superior to those of
competitors (Leonard-Barton, 1995). Concurring with Leonard-Barton, Nonaka et al. (2000b)
affirmed that, by developing a capability that exploits existing knowledge, and that by creating
new knowledge out of existing knowledge, a firm can obtain a sustainable competitive

advantage.

Concerning knowledge creation, Kusunoki et al. (1998) suggested that organisational capability
consists of various types of knowledge that are created and accumulated within the firm. Since
the knowledge that shapes organisational capabilities cannot be understood as a single unity,

the authors proposed the following multilayer structure:

i.  Knowledge base: includes distinctive individual units of knowledge, such as functional
knowledge embodied in a specific group of specialist;

ii. Knowledge frame: captures linkages of individual units of knowledge and their
priorities. This layer is related to organisational structures and strategies, such as task
partitioning between functional teams and the configuration of authority; and

iii. Knowledge dynamics: is the dynamic interaction of knowledge between knowledge
base and knowledge frames, such as communication and co-ordination across
different functional groups. The capabilities provided by knowledge dynamics emerged
from within the process of knowledge interaction and, therefore, are called process

capabilities.

Kogut and Zander (1992) described these capabilities as ‘combinative capabilities’, referring to
the intersection of the capability of the firm to exploit its knowledge. Therefore, innovations
are products of a firm’s ‘combinative capabilities’ to generate new applications from existing
knowledge. Teece and Pisano (1994) introduced the term ‘dynamic capability’, which refers to
the firm’s ability to use existing firm-specific capabilities and to develop new ones, to obtain
sustainable advantage over time. Nonaka et al. (2000b) suggested that this ‘dynamic
capabilities’ for new knowledge creation out of existing knowledge can only be accumulated
through learning-by-doing. Therefore, KM as an organisational capability is a firm-specific
capability, which is difficult to imitate and result in sustainable competitive advantage for the

firm.

However, current organisational capabilities or ‘core capabilities’ can turn into ‘core rigidities’
(Leonard-Barton, 1992; Leonard-Barton, 1995). Since companies and people cannot be skilful
at everything, a core capability both advantages and disadvantages a company. These rigidities
can impel and constrain future learning and actions taken by a firm, thus hindering knowledge

creation rather than promoting it (Nonaka et al., 2000b).
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The effect of organisational capabilities, as a result of knowledge activities, has been studied
and explained by the Knowledge-based View (KBV) theory, which is discussed in the following

section.

2.4.3 Knowledge-based view theory

From an academic perspective, Knowledge-Based View (KBV) theory of the firm has been a
result of the combination of various streams of research (Grant, 1997; Eisenhardt and Santos,
2002). The most important are ‘resource-based theory’ and ‘epistemology’ (Polanyi, 1966;
Wernerfelt, 1984; von Krogh et al.,, 1994). Other theories have contributed, such as,
‘evolutionary economics’ (Nelson and Winter, 1982), ‘organisational capabilities’ (Chandler,
1992), ‘organisational learning’ (Argyris and Schon, 1978), ‘dynamic capabilities’ (Teece and
Pisano, 1994; Spender, 1996), and ‘innovation and new product development’ (Teece and

Pisano, 1994).

The KBV is based on the concept of knowledge as the primary source of competitive advantage
of the firm (Kogut and Zander, 1992; Spender, 1996; Grant, 1997; Sveiby, 2001), and tacit
knowledge as the key source of sustained competitive advantages (Grant, 1996b; Grant,
1996a). This theory involves the development of organisational capabilities that enhance the
chances for growth and survival (Kogut and Zander, 1992) and establish their long-term

strategies.

One of the main discrepancies among KBV contributors is the primary role of firms in relation
to managing their knowledge. On one hand, Nonaka (2000b) proposed a variation in the
theory naming it the ‘knowledge-creating view of the firm’, where the main role of the firm is
creating knowledge continually. Others support this idea and agree the superiority of the firm
in the creation of new knowledge (Kogut and Zander, 1992; Sveiby, 2001; Nickerson and
Zenger, 2004). On the other hand, Grant (1996b; 1996a; 1997) argued that integrating
specialised knowledge has to be the role and objective of a firm, because knowledge resides
within the individuals and not within the organisation. Concurring with Grant, Eisenhardt and
Santos (2002) and Hakanson (2010) identified knowledge integration to be a priority of the
firm, rather than knowledge transfer. Positioning himself with a more neutral view, Spender

(1996) considered the role of the firm to be knowledge production and application.

These discrepancies have led to criticism regarding the legitimacy and applicability of the
theory (Foss, 1996; Phelan and Lewin, 2000; Kaplan et al., 2001; Hakanson, 2010). One of
these criticisms is related to the failures of operationalisation of the theory that hindered the
empirical testing (Hakanson, 2010). Another aspect is related to an essentially static,

taxonomic and abstract view on knowledge, assuming that its characteristic remains constant
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over time (Foss, 1996). Nevertheless, recent publications have addressed these possible
shortcomings of the KBV. Research has been undertaken permitting the empirical testing
needed for study of the field to advance (Mejri and Umemoto, 2010; Martin-de Castro et al.,
2011; Error! Hyperlink reference not valid.; Zheng et al., 2011; Aguilera-Caracuel et al., 2012;
Carlo et al., 2012; Arend et al., 2014; Blome et al., 2014; Horisch et al., 2014), as well as,
theoretical and empirical studies exploring the contextual conceptualisation of knowledge

(Hakanson, 2010; Katzy et al., 2012).

The KBV theory offers important views and theoretical bases for managing knowledge within
an organisation. For instance, Grant (1996b) proposed that the fundamental task for an
organisation is to coordinate the efforts of many specialists who, instead of creating
knowledge, minimise knowledge transfer through cross-learning by organisational members.
Therefore, the key of KM strategies is devising methods for integrating an individual’s

specialised knowledge through the following mechanisms (Grant, 1996b; Grant, 1996a):

e Rules and directives: Rules are the standards that regulate the interactions between
individuals. Directives are a low-cost method of communicating between a specialist
and a large number of persons who may be either are non-specialist or specialist in a
particular field. Both provided the means by which tacit knowledge can be converted
into readily comprehensible explicit knowledge;

e Sequencing: This defines organised production activities in a time-patterned sequence
such that each specialist’s input occurs independently through being assigned a time
slot;

e Routines: These are capable of supporting a high level of simultaneous actions of
individuals’ performance of a particular task. Moreover, routines can permit highly
varied sequences of interaction; and

e Group problem solving and decision making: Due to the high cost of consensus
decision making, given the difficulties of communicating tacit knowledge, it is more
efficient to maximise the use of rules, routines and other integrating mechanisms.
These are economical in communication and knowledge transfer, and reserve problem

solving and decision-making by teams to unusual, complex and important tasks.

All these mechanisms depend on the existence of ‘common knowledge’, which includes those
components of knowledge common to all organisation members. Grant (1996b) proposed the

following types of common knowledge within an organisation:

e Llanguage;

e Other forms of symbolic communication (numeracy and statistics);
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e Commonality of specialised knowledge;
e Shared meaning; and

e Recognition of individual knowledge domain.

Summarising the Grant findings, the primary role of a firm is integrating specialised knowledge
resident in individuals into goods and services, and establishing the coordination necessary for

this knowledge integration.

To give applicability and practicality to the KBV theory, Spender (1996) and Grant (1997)
concurred in a group of heuristics that allow managers to define their organisations as a
knowledge-based activity system. A comparative table of both heuristics is presented in Table

2.7.

Table 2.7 - Heuristics of KBV from Spender and Grant

Spender (1996) Grant (1997)

Architecture of organisational capabilities
(team-based integration of individuals’
Interpretive flexibility: active and evolving specialised knowledge)

systems, for example, the division of labour
Organisational design (team-based
structures and modular design)

Distribution of decision-making authority:
Decisions that require idiosyncratic and tacit
knowledge, which is not readily transferable,
must be made where this knowledge is
located. Decisions which require explicit,
easily-aggregated knowledge can be
centralised.

The role of strategic alliances: By resorting
to collaborative arrangements with other
firms, a firm is both able to utilise better its
internal knowledge resources and access the
knowledge resources of outside firms

The key to competitive advantage: achieving
internal replication while avoiding external
replication: help to unravel the process
through which capabilities can be
systematised and, hence, internally
replicated.

Boundary management: knowing when to
say no to new opportunities

Identification of institutional influences:
identified the external entities and quasi-
objects that could be affected by boundary
movement

The distinction between systemic and
component features: identification of the
internal knowledge processes meaning

Vertical integration decision: markets are
usually inefficient in transferring knowledge
except where knowledge is embodied within
products.

Spender (1996) and Grant (1996b) implied that the KBV theory differentiates from other
organisation theories in the emphasis it gives to the firm as an institution for the production of
goods and services. For example, sociological-based theories assumed organisations as a
collection of social actions without distinguishing economic organisations from those with

social or political objectives. However, both authors suggested that it is the transformation of
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inputs into outputs where the characteristics of creating, acquiring, storing and deploying

knowledge are the fundamental organisational activities.

For the analysis of SEs, it is important to recognise them as organisations developing business
practices based on the production of goods and services for the creation of social and
economic value. This organisational characteristic of SEs makes them appropriate for their

study under a KBV theory, rather than sociological-based theories of the film.

2.4.4 Knowledge Management Capabilities models

Drawing upon the previous discussion, this research adopts a KBV theory and proposed the

following working definition of Knowledge Management Capabilities in Social Enterprises.

A Knowledge Management Capability is the ability to mobilise and deploy knowledge
resources in combination with other organisational capabilities for enabling KM activities,
and thus distinguishing and providing a sustainable advantage, and enhancing
organisational performance of Social Enterprises.

In order to develop these capabilities, KM contributors have proposed certain frameworks and
models, which presented alternatives for operationalisation. The following sections discuss the

most relevant models for KMC development described in the literature.

2.4.4.1 Leonard-Barton (1992) Core Capabilities Model

Leonard-Barton (1992) defined KMCs as ‘core capabilities’. To create and maintain these
capabilities, she suggested that an organisation needs to know how to manage the activities

that create knowledge and understand exactly what constitutes a ‘core capability’ (Figure 2.3).

Problem
solving

Importing
knowledge

Physical
systems

Implementing
and integrating

Managerial
systems

kills and Knowled,

Values

Experimenting

Figure 2.3 - Leonard-Barton (1995) model of ‘core capabilities’
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The activities create a firm’s capabilities (Leonard-Barton, 1995). There are four critical

knowledge-building activities that interact with those capabilities. These are:

i.  Sharing knowledge — creative problem solving;
ii. Implementing and integrating new methodologies and tools;
iii. Formal and informal experimentation; and

iv. Importing knowledge — pulling in expertise from outside.

These activities can feed into, and also derive from, the company’s core capabilities that are its

knowledge assets. The four dimensions that comprise ‘core capabilities’ are:

i Employee knowledge and skills: where the content of knowledge is embodied;
ii.  Technical systems: where knowledge is embedded,;
iii. Managerial systems: guide the processes of knowledge creation and control; and
iv.  Values and norm: associated with the various types of embodied and embedded

knowledge and with the processes of knowledge creation and control.

Even though competitors can absorb aspects of the four dimensions of ‘core capabilities’, it is
those portions of the system and, specially, the unique combinations of them that are neither
readily transferred nor imitated. These provide the company with strategic advantage
(Leonard-Barton, 1995). Therefore, the ‘core capability’ is ‘the system of activities, physical
systems, skills and knowledge bases, managerial systems of education and reward, and values

that create a special advantage for a company’ (Leonard-Barton, 1995, p18).

The Leonard-Barton (1995) model represented an important contribution for management
theories and KBV theory because it identified a group of knowledge-related activities and
dimensions that comprise ‘core capabilities’. However, the model does not define clear
instructions for operationalising it, does not give further empirical assessment of its influence
and impact, and it is context dependent. Another possible limitation of this model is related to
the processes level. The four knowledge activities did not include important processes, such as,

protection and conversion.

2.4.4.2 Gold et al. (2001) Model of Knowledge Capabilities

Gold et al. (2001) proposed and tested a conceptual model with KMCs related to organisation
performance, based on the organisational capabilities theory (see Figure 2.4). To determine
these knowledge capabilities, the authors concurred with Leonard-Barton and subdivided
them into infrastructure capabilities — the capability dimension, and process capabilities -
knowledge-based activities. The former are related to social capital, since they are required for

the combination and exchange of knowledge for creation of new knowledge. These are:
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e Structural, managerial system refers to norms and mechanism;
e Shared context comprised the cultural dimension — values; and

e Technology, physical system, managed technology-enabled ties with and within the

organisation.

The latter are required to leverage the infrastructure capabilities. These are acquisition,
conversion, application and protection. Although this integral model was very important
because it demonstrated empirically the positive relationship between KMCs and
organisational performance, the model did not explore the relationship between
infrastructure and process capabilities simultaneously, and did not included human

dimensions, such as employees’ skills and motivations.

Infrastructure
Technology Capabilities
Organizational
effectiveness
Knowledge
Process
Application Capabilities

Figure 2.4 - Gold et al. (2001) model of ‘knowledge capabilities’

2.4.4.3 Lee and Choi (2003)

Another empirical model that included knowledge activities and capability dimensions was
proposed by Lee and Choi (2003), based on systems thinking theory (see Figure 2.5). The
authors defined three major components of the model following the input-process-output
system. These are (1) KM enablers that affect (2) organisational performance through (3)
knowledge processes. Additionally, the model included an intermediate variable, named
organisational creativity, to understand the effect of the knowledge processes on
organisational performance. Concurring with Gold et al. (2001) and Leonard-Barton (1995), the
model proposed a group of enablers of knowledge processes, which are culture, structure,
technology and people. The processes assessed in the model were related only to knowledge

creation and are socialisation, externalisation, combination and internalisation.

The main difference of this model with the previous ones is the order of the relationship

among variables. The model did not study the influence of both enablers and processes,
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simultaneously, in organisational effectiveness. This model was further modified and
empirically tested by researchers, who included the original main author (Lee and Lee, 2007).
In this new model, the authors maintain the order of the relationship among variables, but
expanded the KM processes to include generating, accessing, facilitating, representing,
embedding, usage, transferring and measuring. Likewise, the dependent variable was KM
performance measured in terms of customer performance and financial performance. In both

studies, the sample was restricted to only large and profitable listed companies.

Knowledge Management

Enablers
Knowledge Creation
Knowledge Management
Culture Process Intermediate Outcome
* Socialisation
Structure * Externalisation S Organizational 3 Organisational
¢ Combination creativity performance
People * Internalisation
Technology

Figure 2.5 - Lee and Choi (2003) model of ‘knowledge management enablers’

2.4.4.4 Other KMC models

Apart from the theoretical and empirical models explained below, other contributors have
undertaken other empirical studies that also determine the contribution of KMCs in enhancing
organisational outcomes. Appendix B (Page 289) presents a table with a general description of

these empirical studies, including the last two described above.

A first group of studies included the previous two explained models, and the empirical studies
developed by Lee and Lee (2007), Zaim et at. (2007) and Mills and Smith (2011). These models

evaluated both infrastructure and process capabilities.

The second group included the models that assess the relationship between KM processes and
organisational performance. The first study was developed by Becerra-Fernandez et al. (2001)
and integrated the four processes for knowledge creation proposed by Nonaka, and evaluated
its relationship with perceived knowledge satisfaction. A valuable contribution from this study
is that the model identified not only a positive relationship between KM processes and
perceived knowledge satisfaction, but also demonstrated that the effectiveness of a KM
process depends on the circumstances under which it is used. Nevertheless, the use of KM
satisfaction as dependent variable was not enough probe of organisational performance or
effectiveness. Moreover, the model did not measure the impact of organisational enablers,

such as culture and structure.
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Similar models were identified in the literature that only related KM processes with
organisational indicators, in this case, competitiveness and perceived historical performance
(Liu et al., 2004; Liang et al., 2007). The studies defined KMCs in terms of four main functions,
or components of the KM value chain proposed by Shin et al. (2001), namely
obtaining/creation, refining/storing, sharing/distribution and application of knowledge.
Concurring with the Becerra-Fernandez et al. (2001) findings, both studies identified a positive
relationship between KM processes, competitiveness, and perceived organisational and
financial performance. Moderator factors were included in the model, such as enterprise
characteristics and industry that demonstrated that KM influence on organisational outcomes

differs for various industries and enterprise scales.

A third group of eight studies were focused on organisational characteristics or enablers that
influence KMCs and, consequently, organisational performance (Chuang, 2004; Syed-lkhsan
and Rowland, 2004; Yang and Chen, 2007; Nguyen et al., 2009; Gholipour et al., 2010; Zheng et
al., 2010; Bakar et al., 2012; Susanty et al., 2012). For instance, Chuang (2004) asserted that
organisations leverage their KM resources to create unique KMCs that determine their overall
effectiveness. These capabilities were similar across all the studies, and were defined as
technological factors and social factors, such as culture, structure, people and strategy. The
influence of these resources or capabilities in knowledge processes, such as sharing and
transfer, and organisational performance, such as competitive advantage and effectiveness,
were tested with empirical bases. Diverse finding were observed. For example, two studies
identified no relationship between KMCs and technology capabilities (Chuang, 2004; Syed-
Ikhsan and Rowland, 2004) and one study identified no relationship between KMCs and
organisational structure (Nguyen et al., 2009). However, it was almost unanimous that culture
was one of the most influential organisational elements in the relationship between KMCs and

organisational performance.

Drawing upon these models it can be interpreted that KMCs are generally compounded by
both organisational capability and processes capability. Nevertheless, the relationship
between these two capabilities has led to contrasting empirical findings in the KM literature.
One group of studies recognised both organisational conditions and knowledge activities as
antecedents of organisational performance (Gold et al., 2001; Zack et al., 2009; Mills and
Smith, 2011). The second group suggested that organisational conditions are prerequisite for

knowledge processes (Appleyard, 1996; Lee and Choi, 2003; Lee and Lee, 2007).

Regarding the components of each capability, for organisational capability, models generally
agreed on four or five variables such as, culture, structure, technology and people. This was

not the case for processes capability, which varied significantly among models. For example,
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the Becerra-Fernandez and Sabherwal (2001) and Lee and Choi (2003) models were focused on
knowledge creation, employing the general classification of knowledge creation processes
proposed by Nonaka — internalisation, externalisation, combination and socialisation. Gold et
al. (2001) focused processes capability on knowledge integration and divided it among on
acquisition, conversion, application and protection. Liu et al. (2004) and Liang et al. (2007)
worked from a KM system perspective and defined the activities as obtaining/acquiring,
refining/creating, storing/documenting and sharing. This disparity might suggest that
processes capability depend on the initial definition of KMCs assumed by each model. In other
words, the position assumed by the researcher regarding the main role of a firm— creation of

knowledge or the integration of knowledge.

The models and empirical studies reviewed in this section provide useful frameworks for
defining clearly the organisational elements and knowledge activities that integrate KMCs, and
their relationship with organisational outcomes, such as competitive advantage and
organisational performance. However, all seventeen empirical studies illustrated in Appendix B
(Page 353) were focused on relatively large and profitable firms, with clear organisational
components that articulate the development of organisational capabilities. This suggested a
limited research of KMCs in small and medium size organisations, as well as different sectors,
such as Social Economy organisation, with complex strategic and organisational structures, and

scarcity of human and financial resources.

These findings, in combination with the findings from the first two reviews, reflect and confirm
the necessity for more empirical research on the relationship between KMCs and

organisational performance, and its application into different organisational settings.

2.5 Conclusions of Chapter 2

Having reviewed the literature on the emerging fields of SE and SEship, the limited literature
on KM in Social Economy and small-size organisations, and the almost void in SE and SEship
literature, a literature gap is identified. To justify the intention to fill this gap, this literature
review has presented the importance of SE model in alleviating social and environmental
problems that developed and developing countries are facing nowadays. The bibliometric
analysis demonstrated the need for more empirical research in the field that can test business-
stream theories that have been successful in other sectors. Moreover, it highlighted the need

for concise strategies for improving SEs performance and maximising their impact

A KM literature review establishes how an organisation could create value, in terms of
sustainable competitive advantage and organisational performance, by developing and

managing its KMCs efficiently. However, there is a need for more empirical studies that
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confirm and validate this proposition, and for practical frameworks that describe this
development. Similarly, the empirical evidence of this value has been evaluated mainly on
large, profitable organisations, which have the resources to involve KM practices in their
operations. Organisations of different sizes and different strategic orientations have not been
studied extensively through the lens of KM, such as, small firms and Social Economy

organisations.

Therefore, it is proposed that, to move forward in KM and SE research, there is a strong need
to develop a foundation and conceptual model for KMCs development in the SE sector which
takes into account SEs’ unique strategic and operational characteristics. This model is

developed in the following chapter.
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Chapter 3

Development of the Conceptual Model
Knowledge Management Capabilities

in Social Enterprises (KMC-SE)

The previous chapter identified a gap in the Knowledge Management (KM) and Social
Enterprise (SE) literature related to the need for more conceptual and empirical research in
the development of Knowledge Management Capabilities (KMCs) in SEs. Thus, this chapter
presents a justification for the Conceptual Model, ‘Knowledge Management Capabilities in
Social Enterprises (KMC-SE)’, proposed in this research. The KMC-SE Conceptual Model is
developed to provide conceptual basis for examining the relationship between KMCs and
Organisational Performance in SEs. The ‘General method of theory-building research in applied
disciplines’ proposed by Lynham (2002) is followed for the development of the conceptual

model and its first two stages are established in this chapter.

Starting with an explanation of the ‘General method’ in Section 3.1, the chapter continues with
the development of the first stage. This includes a detailed review of the key elements of the
conceptual model in the KM and SE literature in Section 3.2, as well as the existent evidence of
the relationships among the elements. Section 3.6 presents the second stage, which describes
the operationalisation of the model. This is followed by an explanation of the twenty-one

hypotheses proposed in the KMC-SE Conceptual Model.
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3.1 The development of a conceptual model for examining
Knowledge Management Capabilities in Social Enterprises

Evidence presented in Chapter 2 highlighted two important research matters:

i.  There is still limited understanding and empirical evidence of the organisational
conditions and processes that develop KMCs, as well as their influence in
organisational performance of micro, small, medium and Social Economy organisations;
and

ii. There is a paucity of research about how SEs operate and perform. SEs are micro,
small or medium size organisations with two or three strategic drivers, which defines
particular organisational characteristics. These qualities make them a different type of

organisation from the already studied private, public and non-profit companies.

To help to fill the academic gap described in these matters, this research proposes the
development of conceptual knowledge, in the form of a model, that explores and explains the

development of KMCs and their association with organisational performance in SEs.

As was explained in Chapter 2 (Section 2.2.3.3 Page 26), few explicit references to KM in SEs
were found in the literature. Moreover, SE is a relatively new academic field, with more
theoretical than empirical research developed (Granados et al., 2011). This makes the
development of the KMC-SE Conceptual Model largely derived from theoretical statements
made in the KM literature and from assessment within practitioners’ literature on KM and SE.

Therefore, to guide this development, a methodology for theory building is followed.

Theory building is considered a process by which descriptions, explanations or representations
of an observed phenomena are generated and verified (Lynham, 2002). Various authors have
described this process from different epistemological and ontological positions (Torraco, 1997;
Torraco, 2002; Storberg-Walker, 2003). As will be explained in Chapter 4 (Section 4.1 Page 98),
this research follows a critical realism paradigm, which assumes both inductive and deductive

positions.

Taking this into consideration, the ‘General method of theory-building research in applied
disciplines’ proposed by Lynham (2002) is followed for the development of the conceptual
model. This method has been followed extensively by Human Resources Development (HRD)
research (Lynham, 2000; Egan, 2002; Turnbull, 2002; Storberg-Walker, 2003), but it has been
recommended and followed by other applied disciplines, such as KM (Zheng, 2005). This
method has been considered appropriate to generate theory from different paradigms, both
inductive and deductive logics, and to include the practitioners’ perspective in the process

(Torraco, 1997; Torraco, 2002; Storberg-Walker, 2003). Although this method has been
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considered too generic in comparison with more detailed methods, such as, the Dubin (1978)
or the Reynolds (1971) method, it has been argued that this characteristic allows the method
to combine the intuition, creativity and curiosity of the researcher in the various phases
(Storberg-Walker, 2003). Another advantage of this method, in comparison with previous ones,
is that it provides a cyclical and holistic understanding of the applied theory building method,
supporting the continual process (Storberg-Walker, 2006; Swanson and Chermack, 2013). The
‘General Method’ of Lynham (2002) is illustrated in Figure 3.1.

Theorising
to
Practice
DEDUCTIVE DEDUCTIVE
. . I\
Conceptual Operationalisation
Development
,/, Continuous \
i refinement \
\ and /
\\ development,’
\\-_—’,
Application Confirmation or
disconfirmation
\ 4
INDUCTIVE INDUCTIVE
Practice
to
Theorising

Figure 3.1 - General method of theory-building proposed by Lynham (2002)

As illustrated in Figure 3.1, the method consisted of five interdependent, interactive phases,

which are:

i Conceptual development: identify key elements of the theory, describe their
relationships and delineate limitations and conditions under which the conceptual
framework can be expected to operate. The output of this phase is an explicit,
conceptual model that is developed from the theorist’s knowledge of, and experience
with, the issue concerned;

ii. Operationalisation: translate or convert the concepts in the theory into observable
elements that can be confirmed in practice. These elements can be in the form of
hypotheses;

iii. Confirmation or disconfirmation: plan, design, implement, and evaluate an
appropriate research agenda to confirm or disconfirm the conceptual framework
central to the theory;

iv.  Application: the actual application of the theory to the issue in practice. This phase
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enables the use of experience and learning from the real-world application of the
theory to inform, develop, and refine the theory further; and

V. Continuous refinement and development: the conceptual model requires on-going
study, adaptation, development, and improvement to ensure that the theory is

continuously updated and improved over time.

As was defined in Chapter 1 (Section 1.2 Page 5), the purpose of this study is to get an initial
understanding of the elements that develop KMCs and their relationship with the
organisational performance of SEs. Consequently, the first three phases of the ‘General Model’
are the main focus of this research. Phases 1 and 2 will be developed in this chapter, resulting
in an operationalised version of the model that will facilitate its empirical validation with the
guantitative analysis. Phase 3 will be described in Chapters 4, 5 and 6. Phases 4 and 5 * will be

suggested for further research in Chapter 7.

3.2 Conceptual development

The conceptual development phase requires the embracing of previous research to determine
an explicit, conceptual framework or model that explains the issues of this study (Dubin, 1978).
This phase starts with the identification of key elements of the theory. These are based on
propositions presented by contributors of Knowledge-Based View (KBV) theory reviewed in
Chapter 2 (Section 2.4.3 Page 37), and the theoretical and empirical models described in
Chapter 2 (Section 2.4.4.4 Page 43).

Various KM practitioners and academics have concurred that KM is not only a group of
techniques, mechanisms or processes to manage knowledge in an organisation (Leonard-
Barton, 1995; Grant, 1997; Davenport and Prusak, 1998; Nonaka et al., 2000b; Gold et al.,
2001; Lee and Choi, 2003). This is because, as Nonaka et al. (2000a) suggested, knowledge
creation cannot be free from context, because social, cultural and historical context are
important for individuals, as such context provide the basis for people to interpret information
to create meanings. Therefore, as a starting point for managing knowledge in an organisation,
companies need to know and understand (Leonard-Barton, 1995; Gold et al., 2001; Ndlela and

du Toit, 2001; Lee and Lee, 2007):

e which are the activities that create and integrate knowledge - the process capability;

e exactly what organisationally constitutes a KMC and what are the organisational
conditions where information is interpreted to become knowledge - the
organisational capability; and

e what is the potential added value of this capability — organisational performance.
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For these reasons, the key elements of the conceptual model are organisational and process
capabilities as the units that develop KMCs, and organisational performance in SEs. These are

defined in the following sections.

3.2.1 Organisational Capability (OC)

The organisational capability represents the dimension of KMCs, starting with the reservoir of
knowledge embedded in people and technology systems, and followed by the management
structures and the culture that support the growth of knowledge (Leonard-Barton, 1995).
These four elements, people, technology, structure and culture, can be considered as
organisational mechanisms for fostering knowledge consistently and increasing the efficiency
of knowledge processes (Gold et al., 2001). Therefore, the OC is the organisation’s ability to
manage its technological, structural, human and cultural infrastructure in the improvement
and development of its KMCs. Based on KM and SE literature, each of these organisational

elements is described and discussed in the following sections.

3.2.1.1 Technology

Technology infrastructure comprises the hardware, software, middle-ware and protocols that
allow for the encoding and electronic exchange of knowledge (Meso and Smith, 2000). Thus,
KM technological systems effectively leverage the collective experience and knowledge of
employees to support information processing needs, as well as enabling and facilitating sense-

making activities of knowledge workers (Wickramasinghe, 2003).

Technology, more specifically Information Technology (IT) has participated considerably in the
development of KM as a strategic business technique (Thierauf, 1999). In some cases this
connection was not clear since, for some practitioners, IT and KM were interchangeable. This,
however, was argued by some KM academics and practitioners (Powell and Dent-Micallef,
1997; Koulopoulos and Frappaolo, 1999; DeTienne and Jackson, 2001; Lubit, 2001; Hlupic et al.,
2002; Wickramasinghe, 2003; Yang and Chen, 2007), who emphasised that the pivotal
components of successful KM strategies were people and a supportive social and cultural
environment, rather than technology and information systems. Therefore, the role of
technology has been re-dimensioned as a facilitator of KM rather than its main outcome

(Leonard-Barton, 1995; Lim and Klobas, 2000; Wong and Aspinwall, 2005).

Still, it is through information and communication technology that knowledge travels. Thus,
the strategic objective of technology is facilitating knowledge creation, embodiment,
dissemination, integration, use and management inside and outside the organisation (Leonard-

Barton, 1995; Gold et al., 2001). Contributors have examined and analysed certain elements
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These elements are summarised in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1 - Benefits of Technology in KM

Benefit

KM component

Knowledge
sharing - transfer

Increase the speed of sharing

(Teece, 1998; Ruggles, 1999;
Albino et al., 2004; Coakes,
2006; Yang and Chen, 2007;
Coakes et al., 2010)

Increase the quality and efficiency of transfer

(Ruggles, 1999; Albino et al.,
2004)

Help locate the various elements relevant to knowledge
sharing

(Hendriks, 1999)

Enlarge the space of possible strategies to support
knowledge transfer

(Albino et al., 2004)

Enable firms to integrate fragmented flows of knowledge,
aggregated from multiple sources inside and outside the

(Leonard-Barton, 1995;

and transfer to other application within and across
organisations and geographies

Knowledge o . . Nickerson and Zenger, 2004)
. A organisation and closing social ties
integration — — -
Enable coordination between communities of practice by
L . . (Bhatt, 2001)
minimising a number of human and physical constraints
Knowl
© ec.jge Converse knowledge and create new knowledge (Scott, 1998)
conversion
Preserve the knowledge of individuals who have moved
. g . . (Leonard-Barton, 1995;
on to other functions, other jobs and organisations, or I .
Knowledge . Wickramasinghe, 2003)
g due to poor staff retention
preservation / - —
. Knowledge learned in the organisation can be catalogued
retention

(Teece, 1998)

Knowledge access

Improve access to make critical knowledge available
wherever and whenever it is needed

(Scott, 1998)

Lower temporal and spatial barriers between knowledge
workers, and improve access to information about
knowledge

(Hendriks, 1999)

Cost

Decrease due to time and distance

(Albino et al., 2004; Yang and
Chen, 2007)

Organisational
complexity

Reduce complexities in the environment caused by
globalisation and mergers

(Wickramasinghe, 2003)

Despite the significant number of possible advantages of technology in KM strategies

described in Table 3.1, empirical studies listed in Table 3.2 showed contradictory empirical

evidence. Seven studies found that technology, in terms of IT, does not have a direct effect on

organisational outcomes, such as KM and organisational performance.
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Table 3.2 - Empirical studies of the relationship between Technology and KM

Type of Mediator variable Outcome Authors
relationship (if applicable) (dependent variable)
Knowledge sharing (Al-Alawi et al., 2007)
Knowledge processes (Allameh et al., 2011)
KM infrastructure Operational capabilities (Cepeda and Vera, 2007)
Organisational effectiveness (Gold et al., 2001)
Enabler for implementation of (Gururajan and Tsai, 2013)
KMS
KM success (Khalifa and Liu, 2003)
... !(nowlec_lge . Performance (Kim et al., 2012)
Positive integration capability
Knowledge processes | KM performance (Lee and Lee, 2007)
Organisational competitive (Nguyen et al., 2009)
advantage
Knowledge creation Organisational performance (Soon and Zainol, 2011b)
Knowledge sharing Organisational performance (Waheed et al., 2013)
KM performance (zaim et al., 2007)
KM infrastructure . .
s Project benefits (Bakar et al., 2012)
capabilities
KMC Competitive advantage (Chuang, 2004)
KM enablers (Gholipour et al., 2010)
N Knowledge creation Organisational performance (Lee and Choi, 2003)
° . . Organisational performance (Mills and Smith, 2011)
relationship -
Knowledge processes (Romero-Artigas et al., 2013)
Knowledge transfer Organisational performance (Susanty et al., 2012)
Knowledge sharing culture (Connelly and Kelloway, 2003)

A possible reason for this non-significant relationship is that, systems can only handle
information, thus, only human cognition can transform this information in knowledge (Powell
and Dent-Micallef, 1997). Therefore, for a technology system to become a core capabilities it
requires to incorporate the proprietary know-how about a specific task in the organisation’s
particular work environment (Leonard-Barton, 1995) and match the cognitive characteristics of
people in the organisation (Albino et al., 2004). Technology infrastructure is largely software-
dependent, which is easily replicated and imitated, even when protected by regulatory assets,
such as, copyrights, patents and licenses. The hardware infrastructure found in KM systems is
largely standard and thus easily imitated (Leonard-Barton, 1995). Therefore, the technological
component of KM is not a core capability on its own. It contains fundamental skills but these
alone are not adequate for a knowledge organisation, it is necessary to involve other elements,
such as, culture and people (Powell and Dent-Micallef, 1997; Wickramasinghe, 2003; Yang and
Chen, 2007).

Although the technology capability may not contribute directly to organisational performance,

it is a crucial element that enables knowledge acquisition and knowledge application processes.
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Technology in Social Enterprises

Information Technology (IT) in SE has received little attention in SE and SEship literature and
little is known about how it is evolving in SEs (Paton, 2003; Bagnoli and Megali, 2009; Doherty
et al., 2009). Although this does not infer the absence of technology in SE, the limited research
in the subject suggest little interest, both from academics and practitioners, to study in more
detail the influence of technology on SE or, as has been identified with other management
theories, Social Entrepreneurs (SEneur) do not consider this issue part of their priorities to

develop.

Few studies exploring IT in SEs recognise that SEs are taking part in the IT phenomenon (Paton,
2003; Bull, 2007; Mohan and Potnis, 2010; Aruch et al., 2013; Tobi et al., 2013). Thanks to the
significant reduction in prices and improvement in quality, SEs are incorporating technology
systems to handle, for example, supporters’ and donors’ records, staffing records and project
records (Paton, 2003). Nevertheless, SEs present some difficulties when managing their
technologies. Paton (2003) adopted the Davenport et al. (1992) scheme to ‘speculate’ about

current technological practices of SE:

i ‘Feudalism’: their systems are not communicating with each other. For example, the
accounting system does not provide the information that fundraising managers’ need
to analyse and understand the returns on their campaigns;

ii. ‘Colonisation’: their reporting systems have been dominated by the need to meet the
requirements of one or more major donors;

iii. ‘Enlightened monarchies’: a strong centre drives the introduction, or a more
integrated approach, to information systems and performance, but sensitive enough
to the needs of different activities to command general support; and

iv. ‘Negotiated feudalism’: where the centre leads a debate among the departmental

barons over a common framework for performance measurement.

Other limitations identified in the literature are associated with (Bull, 2007; Mohan and Potnis,

2010):

e Time constraints of busy managers;

e The instant access to information that organisations need in order to input data into
IT systems, which can be difficult and time consuming;

e Inexperienced field staff

e Training required for members of the SE to manipulate the system had to be minimal

to reduce cost.
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Therefore, as managers suggested in a study of 30 SEs developed by Bull (2007), they normally

have informal systems for internal communications.

Although the research available on IT in SEs is scarce, there are studies in other sectors that
can be analysed to infer the current participation of IT in SEs. Some studies on Non-
governmental Organisations (NGOs) (Bach and Stark, 2002), which belong to the Social
Economy sector, identified that IT can help NGOs in expanding the web of social interaction,
increasing its density, and promoting new connections among diverse and dispersed social
actors. However, the problems that NGOs encounter in using IT are thought-provoking. These
include a lack of funding to purchase equipment or services, lack of skilled staff, and too little
time and interest (Bach and Stark, 2002). Similarly, Relly (2009) found that non-profit
organisations (NPOs) are reluctant to rely too heavily on technology for communications and
knowledge sharing. This is because NPOs feel that technology disassociates them with the
people with whom they are trying to engage (Reilly, 2009)(Reilly, 2009)(Reilly, 2009)(Reilly,
2009)(Reilly, 2009)(Reilly, 2009)(Reilly, 2009)(Reilly, 2009)(Reilly, 2009)(Reilly, 2009)(Reilly,
2009)(Reilly, 2009). Moreover, the author argued that NPOs’” members have an inadequate

understanding of the types of information and technology that IT is capable of generating.

Even though there is limited research on the state of IT in SEs, it can be inferred that SEs use
technology in a general way to manage their information. However, these systems are not
integrated or sufficiently developed to support decision-making, and operation and production
management. Possible reasons for this can be associated with financial restrictions and a

limited number of skilled staff.

3.2.1.2 People

People, in the context of KMCs, are understood as ‘the heart of creating organisational
knowledge’ (Lee and Choi, 2003, p188) and the key component of KM (Leonard-Barton, 1995;
Chase, 1997; Davenport and Prusak, 1998; Ndlela and du Toit, 2001; Hlupic et al., 2002;
Mohamed et al., 2007). Therefore, managing people who are willing to create and share
knowledge is crucial for organisations (Lee and Choi, 2003; Lee and Lee, 2007). Such
willingness is associated normally with specific skills (Leonard-Barton, 1995; Hansen and von
Oetinger, 2001; Lee and Choi, 2003; Chuang, 2004; Nguyen et al., 2009) and motivational
factors (Hendriks, 1999; Osterloh and Frey, 2000; Bartol and Srivastava, 2002; Bock et al.,
2005; Burgess, 2005; Ko et al., 2005; Cho et al., 2007; Lin, 2007; Galia, 2008) from people who

work in the organisation or will join it.

Leonard-Barton (1995) introduced the ‘signature skill as the employees’ skill that

organisations need to manage in order to facilitate creation and integration of knowledge. This
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skill is part of the identity and idiosyncratic nature of a person and obtained from education or
by experience. Leonard-Barton (1995) proposed a mechanism for managing multiple ‘signature
skills’ in order to integrate knowledge, which is having people with T-shaped skills in the
enterprise. This skill refers to members that are not only experts in specific technical areas, but
also intimately acquainted with the potential systemic impact of their particular tasks (lansiti,
1993, p139). Some of the advantages of having people with these skills for KM are (Leonard-
Barton, 1995; Madhavan and Grover, 1998; Hansen and von Oetinger, 2001; Lee and Choi,
2003):

e Managers would break down the traditional corporate hierarchy to share knowledge
freely across the organisation, while remaining fiercely committed to individual
business unit performance;

e Managers and members can use two or more ‘professional languages’, and see the
word from different perspectives, improving the integration of very diverse knowledge;
and

e Members are able to shape their knowledge to respond to a problem at hand, based

on their experience applying functional knowledge.

Empirical studies have been conducted to examine the relationship between T-shaped skills
and KM or organisational outcomes. As can be observed in Table 3.3, there is not overall
agreement about the real influence of these skills in improving organisational outcomes, with

an equal number of studies finding positive and non-relationships.
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Table 3.3 - Empirical studies of the relationship between People (T-shaped skills, extrinsic and

intrinsic motivation) and KM

Ty?e Of. Outcome (dependent variable) Authors
relationship

T-shaped skills
Competitive advantage (Chuang, 2004)
Positive Knowledge creation (Soon and Zainol, 2011a)
relationships KMS implementation (Gururajan and Tsai, 2013)
KM enablers (Gholipour et al., 2010)
Competitive advantage (Nguyen et al., 2009)
) ) Organisational performance (Susanty et al., 2012)
No relationship Knowledge creation (Lee and Choi, 2003)
KM performance (Lee and Lee, 2007)
Extrinsic Motivation
Positive Knowledge transfer (Burgess, 2005)
relationship Knowledge sharing (Galia, 2008)
Knowledge sharing (Cho et al., 2007; Lin, 2007)
No relationship | Knowledge transfer (Ko et al., 2005)
Knowledge contribution (McLure Wasko and Faraj, 2005)
Negative Knowledge sharing (Bock and Kim, 2002; Bock et al.,
relationship 2005)
Intrinsic Motivation
Knowledge sharing (Cho et al., 2007; Lin, 2007; Galia,
. 2008; Waheed et al., 2013)
:eolzlttilc‘::ship Knowledge transfer (Ko et al., 2005)
Knowledge contribution (McLure Wasko and Faraj, 2005)
New knowledge creation and innovation (Hotho and Champion, 2011)

In relation to motivational factors, KM literature suggests two broad classes of motivations,
extrinsic and intrinsic, that can encourage and facilitate knowledge transfer (Ghoshal and
Bartlett, 1995; Ko et al., 2005) and knowledge sharing (Hendriks, 1999; Osterloh and Frey,
2000; Bartol and Srivastava, 2002; Bock et al., 2005; Burgess, 2005; Cho et al., 2007; Lin, 2007).
Employees are extrinsically motivated if they are able to satisfy their needs that do not lie in
the content of the activity itself, focusing on the goal-driven reasons, for example, rewards or
benefits earned when performing an activity (Osterloh and Frey, 2000). Employees are
intrinsically motivated if an activity is undertaken for one's immediate need satisfaction,
indicating the pleasure and inherent satisfaction derived from a specific activity (Osterloh and

Frey, 2000; Lin, 2007).

Extrinsic motivation (EM) to share knowledge is normally related to employees’ perception of
the value of knowledge exchange and associated with the transfer and share of tacit
knowledge (Osterloh and Frey, 2000). To measure and assess the employees’ extrinsic
motivation to share knowledge, contributors have defined the following two salient

determinants (Hendriks, 1999; Bock et al., 2005; Burgess, 2005; Cho et al., 2007; Lin, 2007):
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i Expected organisational rewards: organisational rewards are compensation for the

contribution to the organisation, and are useful for motivating employees to perform
desired behaviours (Bartol and Srivastava, 2002). Organisational rewards can range
from monetary incentives, such as increased pay and bonuses, to non-monetary, such
as job security, promotion and educational development (Bock and Kim, 2002; Cho et
al., 2007; Lin, 2007). Gold et al. (2001) suggested that a formal reward and incentive
system could determine the way in which knowledge is accessed and how it flows

within and outside the organisation.

ii. Reciprocity benefits: reciprocity refers to the expectation that a knowledge recipient

will pay benefits back to the knowledge giver, or that it will lead to future request for
knowledge (Burgess, 2005; Cho et al., 2007). Moreover, reciprocity behaviour can
provide a sense of mutual gratitude, leading knowledge contributors to expect help
from others. This ensures an on-going supportive knowledge sharing and the
maintenance of on-going relationships with others, specifically with regard to

knowledge reception (Bock et al., 2005).

As may be observed in Table 3.3, diverse results are found in empirical studies regarding the
relationship between extrinsic motivation and KM processes. A possible explanation for the
negative or non-relationship is the fact that: (a) rewards break relationships due to
competitive behaviours inhibiting cooperation; and (b) managers may substitute constructive
feedback and social support by using reward systems (Ghoshal and Bartlett, 1995; Davenport
and Prusak, 1998; Sveiby, 2001; Goh, 2002). Additionally, Chase (1997) discovered that reward
systems were evaluated by managers as ‘soft’ issues that were seen as obstacles to successful

introduction of KM.

Intrinsic motivation (IM) to share knowledge, on the other hand, is associated with the
transfer and sharing of tacit knowledge, since particular employees’ tacit contributions to the
organisation cannot easily be measured and rewarded accordingly (Osterloh and Frey, 2000).
To measure and assess the employees’ intrinsic motivation to share knowledge, researchers

have defined the following three indicators (Bock et al., 2005; Cho et al., 2007; Lin, 2007):

i Knowledge self-efficacy: Self-efficacy refers to judgments of individuals regarding their

capabilities to organise and perform courses of action required to attain designated
levels of performance (Bandura, 1986). When members saw themselves as providing
value to their organisations through their knowledge and expertise sharing, employees
developed a positive attitude and a self-motivated force to share knowledge and

improve work efficiency (Bock and Kim, 2002; Lin, 2007).
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ii. Reputation: Reputation refers to the overall quality as seen or judged by other people,
or the recognition of some specific contribution to the organisation by other people
(Cho et al., 2007). Employees can benefit from showing others that they possess
valuable expertise, which earns them respect and status, resulting in active
participation and knowledge sharing (McLure Wasko and Faraj, 2005). Therefore, if
individuals believe they could make contributions to the organisation’s performance,
and perceive that participation will enhance their reputations in the company, they

would be more likely to have a greater intention to share knowledge (Cho et al., 2007).

iii. Enjoyment in_helping others: helping others is associated normally with altruism,

which is including discretionary behaviours that help others with organisationally
relevant tasks or problems (Lin, 2007). Thus, individuals may contribute knowledge if
they perceive that engaging in intellectual activities to help others solving problems is
interesting, fun and challenging, and because they enjoy helping others (McLure

Wasko and Faraj, 2005).

Empirical studies listed in Table 3.3 demonstrated an overall agreement among researchers
about the positive influence of intrinsic motivation in knowledge processes, such as sharing,

transfer, contribution and creation.

In summary, three elements associated with people are found to influence, to some extent,
the development of KMCs. These are members with T-shaped skills, extrinsic motivation and

intrinsic motivation.

People in Social Enterprises

Two different issues have distinguished the concept of ‘people’ associated with SEs, one is the
Social Entrepreneur (SEneur) and the other is the member of the SE. Although there is an
important corpus of literature exploring motivations, abilities and skills of conventional
entrepreneurs, the empirical evidence of the SEneur being different from its commercial
counterpart is limited (Hoogendoorn et al., 2010). The same pattern is found in studies of
motivations and characteristics of members of the SE that work parallel with the SEneur to

achieve the social mission, but not necessarily under a voluntary scheme.

Some of the literature comparing SEneurs with commercial entrepreneurs (Thompson et al.,
2000; Hoogendoorn et al., 2010) agreed that there are not significant differences between
them. Both share their leadership and personal qualities, their ambition and drive, their ability

to communicate an inspiring mission, the development of relationships and a network of
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contacts, and their creativity. In terms of motivations, combinations of motives rather that
only one motive also drive both types of entrepreneur (Chell, 2007). Some of the SEneur
motives are similar to those of their commercial counterparts, such as self-fulfiiment,
occupational independence and opportunities for creativity. However, other motives are
unique to SEneurs, such as search for solutions to individual distress, and an obligation to

one’s community or affiliation (Sharir and Lerner, 2006).

Although motivations of SEneurs and members of the SE have not been studied specifically in
SE literature, the subject has appeared generally in some empirical studies. For instance, in a
study of the reasons for paid staff quitting a SE, Ohana and Meyer (2010) found that, as it has
been shown in the non-profit sector (Schepers et al., 2005; Borzaga and Tortia, 2006), SE
members are less motivated by money that those who want a job in for-profit organisations,
and agree to accept to earn less. The authors found that the motivation of SE members was
less money-related and more associated with benefits obtained by the results of collective
rather than individual actions. They were motivated by the social mission and social values, the
possibility of working with and for people, personal growth, social contacts, and opportunities
to learn. These last motives can be associated more with the intrinsic motivation of SEneurs
and members of SEs. However, the permanent tension between social and economic
orientation of SE can lead to employees no longer identified with the purpose and significance
of their job, and decreasing their intrinsic satisfaction for contributing to a cause of general

interest.

Concurring with this finding, Shaw and Carter (2007) presented results of a phenomenological
study of 80 SEneurs, and observed that the most influencing motivators to create and belong
to a SE were primarily associated with their social aims. Factors such as ‘belief in the work of
the enterprise’, ‘to affect change and make a difference’, ‘personal satisfaction’ and ‘I was
inspired’ were the most highly ranked factors by SEneurs. Factors such as ‘to become my own
boss and to be independent’ and ‘to create personal financial security’ were ranked in the

lowest levels.

For instance, Manfredi (2005) suggested that by SEs being motivated and aware of the social
useful role of their enterprise, they are stimulating their employees to be creative, hard-
working, and they are motivating them and creating enthusiasm within their own organisation.
This motivation plays an important role in keeping volunteers since they are free to withdraw

their labour if they disapprove of their organisation’s directions (Doherty et al., 2009).

In summary, the factor ‘people’, as has been defined in KM literature, presents unique
characteristics in the SE sphere, when compared to for-profit organisations. It is clear that

SEneurs and SE members have more intrinsic than extrinsic motivation to work in a SE.
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However, the tension between social and economic orientation of the SE can cause employees
to feel they are losing their initial motivations resulting in decreasing performance, loss of

interest or, at worst, actually leaving the SE.

3.2.1.3 Structure

Structure can refer to ‘an organisational internal pattern of relationship, authority and
communication’ (Fredrickson, 1986, p282). Two dimensions of organisational structure,
centralisation and formalisation, appear to have the greatest implications for strategic
decision-making and are often vital to organisational performance (Fredrickson, 1986; Lee and
Grover, 1999). Empirical evidence indicates that these elements are not independent (Child,

1972).

Centralisation refers to the extent to which the power of decision-making and activities’
evaluation is concentrated at the top levels of the organisation (Caruana et al., 1998; Lee and
Grover, 1999). Although this structure is an obvious way to coordinate an organisation’s
decision-making process, Mintzberg (1979) suggested that an individual does not have the
cognitive capacity, information or knowledge that is needed to understand all the decisions
that face an organisation. Therefore, it is not surprising that strategic and organisational

literature often related higher levels of centralisation with:

e Reduction of creativity solutions (Lee and Choi, 2003);

e Reduction in employees’ opportunity for input and perceptions of control (Andrews
and Kacmar, 2001);

e Reduction in communication (Burns and Stalker, 1961);

e Reduction in employees’ satisfaction and motivation (Dewar and Werbel, 1979);

e Increased inflexibility, slow innovation, and resistance to change (Ghoshal and Bartlett,
1995); and

¢ Inhibition of entrepreneurial behaviour (Caruana et al., 1998).

Considering these possible disadvantages of centralised structures, KM contributors have
emphasised the importance of maintaining a decentralised structure in order to enhance the

effective management of knowledge. Some of these advantages are listed in Table 3.4.
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Table 3.4 - Advantages of decentralised structures for KM

Al # #
activity

Foster the.spontaneity, experimentation, and freedom (Miller, 1971; Graham and Pizzo, 1996)

of expression
Knowledge Stimulate the creativity and adoption of innovation (S“Lfsigf\:;/le?all,;lKzl’;)alnzciwa“al 1977;
creation Allow employees to take better advantage of their

individual capabilities, to generate organisation routines .

and to increapse the vaIuegof their confributions thanks to (Claver-Cortés et al.,, 2007)

the freedom of action they are given

Give employees the necessary authorisation (Allameh et al., 2011)

Encourage employees to participate in more decision (Burns and Stalker, 1961; Liao et al.,

making activities than they would otherwise 2011)

. . . . (Burns and Stalker, 1961; Bennett and
sharing different units 2004; Claver-Cortés et al., 2007;
Susanty et al., 2012)

Empower employees to proactively participate in

organisational management and promote a culture of (Wang and Ahmed, 2003)

openness and trust

Concurring with the previous points, empirical studies listed in Table 3.5 have demonstrated
that decentralisation, in terms of non-hierarchical structure, have a significant positive
relationship with various KM and organisational outcomes. Other studies have not identified

any significant relationship between decentralised structures and KM processes because of

national idiosyncratic (Nguyen et al., 2009), or functional obstacles (Allameh et al., 2011).

Table 3.5 - Empirical studies of the relationship between Organisational Structure and KM

Type of

relationship

Outcome (dependent variable)

Authors

Decentralisation
Knowledge sharing (Tsai, 2002; Al-Alawi et al., 2007)
Knowledge creation — Organisational performance | (Lee and Choi, 2003)
KM effectiveness — Organisational effectiveness (zheng et al., 2010)
Knowledge transfer (Susanty et al., 2012)
Positive Knowledge enablers (Gholipour et al., 2010)
KM processes (Lee and Lee, 2007)
KMS enablers (Gururajan and Tsai, 2013)
KM mediated by Social Interaction (Chen and Huang, 2007)
KMC (Liao et al., 2011)
No Competitive advantage (Nguyen et al., 2009)
relationship | KM processes (Allameh et al., 2011)
Informal
KMC (Gold et al., 2001)
KMC — Organisational performance (Mills and Smith, 2011)
Positive Knowledge enablers (Gholipour et al., 2010)
KMS enablers (Gururajan and Tsai, 2013)
KM mediated by Social Interaction (Chen and Huang, 2007)
No Knowledge creation — Organisational performance | (Lee and Choi, 2003)
. . KM processes (Allameh et al., 2011)
relationship —
Competitive advantage (Nguyen et al., 2009)
. Knowledge sharing (Yang and Chen, 2007)
Negative X
KMC (Liao et al., 2011)
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Formalisation refers to the extent to which an organisation uses rules and procedures to
prescribe roles and activities of the various organisation members (Lee and Grover, 1999). It
specifies ‘how’, ‘where’ and by ‘whom’ tasks are to be performed (Fredrickson, 1986; Lee and
Grover, 1999). High levels of formalisation have the benefit of eliminating role ambiguity, but
also limit members’ decision-making discretions. Consequently, contrasting positions and

discussions may be found in the literature, as detailed in Table 3.6.

Table 3.6 — Impact of Formalisation in organisational processes

Type of impact Impact ' Authors

Environmental complexity (Lee and Grover, 1999)
Perceptions of procedural justice to the extent that
formal policies and procedures are communicated (Andrews and Kacmar, 2001)
throughout the organisation
Positive During the implementation stage of innovation (zaltman et al., 1973)
Developing and implementing entrepreneurial
products, services, and processes

Likelihood of a more re-active behaviour in the
strategic process, instead of pro-active
Communication technology

(Caruana et al., 1998)

(Fredrickson, 1986)

No impact (Lee and Grover, 1999)

During the initiation stage of innovation behaviour | (Zaltman et al., 1973)
Negative In the organisation when environment is more
dynamic

(Lee and Grover, 1999)

Formalisation, in relation to KM, has an important influence in ensuring that the organisation
is able to maintain individual creativity in solving organisational objectives without becoming
dependent on centralised policies that may restrain innovation, risk-taking, and proactivity
(Caruana et al., 1998). Moreover, more informal structures were found to depict actual
organisational activities better and to reflect dynamic interaction that is critical to knowledge

creation (Wang and Ahmed, 2003; Gholipour et al., 2010).

The contradicting arguments regarding the influence of centralisation and formalisation in KM
are reflected in the empirical studies described in Table 3.5. An almost overall agreement of
the positive influence of decentralised organisational structures on KM can be inferred. On the
contrary, studies demonstrated an indecisive position regarding the possible impact of

formalisation on KM, evidencing positive, negative or no influence.

Structure in Social Enterprises

Organisational structure of SEs has received little attention in SE literature (Low, 2006). Among
the few studies found, special attention was given to define and explore the governance and
stakeholders relationships, and to demonstrate the differences between SEs and public and

private organisational structures (Mason et al., 2007).
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It was noted that some contributors have proposed that SE structures are characterised by
extremely flexible, adaptable, participatory and transparent models (Bull and Crompton, 2006;
Perrini and Vurro, 2006; Bull, 2007; Galera and Borzaga, 2009). Some possible explanations for

this are:

e SEs have not enough reference models and best practices to follow, due to the
newness of the sector. Thus, the most appropriate option for them was developing
structures that facilitate the share of information and let it flow easily at each level of
the organisation (Perrini and Vurro, 2006);

e Because SEs depend on the involvement of other individuals, organisations,
committees and volunteers to develop their operations, they required collective
organisational structures (Shaw and Carter, 2007); and

e The decision-making power in SEs is not based on capital ownership, but shared with

other stakeholders in a coalition government (Defourny and Nyssens, 2006).

An evidence for these participative and democratic structures is the involvement of several
stakeholders, including those that are affected by the social activity, in decision-making
processes (Bull and Crompton, 2006; Shaw and Carter, 2007; Galera and Borzaga, 2009). This
democracy might ensure that the purpose and ways of implementation within the SE would be
autochthonously derived, instead of politically or community driven (Reid and Griffith, 2006).
Nevertheless, it has been argued that democratic structures also carry some difficulties for SEs
(Lyon and Ramsden, 2006; Ohana and Meyer, 2010). The involvement of a large number of
staff/entrepreneurs/stakeholders in the decision-making process may result in potential
conflict and tension among the different members, calling for advisory roles that can ensure
organisational dynamism but, at the same time, allow change that is acceptable to members

(Lyon and Ramsden, 2006).

Despite the overall agreement about the flat and participative structure of SEs, various authors
have suggested that these structures varied significantly from full participatory environment to
hierarchical structures (Shaw and Carter, 2007). This variation can be due to the fact that,
when a SE grows and become complex, a lack of structure might inhibit workflow and supress
employees’ motivations and contributions (Bull and Crompton, 2006). Another reason is
associated with the degree to which the SE attempts to integrate or separate its social and
financial activities (Dart, 2004; 2010). When the SEs have a more ‘for-profit behaviour’, such as,
market focus and revenue generating, there were normally stewardship structures, whereas in
a more ‘non-profit behaviour’ there were normally democratic models (Low, 2006; Mason et

al., 2007). This hybridisation of the structures places a pressure on the SE leadership, which
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has to conform to certain organisational standards and structures, whether by choice or force,

in order to be successful and sustainable (Reid and Griffith, 2006).

Some factors that can influence SEs in deciding their governance structure were recognised by

Huybrechts (2010), based on an empirical study of Fair Trade SEs in Belgium. These are:

e Opportunity to capture different resources, such as, financial resources from banks
and government institutions;

e Opportunity to access specialised knowledge and skills;

e Strategic advice (NGOs);

e Personal experience and networks of contacts; and

e The formulation of the organisational goals, looking for a balance between social and

political dimensions of the SE.

It can be summarised that SE structures can differ significantly depending on the sector, size,
legal form and maturity, but that a general presence of participatory and democratic features
can be recognised as one of the core and differentiated elements that make SE different and

unique organisations.

3.2.1.4 Culture

Among all the different distinctions of organisational culture that have been proposed in the
literature by academics and practitioners (Trice and Beyer, 1993), there is some consensus that
culture refers to shared assumptions or practices, values, and norms or artifacts (Schein, 1985).
In the deepest level are practices related to the formal or informal routines employed by the
organisation to undertake work, which have roles and rules to indicate how they are carried
out. At the next level are values that indicate what an organisation’s members believe is worth
doing or having. At the third level norms define the shared beliefs about how people in the
organisation should behave, or what they should do to undertake their work (De Long, 1997;

De Long and Fahey, 2000).

In relation to KM, these elements of culture play different roles. For instance, practices are the
most visible symbol of culture providing the most direct way of changing behaviour regarding
knowledge. Same outcomes can be obtained by defining norms that will reinforce the
necessary behaviours over time. On the contrary, values should be the last element when
addressing changing efforts due to their ‘tacitness’ and complexity (De Long, 1997). To explain
the relationship between organisational culture and KM, De Long (1997) proposed the

following four ways in which culture and knowledge are linked:

Knowledge Management Capabilities in Social Enterprises | Maria Luisa Granados Ortiz



Chapter 3 — Development of the Conceptual Model KMC-SE |66

Culture shapes assumptions about ‘what’, because it defines what knowledge is
valuable, what knowledge must be kept inside the organisation, and what knowledge
should be transferred outside, or shared to support a core competency and sustain
advantages;

Culture mediates the relationship between individual and organisation-level
knowledge, because it determines who is expected to have what knowledge, as well as
who must share it, and who may save it;

Culture creates a context for interaction that determines the value derived from
knowledge, because it determines how knowledge will be used in a particular situation;
and

Culture shapes how new knowledge about the internal and external environment is
captured, legitimated, or rejected, and distributed throughout the organisation, to

change strategic direction and resource allocation faster than competitors.

As may be observed in Table 3.7, researchers have studied empirically the relationship

between organisational culture and KM outcomes. The majority of those studies found a

positive relationship with variables, such as, organisational and KM performance and

competitive advantage. Only two studies found no relationship (Yang and Chen, 2007; Mills

and Smith, 2011). In both cases, the authors recognised that culture, collectively with other

resources, can determine KMCs, although not all are directly linked to performance.
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Table 3.7 - Empirical studies of the relationship between Culture and KM

Cultural dimensions

studied

Outcome

Authors

Positive relationship

Mediator variable
(if applicable)

(dependent variable)

Collaboration
Trust
Learning

Knowledge creation

Organisational

(Lee and Choi, 2003)

process performance

Effectiveness of Organisational

Knowledge Transfer Performance (Susanty et al., 2012)
KM enablers (Gholipour et al., 2010)

KMS enablers

(Gururajan and Tsai,
2013)

Collaboration

Information Exchange
Continuous Improvement

Organisational KMCs

Trust KM processes (Allameh et al., 2011)
Incentives
Sharing culture Organisational
Teamwork Knowledge sharing & (Waheed et al., 2013)
performance
Trust
Adaptability
Consistency . Organisational
KM effectiveness . (zheng et al., 2010)
Involvement effectiveness
Mission
Teamwork

(Romero-Artigas et al.,
2013)

Sharing culture

Knowledge transfer
performance

(Syed-lkhsan and
Rowland, 2004)

Learning

KM processes

KM performance

(Lee and Lee, 2007)

Knowledge creation
process

(Soon and Zainol, 2011a)

Trust
Communication between staff

Knowledge sharing

(Al-Alawi et al., 2007)

Innovative climate
Cooperative climate

KM

(Chen and Huang, 2007)

Learning culture

Knowledge Integration
Capability

Firm performance

(Kim et al., 2012)

Social interaction culture

Knowledge sharing
culture

(Connelly and Kelloway,
2003)

Importance of knowledge to
corporate success

Value of learning

Value of individual expertise
Interaction with other groups
Clear organisational vision

Knowledge
Infrastructure Capability

Organisational
effectiveness

(Gold et al., 2001)

Competitive advantage

(Chuang, 2004)

(Nguyen et al., 2009)

General

KM performance

(Zaim et al., 2007)

KM

Organisational
effectiveness

(Kaffashpoor, 2013)

KM Infrastructure
Capabilities

Project benefits

(Bakar et al., 2012)

No relationship

Importance of knowledge to
corporate success

Value of learning

Value of individual expertise
Interaction with other groups
Clear organisational vision

Organisational
performance

(Mills and Smith, 2011)

Knowledge sharing

Organisational
performance

(Yang and Chen, 2007)

Regarding the dimensions of organisational culture assessed in these studies, researchers were
using different approaches. Some of these studies used classifications defined previously in
cultural behaviour studies, such as the cultural types of Denison and Mishra (1995), and the

cultural dimensions of Cameron and Quinn (2006).
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Nevertheless, four elements were found to exhibit the most important characteristics of

culture that can influence positively KM and organisational outcomes. These are collaboration,

trust, learning and development, and mission. These are described as follows:

Collaboration: is related to the degree to which people in a group actively help one
another in their work. Collaboration has been associated with the increase of
knowledge exchange across the organisation and with helping to develop a shared
understanding of an organisation’s internal and external environment through
supportive and reflective communication (Lee and Choi, 2003; Gholipour et al., 2010).
Moreover, collaboration helps to transform from individual to organisational
knowledge, leading to a greater willingness among organisation members to share
insights and expertise with each other (De Long and Fahey, 2000). Collaboration also

stimulates effective knowledge reuse (Gold et al., 2001).

Trust: is associated with the degree of reciprocal faith in others’ intentions, behaviours,
and skills toward organisational goals. In relation to KM, trust is considered to facilitate
open, substantive, proactive and influential knowledge sharing and exchange, and can
reduce the fear of risk (Lee and Choi, 2003; Wong, 2005). Trust leads to greater
willingness among organisation members to share insights and expertise with each
other in order to contribute to the successful performance of their organisation (Wang
and Ahmed, 2003; Omerzel et al., 2011). Moreover, trust influences the amount of
knowledge that flows both between individuals and from individuals into the
organisation’s databases, best practices, archives and other records (De Long and

Fahey, 2000; Lee and Choi, 2003; Gholipour et al., 2010).

Learning and development: is associated with the degree of opportunity, variety,

satisfaction, and encouragement for learning and development in organisations.
Generally, learning facilitates the creation of new knowledge and can help by
increasing employee, and knowledge, retention rates and decreasing costly employee,
and knowledge, departure rates (Alavi et al.,, 2005). Additionally, learning usually
supports employees to refine and recombine knowledge from different sources for
viewing interesting and novel patterns, leading to break-through discoveries, and the

possibilities of knowledge creation (Nonaka, 1994; Gholipour et al., 2010).

Mission: is associated with the degree to which people share the definition or the
organisation's purpose. The element ‘mission’ has not been included as a dimension of
culture very often in KM empirical studies. Nevertheless, researchers have proposed

that an articulated and communicated mission statement is important to engender a
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sense of involvement and contribution among employees (Ledford et al., 1995; Lock
and Kirkpatrick, 1995; Kenny and Reedy, 2006). This enables individuals to coordinate
their activities to achieve common purposes, even in the absence of direction from
their managers. Additionally, it has been argued that an explicit and stated vision
encourages the growth of knowledge within the organisation (Lock and Kirkpatrick,

1995; Gold et al., 2001; Kenny and Reedy, 2006; Zheng et al., 2010).

These relationships between culture and KM demonstrate that shaping culture is central in an
organisation’s ability to manage its knowledge more effectively (De Long, 1997; Davenport et
al., 1998). This is because culture guides the behaviour of the enterprise’s employees and is a
crucial driver of the successful implementation and adaptation of the KM system (Kipley et al.,

2008). As Ndlela and Du Toit (2001, p153) asserted:

‘If KM is to be an integrated aspect of how work gets done in an enterprise, it must
become an integrated aspect of the culture’.

Culture in Social Enterprises:

Organisational culture elements in Social Enterprises (SEs) have been hardly mentioned
explicitly in literature and little research has been developed in the subject (Paton, 2003;
Doherty et al., 2009; Ridley-Duff and Bull, 2011). Nevertheless, some academics have called

attention to cultural characteristics and their importance for SEs.

Regarding collaboration and trust, in a study of Shaw and Carter (2007), Social Entrepreneurs
(SEneurs) described their cultures as ‘open’ and ‘creative’, where positive environments,
people listening, different thinking, caring and friendly people were the common behaviours
within SEs. Similarly, Austin et al. (2006) advised that SEs maintained cultures with strong
values related to their social and environmental mission, such as solidarity, ethics and trust.

These values help the SE to create internal cohesion (von der Weppen and Cochrane, 2012).

In association with learning culture in SEs, Bull and Crompton (2006) undertook a qualitative
study with 15 Social Entrepreneurs in UK and identified two different types of organisations.
One is the ‘more-rational business model’ SEs that were involved in skill-based training,
processes and procedures, training manuals and some mandatory training. In the other type,
‘less-structured’ SEs, training tended to be more individual and personal orientated, allowing
people to develop their own agenda through creative environment. The authors also observed
that people in SE were encouraged to ‘have a say and feel’ value, where managers led and

championed a learning culture.
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Nevertheless, SEneurs were concerned about the difficulty to find training that was specifically
focused, compatible or relative, or that could be easily transferable into their environments,
and that was affordable and accessible. This scarcity of resources was highlighted by Alvord et
al. (2004), who identified that only large scale SEs were involved and were investing in high

levels of organisational learning, and staff development.

In terms of employees development, Bull (2007) found that very few SEs’ managers indicated
they had formal development plans, but they argued that their approach to staff development
encouraged a learning culture in the organisation through the provision of a wide variety of
training opportunities. The study also found that SEs place significant effort into networking
and collaboration with other like-minded organisations in order to open external knowledge

avenues and incentive, participative, learning cultures.

Chell (2007) compared the culture of SE with the culture of normal, for-profit organisations.
She found that the former are based on principles of voluntarism, ethical behaviour and a
mission with a social cause, whilst the latter are based on an employment contract,
pragmatism and instrumental actions, with a view to creating shareholder value. This raises
the question of whether such different socio-economic cultures can ever be reconciled. In this
respect, contributors have identified a growing tension between social missions of SEs and the
necessity of earned-income activities. These would normally result in managerial activities and
mechanism that improve efficiency and legitimacy but, at the same time, can exert pressure
on the organisations’ culture (Austin, 2006; Doherty et al., 2009). This pressure might result in
negative effects in the democratic and participatory nature of SE and favour control over

consultation (Doherty et al., 2009).

Overall, academics and practitioners agree that SE culture possesses unique characteristics
that enhance KM and organisational performance. The most important characteristic is
associated with its social mission and ethical practices, which stimulate employees, both paid
and volunteers, to work harder and unite with the organisational mission. Nevertheless, there
are other aspects of SE that could affect its organisational culture. For instance, the scarcity of
resources might restrict the SE options to invest in organisational learning, transferring the
responsibility of supplying knowledge to external authors, such as government, partnerships or
social networks. Moreover, the constant tension between their social and economic objectives
can add pressure to the culture of the SE, resulting in a detrimental effect on the employees’

commitment to the SE and its organisational climate.
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3.2.2  Process capability

The process capability represents the knowledge activities within the organisation that
leverage the organisational capability, as Leonard-Barton (1995, p8) asserted ‘activities —not
goals or financial rewards or even skills (until they are activated) — create a firm’s capacity’.
This capability should be present in order to store, transform and transport knowledge in an
efficient manner throughout the organisation (Gold et al., 2001). As was discussed in Chapter 2
(Section 2.4.4  Page 40), contributors have varied significantly in the classification of process
capabilities, but it was inferred that this classification depends on their position regarding the
main role of the firm. This research draws upon the Knowledge Based View (KBV) theory that
proposed both creation and integration of knowledge as the main roles of the firm (Kogut and
Zander, 1992; Nonaka, 1994; Grant, 1996b; Grant, 1996a). Following this position, Gold et al.
(2001) proposed four activities that create, control and integrate the knowledge necessary for
a company’s current and future operations. These are Acquisition, Conversion, Application and
Protection, which support the creation and integration of knowledge. These are, therefore, the
knowledge activities studied in this research and are described in the following sections.
Differently from the Organisational Capabilities, no specific reference to these processes in SEs
is presented due to the paucity of research studying KM in SEs (see Chapter 2, Section 2.2.3.3
Page 26).

Nevertheless, it is possible that these limited references do not indicate that SEs are not
managing their knowledge, but that they are actually managing knowledge more informally,
without using KM terminology. This concurred with previous studies of KM in SMEs (Uit
Beijerse, 2000; McAdam and Reid, 2001; Holm and Poulfelt, 2003; Desouza and Awazu, 2006;
Hutchinson and Quintas, 2008). Therefore, the concepts of knowledge processes are only
derived from theoretical assumptions and empirical research in other sectors. It is in the

empirical element of this research that this capability is assessed in SEs.

3.2.2.1 Acquisition

Knowledge acquisition is the process orientated towards obtaining knowledge by developing
new content and replacing existing content within the organisation’s tacit and explicit
knowledge base (Pentland, 1995; Nonaka et al., 2000b; Gold et al., 2001). This process opens
new productive opportunities, enhances the firm’s ability to exploit these opportunities,
reduces uncertainty, and encourages process or product innovations (Yli-Renko et al., 2001; Ju
et al., 2006). Various KM contributors have named this process differently, such as creation,
collection, capture, identification, import, generation, development, production and
innovation (Heisig, 2009). Integrating this, Gold et al. (2001) gave a broader meaning to

acquisition associating it with:
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Innovation, as a result of the creation of new knowledge from the application of
existing knowledge; and
Improvement of the use of existing knowledge and more effective acquisition of new

knowledge.

To acquire knowledge, an organisation needs to create new knowledge. Significant KM

contributors have proposed different strategies for knowledge creation within an organisation

(Nonaka, 1994; Madhavan and Grover, 1998; Floyd and Wooldridge, 1999; Nonaka et al.,

2000a; Von Krogh et al., 2000; de Lima et al., 2003; Bell DeTienne et al., 2004; Shankar and

Gupta, 2005). One of the most salient strategies was proposed by Nonaka et al. (2000a; 2000b)

with their SECI process for knowledge creation and the concept of ‘ba’ as the special context

for this creation. The SECI process involves four modes of conversion between tacit and

explicit knowledge, which are (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995; Nonaka et al., 2000a; Nonaka et al.,

2000b):

Socialisation: from tacit to tacit knowledge. Tacit knowledge held by one individual is
handed over, and becomes the tacit knowledge of another. The main object of this
mode is experience, because it is impossible to share an individual’s thinking process
without the medium of shared experience. As a knowledge creation activity it is
defined by individual and face-to-face interaction, where members share experiences,

feelings, emotions and mental models, thus, increasing existing tacit knowledge;

Externalisation: from tacit to explicit knowledge. People convert some proportion of
their tacit knowledge into explicit knowledge by conceptualising and articulating it. As
a knowledge creation activity, it represents the collective and face-to-face interactions
where mental models and experiences are shared, converted into common terms, and

articulated as concepts, hence, facilitating the conversion of tacit to explicit knowledge;

Combination: from explicit to explicit knowledge. Existing information is reconfigured
through the sorting, adding, re-categorising, and re-contextualising of explicit
knowledge. As a knowledge creation activity it refers to collective and virtual

interactions; and

Internalisation: from explicit to tacit knowledge. An individual absorbs knowledge that
others hold, and converts it into actions and practices that are deeply related to tacit
knowledge. As a knowledge creation activity, it is defined by individuals and virtual

interaction.

Because knowledge needs a context to be created, the authors proposed the ‘ba’ concept,

which provides the energy, quality and place to perform the individual conversions and to
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move along the SECI knowledge spiral. By understanding the concept of ‘ba’, as well as its
relationship with the modes of knowledge creation, an organisation can enhance its

knowledge creation capability (Alavi et al., 2005).

Another important activity associated with the acquisition of knowledge is capturing expertise
from people and importing knowledge from external sources. This can help the enterprise in
promoting learning and providing opportunities to recombine current knowledge and create
new knowledge (Leonard-Barton, 1995; Teece, 1998; Yli-Renko et al., 2001; Milton, 2007).

Thus, the organisation can acquire knowledge either internally or externally.

Internally, members can acquire knowledge by collaboration with others, and by finding
hidden knowledge that is already in the organisation and sharing it with others (Leonard-
Barton, 1995; Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995; Ju et al., 2006). This knowledge sharing transforms
and exploits the new knowledge throughout the organisation, adapting, transferring and
integrating value-creating resources, such as experience-based knowledge, into operating
routines available to others in the firm (Leonard-Barton, 1992; Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995;

Bogner and Bansal, 2007; Gharakhani and Mousakhani, 2012).

Externally, organisations can collaborate with other firms by sharing knowledge, technologies
or personnel, or by collaborating with customers, clients and suppliers (Leonard-Barton, 1995).
In order to acquire successfully the knowledge from external sources, organisations need to
develop absorptive capacities (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990). These are the abilities to identify,

access and assimilate knowledge from external sources.

Empirical studies have suggested a strong and positive relationship between knowledge

acquisition activities and performance measures. These studies are listed in Table 3.8.

Knowledge Management Capabilities in Social Enterprises | Maria Luisa Granados Ortiz



Chapter 3 — Development of the Conceptual Model KMC-SE | 74

Table 3.8 - Empirical studies assessing influence of knowledge acquisition on organisational

outcomes

Outcome
(dependent variable) L

Mediator variable
(if applicable)

Acquisition processes

studied

Knowledge acquisition

Organisational effectiveness

(Gold et al., 2001)

Organisational effectiveness
/ Innovation

(Lee and Sukoco, 2007)

Organisational performance

(Mills and Smith, 2011)

(Gharakhani and
Mousakhani, 2012)

Innovation

(Ju et al., 2006)

Organisational
factors

CRM success

(Azad and Kiani, 2013)

Knowledge acquisition
/ documentation /
sharing / creation

Perceived historical
performance

(Liang et al., 2007)

Knowledge generation

KM performance

(Zaim et al., 2007)

Knowledge creation
(SECI)

Organisational performance

(Lee and Choi, 2003)

KM satisfaction

(Becerra-Fernandez and
Sabherwal, 2001)

Knowledge generation

KM performance

(Lee and Lee, 2007)

Knowledge obtention /

Competitiveness

(Liu et al., 2004)

sharing

Knowledge creation / Knowledge
. & integration Performance (Kim et al., 2012)
sharing .
capability
. Organisational — (Soon and Zainol,
Knowledge creation creativity Organisational performance 2011b)

Further to the previous discussion and the empirical studies that have demonstrated the
positive influence of knowledge acquisition activities and organisational outcomes, it is

expected that these activities will have an important influence on developing PCin SEs.

3.2.2.2 Conversion

Knowledge conversion activities are those orientated towards making existing knowledge
useful (Gold et al., 2001). Thus, the knowledge that was captured from various sources, both
internal and external, requires to be converted into organisational knowledge for its effective
use by the firm (Lee and Suh, 2003). According to the KBV theory, this conversion implied the
transition from data to information and then to knowledge (Bhatt, 2001). Conversely, because
most knowledge remains in an individual’s mind in the form of tacit knowledge, the
organisational knowledge creation theory proposed by Nonaka (1994) defined this conversion

as actually the transition from tacit to explicit knowledge and vice versa.

Following the first line of thought, organisations are required to convert data effectively and
efficiently into information and information into organisational knowledge to maximise the

benefits from the acquisition and conversion processes (Bhatt, 2001). This conversion can
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result in the distribution of knowledge by turning isolated knowledge or experiences into
knowledge so that the whole enterprise can use it (Biichel and Probst, 2000), or it can result in
the integration of knowledge that may reside in different parts of the organisations, reducing
redundancy and improving efficiency by eliminating excess work (Grant, 1996b; Gold et al.,
2001). Therefore, the main objective of knowledge conversion activities is organising and
structuring the knowledge of potential future value by selecting, storing and regularly updating
that knowledge, so that members of the enterprise, as well as stakeholders, can access and

distribute it within the organisation (Lee and Suh, 2003).

Relating the discussion above to the organisational knowledge creation theory, Gold et al.
(2001) suggested that, by coordinating and integrating knowledge, organisations carefully
transform aspects of tacit knowledge into explicit knowledge. Hence, the conversion of
knowledge not only implies the relationship between data, information and knowledge, but it

also involves the tacit-ness and explicit-ness of that knowledge.

According to Nonaka and von Krogh (2009), the conversion from tacit and explicit knowledge is
essential for expanding knowledge beyond what a single person might know. This is because
individual tacit knowledge may lose some of its tacit-ness through the process of
externalisation, becoming more explicit. This can then be a basis for reflection and conscious

action, which is less costly to share with others.

The conversion from tacit to explicit knowledge and vice versa has been operationalised
through the SECI cycle, which describes the process of knowledge creation as well.
Consequently, the four knowledge conversion activities of the SECI cycle, socialisation,
externalisation, combination and internalisation, have been explained in the previous section

of knowledge acquisition activities.

Corresponding to the previous discussion, empirical studies listed in Table 3.9 had
demonstrated a positive relationship between knowledge conversion activities and
organisational outcomes, such as, organisational effectiveness, innovation, competitiveness,

performance and general KM performance.
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Table 3.9 - Empirical studies assessing influence of knowledge conversion on organisational

outcomes

Conversion processes Mediator variable Outcome Authors
studied (if applicable) (dependent variable)

Organisational

. (Gold et al., 2001)
effectiveness

Knowledge conversion Organisational (Lee and Sukoco,
effectiveness/Innovation | 2007)
Innovation (Ju et al., 2006)

Knowledge coding and

KM performance (Zaim et al., 2007)

storage
Knowledg.e fauhtatmg( KM performance (Lee and Lee, 2007)
representing / embedding
Kn9vyledge storing / Competitiveness (Liu et al., 2004)
refining

Knowledge
Knowledge codification integration Performance (Kim et al., 2012)

capability

Considering the empirical evidence, as well as the previous theoretical discussions, conversion

activities are expected to have a positive influence in the development of PC in SEs.

3.2.2.3 Application

Knowledge application processes are concerned with the actual use of knowledge, which is
making it more active and relevant for the organisation in creating value (Bhatt, 2001). With
the purpose of creating that value, organisational knowledge needs to be used in the firm’s
products and services. Thus, the role of organisations is not only creating knowledge, but
integrating and applying that knowledge (Kogut and Zander, 1992; Leonard-Barton, 1992;
Grant, 1996b; Spender, 1996; De Long, 1997; Sveiby, 2001; Eisenhardt and Santos, 2002; Sarin
and McDermott, 2003).

There are a number of ways by which an enterprise can apply its knowledge resources. For

instance, an organisation can (Wiig, 1999; Bhatt, 2001; Gold et al., 2001):

e Apply knowledge from past mistakes to solve new problems;

e Repackage available knowledge in a different context;

e Relate sources of knowledge available for solving problems;

e Raise the internal measurement standard;

e Apply stored knowledge for improved efficiency;

e Train and motivate people to think creatively and use their understanding in the firm’s
products, processes, or services;

e Use knowledge to adjust strategic direction; and

e Leverage understanding, action capabilities, and other intellectual assets to attain the
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enterprise's ultimate goals.

By effectively applying good knowledge, organisations can obtain certain benefits that have
been studied by KM contributions in recent years. Some of these positive outcomes are (Grant,
1996a; Wiig, 1999; Gupta et al., 2000; Gold et al., 2001; Sarin and McDermott, 2003;
Gharakhani and Mousakhani, 2012):

e Ability to create, produce, and deliver superior quality products and services that
match present and future market demands;

e Improvement in the degree to which innovations and changes occur, are captured,
communicated, and applied, as a consequence of the learning process;

e Increase the number of patents, trademarks, copyrights and trade secrets;

e Improvement in the degree to which undesirable and dysfunctional personnel or
system behaviours are controlled and corrected,;

e Ability of individuals, teams, units, and the enterprise itself to deal with unexpected
events, opportunities, and threats;

e Individuals make fewer mistakes or improve their efficiency and reduce redundancy;

e Improvement in customer satisfaction, financial indicators and effectiveness of
business processes;

e Increase in profitability and ensure long-term viability; and

e Ability to quantify critical success factors.

Empirical studies listed in Table 3.10 corroborated the previous theoretical outcomes, and
confirmed a positive relationship between knowledge acquisition activities and organisational
outcomes, such as, organisational effectiveness, performance, innovation and general KM

performance.
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Table 3.10 - Empirical studies assessing influence of knowledge application on organisational

outcomes

Application Mediator variable Outcome Authors
processes studied (if applicable) (dependent variable)

Organisational effectiveness | (Gold et al., 2001)
isational effecti
Organisa _|ona effectiveness (Lee and Sukoco, 2007)
/ Innovation
Knowledee (Mills and Smith, 2011)
3 Iicatign Organisational performance | (Gharakhani and
PP Mousakhani, 2012)
Innovation (Ju et al., 2006)
Organisational CRM success (Azad and Kiani, 2013)
factors
Knowledge :
utilisation / transfer KM performance (zaim et al., 2007)
Knowledge usage /
transferring / KM performance (Lee and Lee, 2007)
measuring
Knowledge transfer !(nowlec.lge - Performance (Kim et al., 2012)
integration capability

The significant number of theoretical and empirical studies discussed above have
demonstrated that the real value of knowledge assets is realised when these assets are used
to create products and frameworks for solving problems and dealing with challenges, as well
as delivering services (Grant, 1996b; Spender, 1996; Wiig, 1999). Thus, knowledge application

is considered a focal element in the development of KMCs in SEs.

3.2.2.4 Protection

Knowledge protection activities are associated with the effective control and protection of
knowledge within an organisation from inappropriate or illegal use (Gold et al., 2001; Mills and
Smith, 2011). Some of the activities concerning knowledge protection involve copyright,
patents and IT systems that restrict and control access to knowledge and information (Lee and
Yang, 2000). Although knowledge protection is a crucial activity for keeping the competitive
advantage characteristics of knowledge, that they are rare and non-replicable, this activity has
received little attention in the literature (Bloodgood and Salisbury, 2001; Jordan and Lowe,
2004). The three empirical studies listed in Table 3.11 found knowledge protection activities to
influence general organisational performance, by ensuring and supporting the enterprises’
ability to generate or preserve a competitive advantage (Gold et al., 2001; Lee and Sukoco,

2007; Mills and Smith, 2011).
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Table 3.11 - Empirical studies assessing influence of knowledge protection on organisational

outcomes
Protection ' Outcome
| processes studied (dependent variable)
I Organisational effectiveness (Gold et al., 2001)
I Knowledge Organisational performance (Mills and Smith, 2011)
‘ protection Organisf'ational effectiveness / (Lee and Sukoco, 2007)
Innovation

However, these papers and other academics emphasised that certain forms of knowledge,
such as tacit knowledge, cannot be completely protected through property laws or rights
(Carlsson, 2001; Randeree, 2006). Thus, it is necessary to use alternative forms more related to
employees’ behaviour and conduct, such as incentive alignment and job designs (Hansen et al.,
1999). One option can be contracting with employees regarding confidential information and
its secrecy in case they leave. Moreover, enterprises can develop processes and procedures
that recognise and promote knowledge rights, supported by educational campaigns and
employees’ awareness (Lee and Yang, 2000). Gold et al. (2001) proposed the following

activities as necessary for protecting organisational knowledge:

Protecting knowledge from inappropriate use inside the organisation;

e Protecting knowledge from inappropriate use outside the organisation;

e Protecting knowledge from theft from within the organisation;

e Protecting knowledge from theft from outside the organisation;

e Offering incentives that encourage the protection of knowledge;

e Using technology that restricts access to some sources of knowledge;

e Developing extensive policies and procedures for protecting trade secrets;
e Protecting knowledge embedded in individuals;

e Identifying clearly knowledge that is restricted; and

e Communicating clearly the importance of protecting knowledge.

Despite the clear importance of protecting organisational knowledge, academics have
identified how some protection activities can inhibit the effective transfer and sharing of
knowledge among members (Norman, 2004; Randeree, 2006; Khamseh and Jolly, 2008; Liao
and Wu, 2010). This is because, by restricting access to knowledge, the enterprise is
obstructing its ability to transfer knowledge and learn from employees. Thus, employees will
respond to the enterprise limitations of information sharing by further reducing their own
sharing. Another limitation on protecting knowledge is the different kinds of cost involved,
such as, maintaining a protection infrastructure, organisation costs, and possible loss of

communication due to the protection of knowledge from transfers within the enterprise
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(Liebeskind, 1996; Bou-Llusar and Segarra-Ciprés, 2006).

Notwithstanding the possible knowledge transfer implication, knowledge protection processes
should be included as an important tool for establishing and maintaining competitive
advantage, as well as creating value for the organisation (Lee and Sukoco, 2007). Moreover,
under the rapid technology evolution to which SEs are liable, the use of the Internet as a
platform for hosting their knowledge assets may be a common practice, as it is for SMEs (Lee
and Lan, 2011). This implies that SEs’ knowledge is highly exposed to the public domain. Thus,
SEs should keep their knowledge protect safety and accessed only by authorised members.
This discussion supports an expected positive relationship between knowledge protection

activities and the development of Knowledge Processes Capabilities.

3.2.3 Organisational Performance of Social Enterprises

To define accurately the organisational performance of SEs it is required to balance the
traditional economic assessment with the non-financial assessment of organisational
performance, as has already been proposed by several authors (Kaplan and Norton, 1992;
Kaplan and Norton, 1996; Edvinsson and Malone, 1997; Neely et al., 2002). However, these
assessments are normally associated with the achievement of organisational goals and, as
Etzioni (1960) suggested, the goal model may not supply the best possible frame of reference
for performance in different organisational types, because it compares the ideal model with
the real. Therefore, assessing the impact of KMCs on organisational performance in SEs would
require the inclusion of SE conditions that, as was discussed in Chapter 2, differ significantly

from conditions in the private, public and non-profit sectors.

In addressing these issues specifically for SEs, academics and practitioners have attempted to
import successful performance measure tools from the private sector to SEs. Although there is
still limited theoretical and empirical research in this field (Bull and Crompton, 2006),
important contributions can be traced in the literature of SE relating performance measure
systems. Four models were identified that employed the Balanced Scorecard (BSC) system
(Kaplan and Norton, 1992; Kaplan and Norton, 1996) as a base for developing customised
models to measure performance in SEs (Paton, 2003; Somers, 2005; Bull and Crompton, 2006;

Meadows and Pike, 2010). These are discussed in the following sections.

3.2.3.1 Paton (2003) ‘the dashboard’

The first system identified is proposed by Paton (2003) and is named ‘the dashboard’. The
author suggested that a difficulty in exporting the BSC to SE is the ‘double-bottom line’ of
social and financial objectives of the SEs, thus a financial perspective cannot be ‘pre-eminent’.

Another difficulty is related to the customer perspective that needs to be duplicated to include
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the various different concerns of multiple stakeholders. Moreover, BSC assumes that
considerable staff resources are available to gather, analyse and report information. To
address these difficulties, Paton proposed ‘the dashboard’ including five boxes, as is illustrated

in Figure 3.2.

2. Underlying performance

Monthly checking of progress Annual review of

against key targets appropriateness and cost-
effectiveness of programmes
and support functions

5. Change projects

Regular reporting on
initiatives the trustees/senior
team are supervising directly

4. Assets and capabilities

Monitoring ways the Annual review of capacity to
enterprise might be put in deliver future performance
jeopardy

Figure 3.2 - The dashboard’ by Paton (2003)

The first box is concerned with control reports for each of the main programmes and
functional areas. The second box is a more strategic review and needs to evaluate each main
programme in terms of social success and business success. The third box is related to the
monitoring of specific risks to which a SE knows it is exposed. The fourth box is associated with
intangible capabilities, such as intellectual capital, but the author recognised that this element
has been considered intuitively and rarely addressed by SEneurs. The last box is related to how

change, in the end, delivers the benefits intended.

This model was a pioneer for performance measure in Social Enterprises, and represented a
first attempt to customise successful management tools from other sectors to the peculiarities
of the Social Enterprise sector. However, it has been criticised for being more of an operational

level tool than a strategic tool, and for being time-consuming to initiate (Bull, 2007).

3.2.3.2 Somers (2005) Social Enterprise Balanced Scorecard

The second system is named Social Enterprise Balanced Scorecard and was developed by
Somers (2005) with the support of the New Economic Foundation from UK (Figure 3.3).
Concurring with Paton, this model recognised that a combination of social and financial impact
factors, which are emphasised in all stages of their production process, is an intrinsic part of

SEs’ identities. Therefore, this model also amended the original BSC system by including both
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social and financial goals, and by widening the customer perspective to include larger groups
of stakeholders. However, this system differentiates from the previous in broadened the

financial perspective to focus on sustainability.

Desired outcomes (state social goals)

Financial sustainability perspective

" Increase financial resources Manage costs
Trading Non-trading Reduce Track
revenue revenue (grants) costs advocacy
Stakeholder perspective
¥
Customers: 5 . Suppliers,
p:-n‘:- wha _ P,&”& use Employees Bc:‘mﬁl:::‘ Distributors,
b goods goods and senvices Partners
Internal process perspective
Processes the org
needs to excel at Information sharing Impact Inernal and external
to celiver objectives across delivery teams measurement communications
above !
¥ Resources perspective
(3
Information .
; Skill sets Nebworks

Figure 3.3 - Social Enterprise Balanced Scorecard by Somers (2005)

3.2.3.3 Bull and Crompton (2006) Balanced

The third system is named ‘Balance’ and was developed by Bull and Crompton (2006) (Figure
3.4). The model kept the same perspectives of the original BSC system, contrary to Paton’s
system, but identified issues only related to SEs per perspective, based on a qualitative study
with SEneurs. The return perspective, originally financial in the BSC, illustrates the multi-
bottom line of SEs, which was also discussed by the previous models. The learning organisation
perspective, originally learning and growth in the BSC, does not include the original growth
perspective since it argued that not all SEs want to grow. This perspective deals with the ability
to change and improve, and with the difficulties in measuring, for example, culture, learning
and creativity. The stakeholder environment perspective, originally customer in the BSC, builds
on the previous models and is basically related to marketing. The internal activities perspective,
originally internal business process in the BSC, addresses issues of the working, structure and

systems of organisations. Lastly, the visioning perspective brings together aspects of the other
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perspectives and relates to mission, business plans and how these are communicated to

various stakeholders.

This system is considered more a strategic tool that an operational tool for SEneurs, and can
be a more accurate tool for assessing performance in SE, since it can be used as a self-
assessment for SEneurs, or in consultation with the members of the SE. Additionally, this
model addressed the difficulties identified in previous systems regarding multi-bottom line and
multi-stakeholder, but missed the broadening of the financial perspective to focus on

sustainability included in the Somers system.

+ Budgets Training +
+ Social Adms Participation =
« Erfnvironemsent Alemd Enowiedge -
« Metrics Learnimg Culture «
+ Social Aocounting Leadership «
» Suglainability Continsus »
Impgroeement
» Stakeholder Focus Structune -
+ Nk Advareneds Communication «
+ Beanding Quality =
« Promption Standands «
» Resources Flexibility »
» Punlustion Performance Meddunes «

= Butiness PMlans + Commumnication
* Misiion Statements + Balance

Figure 3.4 - Balanced by Bull and Crompton (2006)

3.2.3.4 Meadows and Pike (2010) Social Enterprise Scorecard

The most recent system identified is called ‘Social Enterprise Scorecard’ and was developed by
Meadows and Pike (2010). This model includes four dimensions, named differently from the
original BSC system (Figure 3.5). The model conserved the meaning of the two first
perspectives, business model and financial return, similar to the original BSC system. However,
the last two perspectives, organisational development and social return are concepts
particularly relevant to SEs. Additionally, the model includes three boxes that represent the

different time perspectives.
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Business Model Organisational

Within 3 years Development

Financial Return Social Return

Figure 3.5 - Social Enterprise Scorecard by Meadows and Pike (2010)

Although this system includes a relevant element for SEs, which is the social return, this
system does not include the previously discussed systems as reference. Therefore, important
lessons learned from those models, such as the incorporation of various stakeholders and the

necessity of a more broadened financial perspective, were not taking into consideration.

Overall, the four systems presented above confirmed what has been discussed in previous
sections and in Chapter 2. Social Enterprises are different types of organisations from their
private, public and non-profit counterparts, which required the customisation of successful
management theories already successfully implemented in other sectors. The aforementioned
systems recognised certain difficulties and differences when measuring performance in SEs.
Such differences are associated with their multi-bottom line, related to social, environmental
and economic goals, their multi-stakeholder dimension, and a broader financial perspective to
focus on sustainability. These customised systems for measuring performance in SEs permit

the identification of the elements of Organisational Performance, which are

e Return (creation of social/environmental value, income and expenditure);
e Workforce and Innovation;
e Customer and stakeholder environment; and

¢ Internal activities (teamwork and ability to deal with change).

It is recognised by the creators of the various systems discussed above, that all SEneurs are not
accurately measuring and assessing their performance with these systems, or any other similar
tool. The reasons are mainly because SEs lack the managerial resources needed to operate

such complex systems, and might see impact measurement as a burden, rather than a useful

Knowledge Management Capabilities in Social Enterprises | Maria Luisa Granados Ortiz



Chapter 3 — Development of the Conceptual Model KMC-SE |85

tool (Bull, 2007). Therefore, to obtain valid and relevant information to empirically assess the
organisational performance in the context of SEs, a ‘perceived organisational performance’ can
be explored. According to Dess and Robinson (1984) perceived measures of performance can
be a reasonable substitute for objective performance measurements. The concept of
perceived measures of performance was also supported by other empirical studies discussed
in Section 2.4.4.4 (Page 43), which were assessing the impact of KMC in organisations’
outcomes (Gold et al., 2001; Lee and Choi, 2003; Liang et al., 2007; Zheng et al., 2010; Mills
and Smith, 2011; Susanty et al., 2012).

3.3 Relationship between the key elements of the
KMC-SE Conceptual Model

This phase of the conceptual development studies the interaction between the elements of
the model, and indicates how they are linked to each other. According to Dubin (1976; 1978),
these interactions defined how changes in one or more units of the theory influence the
remaining units. Considering the three key elements described in the previous sections, two
relationships can be described. The first relationship is between Organisational Capability and
Process Capability, as components of the KMC. The second relationship is between these KMCs

and Organisational Performance. Both relationships are described in the following sections.

3.3.1 Relationship between Organisational Capability and Process Capability

As was explained in Chapter 2 (Section 2.4.4  Page 40), a KMC refers to the ability to mobilise
and deploy knowledge resources in combination with other organisational capabilities for
enabling knowledge processes, thus distinguishing and providing a sustainable advantage, and

enhancing organisational performance of SEs.

The function of these knowledge processes is not only related to obtaining the necessary
information and knowledge, but is instrumental in maintaining this information and
knowledge to support members’ efforts to work more effectively (Fan et al., 2009). Thus,

these knowledge processes do not have any meaning separate from (Leonard-Barton, 1995):

e The people who carry them out and who bring to the activities a set of unique abilities,
histories and personalities;

e The culture where the knowledge is embedded;

e The organisational structure that allows knowledge to move and be created; and

e The technology by which knowledge travels across the enterprise.
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This emphasises the importance of an organisation combining knowledge processes with the
companies’ distinct individualities. Therefore, a relationship between Process Capability and

Organisational Capability is defined in order to develop KMCs.

3.3.2 Relationship between KMCs and Organisational Performance

As was discussed in Chapter 2 (Section 2.4.2 Page 35), enterprises that can efficiently
capture the knowledge embedded in their organisations and distribute it to their operations,
productions and services, will have a competitive, cost and performance advantage over their
competitors (Winter, 1987; Drucker, 1991; Kogut and Zander, 1992; Quinn, 1992; Skyrme and
Amidon, 1993; McKern, 1996; Stewart, 1997; Sveiby, 1997; Ruggles, 1999; Trussler, 1999;
Grover and Davenport, 2001). Moreover, knowledge could provide a sustainable advantage to
organisations because it generates increasing returns and continuing advantages, in the way
that knowledge assets increase with use (Davenport and Prusak, 1998). However, companies
need to manage effectively this knowledge by integrating it with their strategy and mission, in

order to obtain advantages from it.

Academics defending the Knowledge-Based View theory have identified and explained how
the development of organisational capabilities can support the management of knowledge
within organisations, thus, resulting in competitive, comparable and sustainable advantages
for the company (Grant, 1996b; Spender, 1996; Sveiby, 2001) (See Section 2.4.2 Page 35).
Thus, knowledge would become the primary source of competitive and sustainable advantage
for a company, and KM would support the aggregation of resources into capabilities. These
capabilities should be controlled by the organisation in order to improve efficiency and
effectiveness (Barney, 1991). Consequently, as with any organisational resource, effective KM,
through the development of capabilities, must contribute to key aspects of organisational
performance (Gold et al., 2001). This justifies the existence of a relationship between the

element of the KMCs and Organisational Performance of SEs.

To support this relationship, some empirical studies in larger enterprises, described in Chapter
2 (Section 2.4.4.4 Page 43), have demonstrated, in some cases with significant validity and
reliability, that organisations can enhance their organisational performance and effectiveness

by managing integrally their knowledge and developing KMCs.

3.4 Delineate limitations and conditions

The limitations and conditions of a conceptual model are considered the boundaries and the
domain over which the theory will apply (Dubin, 1976; Dubin, 1978). For this study, the

boundary is SEs, which are described and explained in detail in Chapter 2 (Section 2.2.3
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Page 18). The following discussion will describe the contextual dimensions that can affect the

proposed conceptual model.

3.4.1 Contextual dimensions

Some academics have argued that KM programmes and KM problems are unique to a
particular firm (Tsoukas, 1996; Birkinshaw, 2001; Durst and Edvardsson, 2012). This
corresponds with earlier contingency theories that established the general importance of
considering an enterprise environment context in relation to strategy or performance
(Lawrence et al., 1967; Golden, 1992). Despite this, few attempts to include particular
organisational characteristics and contextual factors in KMC models were found in the studies
reviewed in Chapter 2 (Section 2.4.4.4 Page 43). Some of these studies incorporated elements,
such as, industry and firm size as mediating factors between KMCs and organisational
performance (Liang et al., 2007), knowledge sharing (Yang and Chen, 2007), competitiveness
(Liu et al., 2004) and financial performance (Droge et al., 2003). All four papers found enough
evidence to support the inclusion of such elements into the KMC models, to ensure a more

accurate implementation.

Taking this into account, and further to previous discussion in Chapter 2 about the
particularities of SEs (Section 2.2.3.2 Page 20), it was considered crucial to evaluate the
context in which SEs were operating and undertaking knowledge related activities. This will
support the translation of the KMC-SE Conceptual Model into a more customised and relevant

framework for diverse SEs.

A group of contextual dimensions will be studied in this research. These are:

e Size of the SE: It has been suggested that the larger the organisation, the more
resources it tends to devote to organisational programmes, such as KM (Alvord et al.,
2004);

o Age of the SE: Similarly, the more mature the enterprise, it has been argued that the
more aware it will be of KM issues and more favourable to the introduction of KM
practices (Lettieri et al., 2004);

e Impact of economic climate: It has been argued that the more uncertain, changing,

unstable and unpredictable the environment, the more organisations have to rely on
knowledge-based resources and capabilities (Miller and Shamsie, 1996).

e External support from SE networks, associations or other SEs: SEs that are active

members of sectorial networks can access those sources of information and
knowledge that would improve organisational performance (Bull and Crompton, 2006;

Chell, 2007; Hutchinson and Quintas, 2008; Meyskens et al., 2010a).
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These contextual dimensions will be then assessed with the empirical exercise of this research,
allowing for the understanding of, not only SEs’ activities but also their external environment.

This will permit this study to formulate specific strategies for KM in SEs.

3.5 Knowledge Management Capabilities in Social Enterprises (KMC-SE)
Conceptual Model

A subsequent stage in the General Method of theory-building is combining and visually
presenting the elements that integrate the model, and the proposed relationships among
these elements. Thus, as a result of the extended discussions integrating previous literature in
KM and SE regarding the key elements of the conceptual model, as well as each of their sub-
elements (Sections 3.2), and the explanation and discussion of the relationships among these
elements (Section 3.3), the conceptual model presented in Figure 3.6 is developed. The
objective of the conceptual model, which is called ‘Knowledge Management Capabilities in
Social Enterprises’ (KMC-SE) is to define the elements that integrate KMCs and their

relationship with Organisational Performance of SEs.

Knowledge Management Capabilities

Organisational Capability

Culture
- Collaboration
- Trust

- Learning —
- Mission Organisational

People Performance of
- T-shaped skills Social Enterprises
- Intrinsic motivation

Extrinsi tivati Return
s xtrinsic motivation - Creation of social value
tructure - Income

- Decentralisation and

e - Expenditure
Informalisation

Workforce and Innovation

Technology - - Introduction of new
- IT support products
- Workforce

Stakeholder environment
- Stakeholder satisfaction
- Customer satisfaction
Internal activities

Process Capability

- Acquisition - Ability to deal with change
- Conversion - Teamwork

- Application

- Protection

Figure 3.6 - Knowledge Management Capabilities in Social Enterprises (KMC-SE)

Conceptual Model
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As defined in Section 3.3.1 (Page 85), supported with the discussions in Section 2.4 (Page 31),
the model presents two elements that together form Knowledge Management Capabilities:
Organisational Capability and Process Capability. Each of these capabilities is composed of
certain elements that were discussed independently in the previous sections (Section 3.2.1
and Section 3.2.2). For Organisational Capability, which represents the dimensions of KMCs,
the elements are culture (Section 3.2.1.4 Page 65), people (Section 3.2.1.2 Page 55),
structure (Section 3.2.1.3 Page 61) and technology (Section 3.2.1.1 Page 51). Process
Capability, which embodies the knowledge activities that leverage the Organisational
Capability, is integrated by: acquisition (Section 3.2.2.1 Page 71), conversion (Section 3.2.2.2
Page 74), application (Section 3.2.2.3 Page 76), and protection (Section 3.2.2.4 Page 78).

The discussion in Section 3.3.2 (Page 86), supported by the critical review of literature in
Section 2.4  (Page 31), proposed that Knowledge Management Capabilities can improve
Organisational Performance of SEs. Thus, the KMC-SE Conceptual Model illustrates how both
Organisational Capability and Process Capability, together forming the KMC, can influence the
Organisational Performance of SEs. Because SEs present certain particularities in their
organisational performance associated with their idiosyncratic characteristics, as discussed in
Section 3.2.3 (Page 80), the following elements are included in the Organisational
Performance of SEs: Return (creation of social/environmental value, income and expenditure),
Workforce and Innovation, Customer and stakeholder environment, and Internal activities

(teamwork and ability to deal with change).

3.6 Operationalisation

This stage refers to the translation of the concepts in the theory into elements that can be
confirmed in practice. This includes the definition of constructs and indicators of each element
of the conceptual model, as well as the creation of hypotheses of the theory (Lynham, 2002).
These hypotheses would establish the link between the empirical reality and the conceptual
model. These are predictive statements that follow logically from the previous stages of the

theory building method (Dubin, 1978; Chermack, 2005).

3.6.1 Constructs of the key elements of the KMC-SE Conceptual Model

Key elements of the conceptual model, such as structure and culture are theoretical concepts
that cannot be observed directly. Therefore, it is required to define the latent variables in
terms of behaviours believed to represent them. These behaviours have been explained
previously in Section 3.2 (Page 50) based on KM and SE literature. The assessment of the

behaviour constitutes the direct measurement of an observed variable (Byrne, 2010).

The adoption of these measurable indicators improves and assesses the validity and
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consistency of the conceptual model and its further outcomes. This is because they represent
more effectively the theoretical concepts by using multiple measures to reduce the
measurement error of that concept and improve the statistical estimation (Hair et al., 2010).
Additionally, a multiple-item approach is recommended when studying complex organisational
phenomena, such as, knowledge capabilities (Gold et al., 2001). These constructs and their
elements are defined in Table 3.12. The individual items assessed in each construct will be

specified in the questionnaire developed in Section 4.3.1.2 (Page 108).
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Table 3.12 — Constructs of key elements of KMC-SE Conceptual Model

Key
Element

Explanation

Factor Construct

Collaboration

Degree to which people in a group actively help one

another in their work

Degree of reciprocal faith in others’ intentions,

Trust . . —
Culture behaviours, and skills toward organisational goals
Learnin Degree of opportunity, variety, satisfaction, and
J encouragement for learning and development
Mission Degree to which people share the definition or the
organisation's purpose
Centralisation Level at which most decision making occurs
Structure L Amount of formal rules, policies and procedures within
Formalisation
the SE
T-shaped skills Degree of understanding one’s and others' task areas
Organisational Extrinsic motivation !)egre.e to which one Pelleves that one Fan have extrinsic
Capability - Rewards incentives due to one’s knowledge sharing
Extrinsic motivation | Degree to which one believes one can improve mutual
- Reciprocity relationship with others through one’s knowledge sharing
. L Degree to which one believes that one can improve the
Intrinsic motivation o, ,
. organisation’s performance through one’s knowledge
People - Self-efficacy .
sharing
. R Degree to which one believes one can enhance one’s
Intrinsic motivation . ) . )
. status in one’s social system through one’s knowledge
- Reputation .
sharing
Intrinsic motivation . . .
- . Degree to which one enjoy helping others and
- Enjoyment in . ,
. transferring one’s knowledge
helping others
Degree of IT support for collaborative work, for searching
Technology IT support and accessing, for communication, and for information
storing
Processes of developing new content and replacing
Acquisition existing content within the organisation’s tacit and
explicit knowledge base
Processes orientated towards making existing knowledge
useful. Some of the processes that enable knowledge
Conversion conversion are a firm's ability to organise, integrate,
combine, structure, coordinate, replace or distribute
Process
e knowledge
Capability -
Processes orientated towards the actual use of the
L knowledge. Some of the process related to application of
Application . .
knowledge are storage, retrieval, application,
contribution, and sharing
Processes/activities/mechanisms designed to protect the
Protection knowledge within an organisation from illegal or
inappropriate use or theft
Creation of social-
environmental Degree to which SE delivers social / environmental values
Return value
Income Degree to which SE generates income
Expenditure Degree to which SE manage expenditure
Introduction of new . .
Workforce Degree to which SE innovate
and products
Organisational innovation Workforce Degree to which SE changes and grows based on number

Performance

of employees

Stakeholder
environment

Stakeholder
satisfaction

Degree to which SE improves stakeholder satisfaction

Customer
satisfaction

Degree to which SE improves customer satisfaction

Internal
activities

Ability to deal with
change

Degree to which SE has rapid adaptation to unanticipated
changes and coordinates efforts

Teamwork

Degree to which SE has ability to coordinates efforts
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3.6.2 Hypotheses of the KMC-SE Conceptual Model

Supported in the extended literature review and discussion of the elements of the KMC-SE
Conceptual Model (see Section 3.2  Page 50 and Section 3.3  Page 85), as well as their
relationships, the twenty-one hypotheses of the KMC-SE Conceptual Model are defined to
establish the link between the empirical reality and the model. The hypotheses are described
in Table 3.13. The table summarises the theoretical grounding and justification of each

hypothesis.

The first three hypotheses assess the KMC, as displayed by Organisational Capability and
Process Capability, and their relationship with the Organisational Performance of SEs. The
other eighteen hypotheses are associated with each component of the key elements of the
conceptual model, Organisational Capability, Process Capability and Organisational

Performance.
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Table 3.13 - Hypotheses associated to each component of the KMC-SE Conceptual Model

Proposition

Hypothesis

Supportive literature

Knowledge Management
Capabilities (KMCs)

KMC refers to the ability to mobilise and deploy knowledge
resources in combination with other organisational capabilities for
enabling knowledge processes, thus distinguishing and providing a
sustainable advantage, and enhancing organisational performance
of SEs.

H1: KMCs (both Organisational Capability
and Process Capability) have a positive
effect on the Organisational Performance
(OP) of SEs

(Leonard-Barton, 1995; Gold et al., 2001; Lee
and Choi, 2003; Lee and Lee, 2007; Zaim et al.,
2007; Mills and Smith, 2011)

Organisational Capability (OC)

OC represents the dimension of KMCs, starting with the reservoir
of knowledge embedded in people and technology systems, and
followed by the management structures and the culture that
support the growth of knowledge.

H2: Organisational Capability (OC) has a
positive effect on the OP of SEs

(Leonard-Barton, 1995; Gold et al., 2001; Lee
and Choi, 2003; Chuang, 2004; Syed-lkhsan and
Rowland, 2004; Lee and Lee, 2007; Zaim et al.,
2007; Nguyen et al., 2009; Zheng et al., 2010;
Mills and Smith, 2011; Bakar et al., 2012;
Susanty et al., 2012)

Process Capability (PC)

PC represents the knowledge activities within the organisation that
leverage the organisational capability. This capability should be
present in order to store, transform and transport knowledge in an
efficient manner throughout the organisation.

H3: Process Capability (PC) has a positive
effect on the OP of SEs

(Leonard-Barton, 1995; Gold et al., 2001; Lee
and Choi, 2003; Liu et al., 2004; Lee and Lee,
2007; Liang et al., 2007; Lin et al., 2007; Zaim et
al., 2007; Mills and Smith, 2011)

Organisational Capability (OC)

People

T-shaped skills

Members with T-shaped skills integrate knowledge because can use
two or more ‘professional language’, and see the word from
different perspectives.

H4: T-shaped skill has a positive effect on
the OC of SEs

(lansiti, 1993; Madhavan and Grover, 1998;
Hansen and von Oetinger, 2001; Lee and Choi,
2003)

Extrinsic Reward system is useful for motivating employees to perform (Bartol and Srivastava, 2002; Bock and Kim,
motivation - . ¥ . . g employ P 2002; Bock et al., 2005; Burgess, 2005; Cho et
desired behaviours, such as sharing knowledge. . L " .

Rewards H5: Extrinsic motivation has a positive al., 2007; Lin, 2007)

insi effect on the OC of SEs
Extr|.n5|c. Reciprocity behaviour can provide a sense of mutual gratitude, (Bock et al., 2005; Burgess, 2005; Cho et al.,
motivation - ensuring on-going supportive knowledge sharin 2007; Lin, 2007)
Reciprocity € On-going supp J & e
Intr|_r15|c_ When_me.mbers see therT\seres as prowdlr_'ng value to their (Bock and Kim, 2002; Bock et al., 2005; Cho et
motivation - organisations trough their knowledge sharing, they developed a

Self-efficacy

positive attitude and a self-motivated force to share knowledge.

If individuals believe they could make contributions to the

Intrinsic - . . .
L organisation’s performance, and enhance their reputations in the
motivation - . . . .
. company, they would be more likely to have a higher intention to
Reputation
share knowledge.
Intrinsic Members may contribute knowledge if they perceive that engaging

He6: Intrinsic motivation has a positive
effect on the OC of SEs

al., 2007; Lin, 2007)

(Burgess, 2005; McLure Wasko and Faraj, 2005;
Cho et al., 2007)

(McLure Wasko and Faraj, 2005; Lin, 2007)
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motivation -
Enjoymentin
helping others

in intellectual activities to help others solving problems is
interesting and because they enjoy helping others.

Technology facilitates knowledge creation, embodiment,
dissemination, integration, use and management inside and
outside the SE.

H7: Technology has a positive effect on
the OC of SEs

(McDermott, 1999; Roberts, 2000; Gold et al.,
2001; Lee and Al-Hawamdeh, 2002; Lee and

Technology IT support SEs use technology in a general way to manage their information, H8: Technology does not have an effect Choi, 2003; Albino et al., 2004; Sher and Lee,
but these systems are not integrated or sufficiently developed to on the OC of SEs 2004)
support decision-making, and operation and production
management.
High level of decentralisation has often the consequence of
facilitating collaboration and sharing of knowledge across the
organisation.
L High levels of informalisation extend members’ decision-making N (Graham and Pizzo, 1996; Caruana et al., 1998;
Decentralisation . . H9: Structure (decentralisation and
Structure and discretions. informalisation) has a positive effect on Andrews and Kacmar, 2001; Gold et al., 2001;
informalisation the OC of SEs Tsai, 2002; Yang and Chen, 2007; Zheng et al.,
Structure characteristics among SEs are diverse. However, patterns 2010; Liao et al., 2011)
of participatory, flexible, adaptable, transparent and multi-
stakeholder models were recognised as core elements in SE
organisational style.
Collaboration increases knowledge sharing and help people to . . (De Long and Fahey, 2000; Gold et al., 2001;
Collaboration develop a sharer understanding of SE internal and external H10: Collaboration has a positive effect Goh, 2002; Janz and Prasarnphanich, 2003; Lee
environment through supportive and reflective communication. on the OC of SEs and Choi, 2003; Alavi et al., 2005)
Trust facilitates open, substantive, and influential knowledge " (Lee and Choi, 2003)(De Long and Fahey, 2000;
Trust sharing. H11: Trust has a positive effect on the OC Gold et al., 2001; Bell DeTienne et al., 2004;
of SEs
Culture Omerzel et al., 2011)
. . . . H12: Learning has a positive effect on the | (Janz and Prasarnphanich, 2003; Lee and Choi,
Learning Learning facilitates the creation of new knowledge. OC of SEs 2003; Alavi et al,, 2005)
An articulated and communicated mission creates a sense of H13: Mission has a positive effect on the
Mission involvement and contribution among employees that encourage ’ postve (Gold et al., 2001; Zheng et al., 2010)

the growth of knowledge within the SE.

OC of SEs

Process Capability (PC)

Acquisition process

This process opens new productive opportunities, enhances the
firm’s ability to exploit these opportunities, reduces uncertainty,
and encourages process or product innovations.

H14: Acquisition has a positive effect on
the PC of SEs

(Pentland, 1995; Nonaka et al., 2000b; Gold et
al., 2001; Yli-Renko et al., 2001; Ju et al., 2006)

Conversion process

This process results in the distribution of knowledge by turning

H15: Conversion has a positive effect on

(Gold et al., 2001; Lee and Suh, 2003) (Grant,
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isolated knowledge or experiences into knowledge so that the
whole enterprise can use it. It can result in the integration of
knowledge that may reside in different parts of the organisations,
reducing redundancy and improving efficiency by eliminating
excess work.

the PC of SEs

1996b; Blichel and Probst, 2000; Gold et al.,
2001).

Application process

This process allows the creation of new products/services,
innovation, management under unexpected scenarios,
improvement of efficiency, reduction of redundancy, and
improvement of customer satisfaction.

H16: Application has a positive effect on
the PC of SEs

(Grant, 1996a; Wiig, 1999; Gupta et al., 2000;
Gold et al., 2001; Sarin and McDermott, 2003;
Gharakhani and Mousakhani, 2012)

Protection process

Knowledge, as a main source of competitive advantage, needs to
be ‘rare and inimitable’, thus, it needs to be protected so
knowledge will not lose these important qualities.

H17: Protection has a positive effect on
the PC of SEs

(Bloodgood and Salisbury, 2001; Gold et al.,
2001; Jordan and Lowe, 2004; Mills and Smith,
2011)

Organisational Performance (OP)

Return

Because in SEs profits are created for stakeholders, a combination
of social (creation of social/environmental value) and financial
(income and expenditure) impact indicators can reflect the
performance of SEs. Thus, SEs need to be financially viable so that
they can continue operating to serve their social mission.

H18: Return has a positive effect on the
OP of SEs

Workforce and Innovation

By innovating, more specifically, by introducing new products, SEs
can make external imitation more difficult, allowing them to
sustain their advantages more effectively. Thus, innovation can
reflect the performance of SEs.

H19: Workforce and Innovation has a
positive effect on the OP of SEs

Stakeholder environment

Since SEs are a response for a greater community and employee
involvement in interventions to social problems, stakeholders’ and
customers’ satisfaction reflects the performance of SEs.

H20: Stakeholder environment has a
positive effect on the OP of SEs

Internal activities

By having teamwork cohesion, the performance is collective, the
synergy is positive, the skills are complementary and there is
individual and mutual responsibility. Consequently, levels of
teamwork reflect the performance of SEs.

In the context of SEs that is characterised by the dynamism of the
competition and the markets, a proactive fit provides greater
immunity to environmental changes, since this type of organisation
constantly keeps in pace with the change and, frequently, brings
about that change. Thus, the SE’s ability to deal with change can
reflect the performance of the SE.

H21: Internal activities has a positive
effect on the OP of SEs

(Paton, 2003; Lloréns Montes et al., 2005;
Somers, 2005; Bull and Crompton, 2006;
Meadows and Pike, 2010)

Knowledge Management Capabilities in Social Enterprises | Maria Luisa Granados Ortiz




Chapter 3 — Development of the Conceptual Model KMC-SE |96

3.7 Conclusions of Chapter 3

This Chapter has presented the KMC-SE Conceptual Model based on the KBV theory. The
conceptual model explores the development of Knowledge Management Capabilities and their
impact on Organisational Performance in SEs. It was argued that the relevance and
applicability of the model to the empirical investigation rests on the model’s assumption that
an organisation, independently from size, sector or strategic objectives, can improve its

performance by developing KMCs.

The ‘General method of theory-building research in applied disciplines’ proposed by Lynham
(2002) was followed to guide the development of the KMC-SE Conceptual Model because of its
appropriateness in facilitating both inductive and deductive research. The first and second
stages were established in this chapter: the conceptual development and the

operationalisation of the model.

In the conceptual development stage, the key elements of the conceptual model were
described based on the KBV theory and previous models for KMCs development (Leonard-
Barton, 1995; Gold et al., 2001; Lee and Choi, 2003). Two capabilities were identified that
together integrate a KMC: (a) Organisational Capability (OC), which is the organisational
mechanisms for fostering knowledge consistently and increasing the efficiency of knowledge
processes; and (b) Process Capability (PC), which is the knowledge activities within the
organisation that leverage the organisational capability. By reviewing the idiosyncratic
characteristics of the main domain of the conceptual model, SEs, as well as previous evidence
on KM literature, organisational elements and knowledge activities were described to create
the KMCs. Culture, people, structure and technology were outlined as the components of OC,

and acquisition, conversion, application and protection as the components of PC.

Lastly, in the second stage of the ‘General method’, the chapter has de-contextualised the
ideas, constructs and relationships of the key elements of the conceptual model, in terms of
those of the KBV theory. In doing so, the operationalisation of the constructs and description
of the hypotheses associated with the KMC-SE Conceptual Model were outlined. The following
chapter describes the methodology employed to examine empirically the proposed model,

which is analysed and discussed in Chapter 5 and 6.
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Chapter 4

Methodology

The previous chapters discussed the research aim and objectives, the theoretical bases and the
KMC-SE Conceptual Model developed for this research. The purpose of this chapter is to link
the proposed study to the research strategy implemented in this study and explain the
researcher’s motives and justifications that guided these decisions. The reasons for selecting a
specific research approach are supported by the research aim and indicated by the literature

review presented in the previous chapters.

Section 4.1 provides the rationale for the philosophical positions assumed in this research,
which are grounded in a critical realism approach. Section 4.2 validates mixed method
research as the appropriate approach to conduct this empirical enquiry. Lastly, Section 4.3
presents the research design followed in this study, that is, sequential explanatory, with
particular attention being paid to the two phases of the design. Its sub-sections discuss the
different methods for data collection and data analysis conducted in each phase of the

research, as well as the methodological rigour.
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4.1 Research paradigm: Epistemology, ontology and methodology of
knowledge

The philosophical position determines how observations and reasoning are related to each
other, guide the way in which the researcher approaches and understands the object of study,
and helps to clarify the research design (Blumberg et al., 2008). This philosophical position is
associated with what Kuhn (1962) defined as ‘paradigms’, which are models or frameworks for
observation and understanding that shape what we see and how we understand it. Paradigms
are considered the ontological, epistemological and methodological premises for research.
Ontology refers to what we think reality looks like and how we view the world. Epistemology
explores what represents knowledge or evidence of the social reality that is being investigated
and what is counted as evidence. Lastly, methodology refers to how we get knowledge about
the world (Mason, 2002; Hennink et al., 2011). In other words, paradigm differences influence
how it is known, the interpretation of reality, and the values and methodology in research.
Paradigms will influence the questions that researchers will pose and the methods they

employ to answer them (Morgan, 2007; Doyle et al., 2009).

Two major research philosophies have been identified in the Western scientific tradition as
appropriate for social sciences research, namely Positivist (post-positivist) and Interpretivist
(social constructivist) (Johnson and Duberley, 2000; Reed, 2005; Blumberg et al., 2008;
Creswell, 2009; Bryman and Bell, 2011). The first refers to a deterministic philosophy in which
causes probably determine effects or outcomes. Thus, positivists identify and assess the
causes that influence outcomes. They observe and measure the objective reality that exists
‘out there’ in the world (Creswell, 2009). This paradigm is based on the philosophy that
preconceptions need to be set aside in order to identify objective facts based on empirical
observations (McEvoy and Richards, 2006). Positivist philosophies emphasise the use of
sampling techniques, the measurement of outcomes and the development of causal models

with predictive power (Myers and Avison, 2002).

The interpretivist, on the other hand, develops subjective meanings of their experiences,
placing a greater emphasis on the way in which the world is socially constructed and
understood, looking for the complexity of views rather than narrowing meanings into a few
categories or variables, and relying mainly on the participant’s view of the situation being
studied (Blaskie, 1993; Creswell, 2009). Therefore, interpretive research attempts to provide
an understanding of the context of research and the process whereby the phenomenon under

study influences and is influenced by the context (Walsham, 1995).

A philosophical perspective that offers a radical alternative to the established paradigms of

positivism and interpretivism is Critical Realism (Bhaskar, 1989; Archer et al., 1998; Sayer,
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2000; Fleetwood and Ackroyd, 2004; Reed, 2005). Critical realism has been recognised as an
alternative both to naive realism and to radical constructivist views that deny the existence of
any reality apart from our constructions (Maxwell and Mittapalli, 2010). Therefore, as
Creswell and Plano Clark (2011, p45) defined, critical realism has an ontological realism where
‘there is a real world that exists independently of our perceptions, theories, and constructions’,
while accepting a form of epistemological constructivism where ‘our understanding of this
world is inevitably a construction from our own perspectives and standpoint’.  This
philosophical position recognises the reality of the natural order and the events of the social
world by assuming that the only way to understand the social world is by identifying the
structures at work that generate those events (Bhaskar, 1989; Archer et al., 1998; Mingers,
2000; Danermark, 2002). Thus, critical realism wants to get ‘beneath the surface’ to
understand and explain why things are as they are, and to hypothesise the structures and
mechanisms that shape observable events (Mingers, 2000). A critical realism perspective can
provide a framework to understand better the relationship between an individuals’
perspectives and their actual situations, treating both as real phenomena that causally interact

with one another (Maxwell and Mittapalli, 2010).

Critical realism distinguishes three different models of reality: the empirical, the actual and the
real (Bhaskar, 1989; Archer et al., 1998; Sayer, 2000; Danermark, 2002). The empirical includes
those aspects of reality that can be experienced either directly or indirectly; the actual consists
of those aspects of reality that occur, but may not necessarily be experienced; and the real
contains mechanisms, structures, and experiences that generate phenomena and have
enduring properties. These mechanisms and structures provide an instance for actual events,
which leave empirical traces that can be observed or otherwise experienced (Johnston and
Smith, 2010). These different models of reality imply that researchers should not reduce all
events to only those that are observed, and should not reduce continuing causal mechanisms
to events (Mingers et al., 2013). Consequently, for critical realists, the main purpose of
research is not to identify generalisable laws, that is positivism, or to identify the experience or
beliefs of social actors, that is interpretivism, but it is to develop deeper levels of explanation
and understanding (Fleetwood, 2005; McEvoy and Richards, 2006; Maxwell and Mittapalli,
2010; Zachariadis et al., 2013).

Based on the above discussion and explanations of the different philosophical positions, the

justifications for adopting a critical realism position for this research are as follows:

e The general purpose of this research, described in Chapter 1, emphasises the
investigation of organisational elements and knowledge activities that develop KMCs

in SEs and improve their performance. KM literature proposed theoretical
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explanations and certain theoretical categories for this development, which can permit
the possible validation of these in the context of SEs. However, both organisational
conditions and knowledge activities are socially constructed, based upon context-
specific processes emerging from previous experiences and current events of SEs. Thus,
to get a deeper level of explanation and understanding of these issues, this research
assumes a critical realism research paradigm. This is because it distinguishes between
the theory of KMCs development and the generative mechanism to which this theory
refers as causes of the events that can be observed in the particular circumstances of

SEs. As McEvoy and Richards (2006, p69) stressed:

‘Our knowledge of the world is always mediated by the discourses available to

us, but we can get empirical feedback from those aspects of the world that are

accessible.’;
Critical realism stimulates ‘retroductive reasoning’ (Bhaskar, 1989; Mingers, 2004b;
Maxwell and Mittapalli, 2010). This is a process that involves the construction of
hypothetical models as a way of uncovering the real structure, context, and
mechanism that are presumed to produce empirical phenomena (Bhaskar, 1989). This
reasoning also requires the researcher to be explicit about what is being done during
the process, leading to the development of a conceptual model that explains why
‘gatekeeping’ decisions tended to emerge in the way they did (Reed, 2005; McEvoy
and Richards, 2006; Mingers et al., 2013; Zachariadis et al., 2013). Therefore, by
following a critical realism research paradigm, the researcher can move between the
knowledge of the empirical phenomena, namely, KMCs development in SEs, as
expressed through events, to the creation of explanations described in the proposed
KMC-SE Model; and
Critical realism identifies generative mechanisms, such as enablers and barriers that
can offer the possibility of generating changes capable of transforming the status quo
of the organisation (Mingers, 2004a). These enablers and barriers are part of the

organisational elements and knowledge activities that this research will identify.

4.2 Research strategy

The next step in defining the methodology for this study is determining the research strategy,

that is the general orientation for the conduct of the research. This strategy is based on the

philosophical positions and the research purpose of the study. Although the distinction among

different strategies is ambiguous (Bryman and Bell, 2007), there are three main strategies on

business research: qualitative, quantitative and mixed methods (Creswell, 2009). This division

reflects the traditional split between the positivist and anti-positivist epistemological
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perspectives (quantitative and qualitative), and the combination of both strategies following a

pragmatic and critical realism perspective.

Quantitative research emphasises the use of measurement to describe objects and
relationships under study and seeks the quantification of a research problem (Neuman, 2009).
Furthermore, quantitative enquiry is supposed to be within a value-free and time and context
independent framework. In contrast, qualitative research seeks to understand or explain
behaviour and beliefs, to identify processes, and to understand the context of people’s
experiences. The differences between qualitative and quantitative strategies have presented
themselves as two opposite positions that are difficult to converge in one single strategy

(Hennink et al., 2011).

However, as Creswell (2009) asserted, qualitative and quantitative approaches should not be
viewed as polar opposites or dichotomies, instead, they represent different ends on a
continuum. Drawing upon this, a mixed method strategy was proposed that combines or
associates both qualitative and quantitative analysis (Leech and Onwuegbuzie, 2009;
Tashakkori and Teddlie, 2010b; Creswell and Plano Clark, 2011). Even though this strategy has
received significant attention by researchers in social science and business, there are still some
discussions regarding its exact definition (Tashakkori and Teddlie, 2010b). Instead of
developing a complex definition of mixed methods strategy, Creswell and Plano Clark (2011,

p5) proposed the following set of characteristics of a mixed methods researcher:

Collects and analyses persuasively and rigorously both qualitative and quantitative
data;

e Mixes the two forms of data concurrently by combining, sequentially or embedding;

e Gives priority to one or to both forms of data;

e Uses these procedures in a single study or in multiple phases or a program of study;

e Frames these procedures within philosophical positions; and

e Combines the procedures into specific research designs that direct the plan for

conducting the study.

The philosophical assumptions of mixed research strategy acknowledge the realities discussed
in qualitative and in quantitative, and reject singular reductionism. Therefore, this strategy has
the principle of taking seriously multiple types of realities, concurrently, while attempting to
interconnect the subjective, inter-subjective and objective parts of the world (Johnson and

Gray, 2010b).

Based on the above discussion, the justifications for adopting a mixed method strategy in this

research are:
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As indicated at the beginning of this section, the selection of research strategy is defined
by both the philosophical position and the nature of the research problem. Although
critical realism does not automatically favour any research method over any other
(Bhaskar, 1989; Mingers, 2000; Sayer, 2000; Reed, 2005; Modell, 2009; Zachariadis et al.,
2013), the assumptions embedded in this approach, as presented in the previous section
(Section 4.1 , Page 98), pose certain restrictions when deciding on only one method, or
integrating qualitative and quantitative methods (Mingers, 2004b; McEvoy and Richards,
2006; Mingers et al., 2013; Venkatesh et al., 2013; Zachariadis et al., 2013). This is because
the view of reality associated with critical realism demands that, apart from the ensemble
of structures, it is also necessary to identify the conditions in which generative mechanism
are experienced (Zachariadis et al., 2013). Moreover, as Venkatesh et al. (2013, p37)

accepted:

‘Critical realism is an ideal paradigm for mixed methods research because it accepts the

existence of different types of objects of knowledge—namely, physical, social, and

conceptual—that have different ontological and epistemological characteristics and

meaning. Therefore, it allows a combination of employing different research methods in

a research inquiry to develop multifaceted insights on different objects of research that

have different characteristics and meaning.’
Taking this into consideration, and to support the achievement of the research aim, a
mixed methods strategy is followed. Here, the strength of a quantitative method is
permitting to test out the KMC-SE Conceptual Model developed in Chapter 3, providing
reliable descriptions and identifying patterns in the development of KMCs in SEs.
Moreover, it can help to tease out new and unexpected causal relationships (Mingers,
2004b). The strength of a qualitative method is to help to illuminate complex concepts
proposed in the KMC-SE Conceptual Model, and possible relationships and explanations
that are unlikely to be captured by predetermined response categories, or standardised

guantitative measures (Venkatesh et al., 2013). As McEvoy and Richards (2006, p72)

recognised:

‘Quantitative and qualitative methods can be employed to reveal different facets of the

same reality and also to examine reality from different perspectives.’;
A mixed methods strategy permits the corroboration of both qualitative and quantitative
findings, supporting a more robust conclusion and stronger inferences than either source
of data could support alone (Teddlie and Tashakkori, 2009; Venkatesh et al., 2013). Hence,
it provides complementary insights into the same empirical phenomenon with the aim of
enhancing the validity of representations, and leveraging the complementary strengths
and non-overlapping weaknesses of qualitative and quantitative methods (Modell, 2009;

Johnson and Gray, 2010a; Venkatesh et al., 2013); and
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e Based on the typology of the reasons for mixed methods proposed by Bryman (2006), this

research requires mixed methods for completeness, explanation and context. The first

reason refers to the necessity of bringing together a more comprehensive account of the

context of SEs with the KM conceptual elements identified in the literature. The second

reason refers to the situation where one method is used to help to explain findings

generated by the other. For the purpose of this research, qualitative analysis helps to

explain the results of the quantitative study. The third reason, context, is associated with

the support of qualitative analysis in provide contextual understanding of quantitative

findings.

4.3 Research design

Research designs are plans and procedures for research that extend the decision from broad

assumptions to detailed methods of data collection and analysis (Creswell, 2009). Drawing

upon the previous discussions, this research follows a mixed methods design. This is based on

a quantitative assessment of conceptual elements, and a qualitative analysis to understand the

results of the quantitative study in the context of SEs. In order to define a mixed methods

design, various contributors have defined a group of key decisions to be taken (Leech and

Onwuegbuzie, 2009; Creswell and Plano Clark, 2011). These decisions are presented and

explained in Table 4.1.

Level of interaction

Table 4.1 - Decision for mixed methods design

Direct interaction exists between
the quantitative and qualitative
strands of the study.

The quantitative study asses the
theoretical assumptions and this

(Creswell and Plano Interactive Both results of quantitative and results guide the data collection of
Clark, 2011) L . . L.
gualitative studies are mixed the qualitative study
before the final interpretation
Relative priority Both the theoretical grounding
(Leech and Equal Both qualitative and quantitative | assessment and its understanding
Onwuegbuzie, 2009; (r:Iiorit play an equally important role in in the SE context have equal
Creswell and Plano P ¥ addressing the research problem | importance for achieving the
Clark, 2011) research’s objectives
Timing
(Leech and . There is a first quantitative study
. . Research develops in two o
Onwuegbuzie, 2009; Sequential . phase and a second qualitative
different phases
Creswell and Plano study phase
Clark, 2011)
- Mixing o
Procedures for mixing durin Results of one phase are The qualitative study uses results
(Creswell and Plano data & connected with the collection of from the quantitative study to
Clark, 2011) collection data from the other phase shape the collection of data

Integrating the decisions made in Table 4.1, this research is undertaken in an interactive way

between quantitative and qualitative studies, where both have the same importance in
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achieving the research objectives, and quantitative results give the basis for collection of data
in the qualitative study. These decisions define the research design, which can be framed in
typology-based designs proposed in the mixed method literature (Nastasi, 2010). This provides
a logic to guide the implementation of the research methods to ensure that the resulting
design is rigorous, credible, and high quality (Creswell and Plano Clark, 2011). Creswell and
Plano Clark (2011) proposed six prototypes of the major, mixed method designs. Taking into
account the decisions made in Table 4.1, this research follows an sequential explanatory
design, or ‘qualitative follow-up approach’ (Morgan, 1998; Onwuegbuzie and Combs, 2010).

The design is illustrated in Figure 4.1.

Phase 1 Phase 2
Quantitative data Foll Qualitative data
collection and —9 collection and BEa. Interpretation
analysis analysis

Figure 4.1 - Sequential explanatory research design based on Creswell and Plano Clark (2011)

As can be identified in Figure 4.1, the research design consists of two phases. During the first
phase, a quantitative study is designed and implemented that includes collecting and analysing
guantitative data. Subsequently, specific quantitative results are identified that call for
additional explanation, and these results are used to guide the development of the qualitative
study. In the second phase, the qualitative data are collected and results are interpreted to: (a)
explain to what extent, and in what ways, they have added understanding to the quantitative
results; and (b) what has been learned overall in response to the research’s purpose (Creswell

and Plano Clark, 2011).

Following some of the rules proposed by Ivankova et al. (2006) for drawing visual models for
mixed methods designs, Figure 4.2 illustrates the sequential explanatory design procedures

used for this research.
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Phase

Quantitative
Data Collection

v

Quantitative
Data Analysis

Connecting
Quantitative and
Qualitative phases

v

Qualitative
Data Collection

A

Qualitative
Data Analysis

Integration of the
Quantitative and
Qualitative results

Procedure

Cross-sectional web-based
qguestionnaire

Data screening (univariate,
multivariate)

Explanatory and confirmatory
factor analysis

Structural equation modelling
SPSS and AMOS software

Purposefully selecting
participants that were willing to
participate in further research
Developing interview guide

Individual in-depth interviews
with 21 participants
Archive documentation

Coding and thematic analysis
Within-case and across-case
theme development
Cross-thematic analysis
NVivo software

Interpretation and explanation of
the quantitative and qualitative
results

Product

Categorical and numeric data
(n=432)

Descriptive statistics, missing
data, linearity, homoscedasticity,
normality

Multivariate outliers, factor
loading, standardized and
structure coefficients, GOF
indexes

21 participants willing to
participate

Text data (interview transcripts,
documents, artifact description)

Visual model

Codes and themes

Similar and different themes and
categories

Cross-thematic matrix

Discussion
Implications
Future research

Figure 4.2 - Model for mixed methods Sequential Explanatory design procedures

Some strengths of this research design include the straightforwardness and opportunities for
the exploration of the quantitative results in more detail (Creswell et al., 2003). Moreover, this
design is recommended when conducting a study for which a strong theoretical foundation
already exists, KM, but the context of the research, Social Enterprises, is novel (Venkatesh et
al., 2013). Some limitations are the requirement of more time for implementing the two
phases, and the fact that the characteristics of the second phase cannot be specified until the

initial findings are obtained (lvankova et al., 2006).

4.3.1 Phase 1: Quantitative study

The objective of the quantitative phase in this research is to assess, test and validate the
theoretical assumptions proposed in the KMC-SE Conceptual Model. This phase allows the
collection of numerical data that will exhibit a the view of the relationship between theory and

practice (Bryman and Bell, 2011).
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4.3.1.1 Sampling

Sampling is the process of selecting a sample unit from a population of interest and its purpose
is to address the study’s research aim (Collins, 2010). The process of selecting a sampling
design requires two distinctive yet interrelated decisions, decide on the strategy to select the
participants, a) relevant population, b) sample frame, and c) sample scheme; and decide on

the number of participants, d) sample size (Blumberg et al., 2008).

Relevant population: A target population is the entire group of people, events, or objects

to be studied (Cavana et al., 2001). The population for this research is SEs in UK, according
to the definition of SE described in Chapter 2 (Section 2.2.3.2 Page 20). Since SEs do not
have a particular legal form associated with them, there is not an exact number of SEs
defined by the government. However, a UK government report, ‘Social Enterprise
Barometer’, developed by the Department for Business Innovation and Skill in February
2010 presented a number of approximately 60,000 SEs in UK based on the UK government
criteria. The criteria are, a business that:

¢ has mainly social and environmental aims;

e does not pay more than 50% of trading profits or surpluses to owners or

shareholders;
e principally reinvests its surpluses in the business or the community;
e generates more than 25% of income from trading goods and services; and

e has less than 75% of its turnover derived from grants or donations.

Sampling frame: A sampling frame is a list or a resource that contains and closely matches

the elements of the defined population (Neuman, 2009). However, it is often difficult to
get accurate listings of the theoretical population to be investigated (Trochim and
Donnelly, 2006). In such cases, the list of the accessible population from which a sample
can be drawn, constitutes the sampling frame (Trochim and Donnelly, 2006). Due to the
difficulty in deciding which enterprises are really a SE, the sample frame for this research
considered only the SEs that are self-defined, and are members of at least one of the listed
UK SE networks. These networks provide a concentration of the study population who
meet on a regular basis, share formal practices, and from which the frame sample can be
obtained (Hennink et al., 2011). The total population of the selected SE networks in the UK

and their membership is presented in Table 4.2.
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Table 4.2 - UK Social Enterprise networks and membership

Network Members

Social Enterprise UK 545
Social Enterprise London 900
Social Enterprise Mark 448
Social Enterprise East England 195
Cumbria Social Enterprise Partnership 331
Community and Social Enterprise Partnership - 113
Doncaster

East Sussex Social Enterprise network 35
Social Enterprise Lancashire Network 135
Together Works - social enterprise network for

Greater Manchester 103
Milton Keynes Social Enterprise Network 24
Enterprise Solutions Northamptonshire 84
North East Social Enterprise Partnership 168
North Lancashire Social Enterprise Network 14
Social Enterprises Network in Merseyside 82
Rise for SE — South West England 102
West Lancashire Social Enterprise Hub 12
Social Enterprise West Midlands 56
York social enterprise network 12
CAN (Community Action Network) 359
TOTAL 3718
Duplicates 455
TOTAL (Sample frame) | 3,263

However, during the development of the final dataset of SEs, it was identified that not all
SEs cited in the directories available on the networks’ websites have complete contact
information, such as an email address. Since data collection is undertaken by web-based
guestionnaire, which is explained in the following section, email information was
indispensable. Thus, the final number of SEs, which became the sample frame for this

research, was 2,141.

Sampling scheme: after having decided which is the sample frame of the research, the

next question is specifically how to select the individual units to be included, which is the

sample scheme (Collins, 2010). For the purpose of the quantitative study, a probability

simple sampling scheme is adopted to give every SE of the sample frame equal and
independent chance of being chosen for the study. The respondents from these SEs have
to meet the following eligibility criteria:

e Respondents’ companies are self-defined SEs;

e Respondents must be an senior executive, that is, chief executive officer, chief
operating officer, chief financial officer, president, or someone in charge of a principal
business unit or function;

e Respondents are listed in the directory of members of the SE Networks presented in

Table 4.2;
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e Respondents are 18 years old or older;

e Respondents are able to read and write English;

e Respondents have been employed at their present companies for at least the past six
months; and

e Respondents agree to participate in this study and complete the questionnaire fully.

Sample size: the purpose of the quantitative study in this research is to assess theoretical
assumptions about the influence of organisational elements and knowledge activities in
the development of KMCs that improve performance of SE. Therefore, it is indispensable
to have a significant sample that can be subjected appropriately to the variety of statistical
techniques that are required to assess the KMC-SE Conceptual Model developed in
Chapter 3. A minimum sample size recommendation pertaining to Structured Equation
Modelling (SEM) is 15 respondents for each parameter estimated in the conceptual model
(Hair et al., 2010). Since the KMC-SE Conceptual Model is measuring 14 parameters, a
minimum of 210 responses is required. This last value represents an approximate 10%
(value obtained with 2,141 sample frame) of the sample frame. If the sample size is
determined by the expected return rates of online questionnaires, Kwak and Radler (2002)
suggested an approximate 11% of responses for questionnaires of around 20 questions.
This represents over 235 responses expected. Both parameters are valid, but as Fowler
(2009) defined, it can be seen that precision increases rather steadily up to sample sizes of
150 to 200, thus, there is only a modest gain for an increased sample size. Fowler (2009)
also suggested that, in practice, researchers do not base their decision about sample size
on a single estimate of a variable. Thus, survey researchers are not in a position to specify
in advance a desired level of precision. The decision regarding the actual sample size for
this research is convenience generated rather than having been calculated. It will have
about 200 and 250 participants, which is a significant sample for the purpose of the

guantitative study.

4.3.1.2 Data collection method

The purpose of a data collection method is to gather information to address the questions and
objectives being stated in the research (Creswell and Plano Clark, 2011). For the purpose of
this research and the quantitative phase, a survey was used as the data collection method. A
survey design ‘provides a quantitative or numeric description of trends, attitudes, or opinions
of a population by studying a sample of that population’ (Creswell, 2009, p145). This collection
takes place at a single point in time in order to collect a body of quantifiable data in
connection with two of more variables. This are then examined to detect patterns of

association (Bryman and Bell, 2007). When deciding the type of survey to undertake, the
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researcher has the option of using an already developed survey questionnaire, or a special-
purpose survey (Blumberg et al., 2008; Saunders et al., 2009; Bryman and Bell, 2011). Although
a special-purpose survey is considered more expensive and extensive due to the resources
required to create it (Fowler, 2009), this research employed a special-purpose survey. This is
because no previous empirical research associated with KM practices on SEs had been
identified by the time the data were collected (see Chapter 2 Section 2.2.3.3 Page 26), thus
requiring the creation of a new questionnaire specifically designed for SEs. Other advantages
of employing special-purpose surveys are: (a) the confidence that the sample is not a biased
one; (b) standardised measurements are consistent across all respondents; and (c) the analysis

needs are met (Fowler, 2009).

The purpose of this survey is assessing conceptual assumptions defined in the KMC-SE
Conceptual Model developed in Chapter 3. As was explained in Section 4.3.1.1 (Page 106), the
survey is focused on SEs in UK and the survey is cross-sectional and collected at one point in

time.

The type of data collection form is a web-based survey questionnaire and was selected for the

following reasons:

e Due to the geographical dispersion of the sample frame, an online survey guarantees
that the questions will get to the respondents. Moreover, because of the work load on
Social Entrepreneurs, the online survey can be answered at any time that is convenient
for them;

e The underlying purpose of the research is to recognise organisational elements and
knowledge activities that might improve the performance of SEs. Social Entrepreneurs
might be particularity interested in improving the performance of their enterprises.
Thus, this possible interest in the research problem might intrinsically motivate them
to respond to online surveys (Blumberg et al., 2008; Fowler, 2009);

e This research is developed in two phases, hence time for sending questionnaires and
getting responses in phase one is critical for the success of the whole design. Online
surveys have the potential for a high response speed (Blumberg et al., 2008; Fowler,
2009); and

e Because the questionnaire seeks organisational elements of the SE, it is important that
the respondent can have time to provide thoughtful answers, checking records, or

consulting with others.

However, there are some shortcomings in survey design. The first is that quality and quantity
of information obtained depends heavily on the ability and willingness of participants to

cooperate. Even if individuals want to participate, they may not possess the knowledge that it
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is required to be collected, or they may also interpret a question or concept in a way that
differs from the original intention (Blumberg et al., 2008). To minimise this effect, the survey
was addressed to a job function, such as, chief executive, general manager or administrative

manager, rather than a named person.

Questionnaire design

To develop the questionnaire, questions used in previous studies can be adopted or adapted,
or new ones may be created (Creswell, 2009). In this research, some questions used by other
researchers were adapted (Denison and Mishra, 1995; Gold et al., 2001; Bock and Kim, 2002;
Lee and Choi, 2003; Burgess, 2005; Somers, 2005; Chen and Huang, 2007; Chin-Loy and
Mujtaba, 2007; Lin, 2007), and also other questions were developed to permit the assessment
of the KMC-SE Conceptual Model. It was important to clarify initially the research objective

and then to define the target population and sampling frame (Bryman and Bell, 2007).

As defined in Section 4.3.1.1 (Page 106), the target population for the questionnaire survey
consisted of self-defined SEs that are members of recognised networks in UK. The research
objectives, the literature review, the KMC-SE Conceptual Model, and background knowledge
of the SE sector guided the thought process in developing draft questions. These were then
evaluated from a respondent’s perspective and sections in the questionnaire were designed to
bring them as close as possible to being: short, clear, simple, technically accurate, bias free and
at an appropriate reading level to avoid ambiguity (Bryman and Bell, 2007; Fowler, 2009).
Recommendations on how to design the questionnaire were taken into account (Bradburn et
al., 1979; Foddy and Foddy, 1994; Creswell, 2009; Fowler, 2009), such as, being consistent in
style, starting with a brief description of the meaning of main concepts, and providing
instructions on how to answer each section of the questionnaire. The survey was mounted in
SurveyMonkey, which is a web site that offers online survey services with reliable

confidentiality and anonymity for respondents (Buchanan and Hvizdak, 2009).

After the initial development of the questionnaire, which reflects the main key concepts of the
KMC-SE Conceptual Model, and prior to the pilot test, a draft was pre-tested informally by a
group of academics with experience in KM and SE research. They provided some constructive
suggestions regarding the structure, wording and presentation of the draft questionnaire.

Taking their comments into consideration a second draft of the questionnaire was produced.

Pilot testing

Pilot testing is important to determine content validity of an instrument and to improve

guestions, format, and scales (Creswell, 2009). A pilot test was designed and executed using a

Knowledge Management Capabilities in Social Enterprises | Maria Luisa Granados Ortiz



Chapter 4 — Methodology | 111

SurveyMonkey link sent to ten SE researchers and practitioners from the network Social
Enterprise London. They responded by email and face-to-face conversations with minimal

suggestions on wording and presentation. The main comments were:

e To keep the distribution of matrix statements to a maximum of two per page in Survey
Monkey; and

e To change the word ‘employees’ included in the questions for the word ‘members’.
This was justified by the collaborative environment experienced in the SEs, where

people do not consider themselves as employees of the SE, but members.

These two suggestions were taking into consideration when designing the final version of the

survey questionnaire.

Structure of the final questionnaire

The recommendation of the pre-testing stages, including the pilot test and experts’ validation,
were integrated in the final version of the questionnaire. This is presented in Appendix C (Page
294), as offered in SurveyMonkey. The questionnaire contained four sections, which are

described in Table 4.3.

Table 4.3 - Questionnaire sections description

Type of variables

Constructs assess .
and questions

Section

Objective

Identify the Contextual dimensions: .
. . - Categorical -
demographic Enterprise characteristics Nominal
h teristi fth R t
Section A characteristics of the esponde-n . 20 Unique choice
sample. characteristics . .
. . Multiple choice
Identify the contextual Existence of KM program Open
conditions of the SE. Network participation P
Assess the elements of Organisational conditions:
the Organisational Culture Scale
Section B Capability of the KMC-SE Structure 29 Five point Likert-
People type scale
Conceptual Model
Technology
Assess the elements of Knowlec?lg.e_ activities:
. Acquisition Scale
Section C the Process Capability of Conversion 15 Five point Likert-
the KMC-SE Conceptual o P
Application type scale
Model .
Protection
Assess the elements of
the Organisational Scale
Section D Performance of the Organisational performance 9 Five point Likert-
KMC-SE Conceptual type scale
Model

Questions in sections B, C and D were measured with Likert-type scales that provide the

advantage of standardising and quantifying relative effects (Saunders et al., 2009; Bryman and
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Bell, 2011). In order to decide the total number of points on the Likert-type scale, it is argued
that more points give the respondent a better selection from which to make a choice
(Blumberg et al., 2008). However, it is also argued that this greater choice may confuse the
respondent, and not necessarily produce richer data (Bryman and Bell, 2011). For this study, it

was decided that a neutral position was available from within the five point scales offered.

Data collection process

The final version of the questionnaire was entered on SurveyMonkey and a link was created to
access the survey. The survey invitation email, including the link, was designed following
recommendations from survey practitioners (SPSS, 2012). This was sent to the 2,141 email
contacts of senior members of SEs in UK on the 31 January 2012. A reminder was sent on the
28 February 2012 and the survey link was closed on the 30 March 2012, as stated in the email

invitation.

A total of 432 responses were collected from senior members of SEs around the UK. The total
number of responses exceeded the threshold suggested for this study of 250 responses.
Therefore, the overall response rate of 20.2% that was achieved is well within reasonable
expectations of a web survey, and more than required to accomplish the purpose of the
quantitative study. The responses were downloaded from SurveyMonkey and prepared for

export to SPSS software and consequently AMOS software.

4.3.1.3 Data analysis method

Once the responses were obtained from the online questionnaire, these data were processed
and analysed. In order to achieve the objective of the quantitative study, which is testing and
assessing the KMC-SE Conceptual Model, a number of statistical techniques were utilised in

the data analysis. These are presented and justified as follows:

Descriptive statistics

Frequency distribution tables were employed to categorise the respondent and SEs based on a
number of criteria, such as, respondent's title position, respondent’s previous experience, SE

legal form, SE sector and number of employees.

Missing data and outliers

Missing data were expected to be minimal for most variables. Where missing values occur, the
randomness of the data were diagnosed and values were imputed using the multiple

imputation strategy proposed by Hair et al. (2010). Outlier analyses were undertaken prior to
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all major analyses. The analyses were both non-model based and model based using the

Mahalanovis D2 measure.

Explanatory and confirmatory factor analysis

Factor analysis examines the structure of the correlations among a large number of variables
by defining sets of variables that are highly interrelated, known as factors (Hair et al., 2010).
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) is used when the link between sets of observed and latent
variables is unknown or uncertain. Latent variables are unobservable variables in the social
world that cannot be observed directly, thus are represented by multiple observed variables,
such as, organisational culture and structure (Hair et al., 2010). The analysis proceeds in an
exploratory mode to determine how and to what extent the observed variables are linked to

their underlying factors.

In contrast, Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) is used when there is some knowledge of the
underlying latent variable structure. These two methodologies of analysis were used, initially,
to confirm the extent to which, the observed variables, drawing from literature and previous
empirical research, were linked to their underlying latent factors, or variables of the KMC-SE

Conceptual Model.

Because CFA model focuses only on the link between factors and their measured variables,
within the framework of Structural Equation Modelling (SEM), it represents the measurement
model (Gerbing and Hamilton, 1996). This model provides an appropriate means of assessing
the efficacy of measurements among scale items and the consistency of a pre-specified

structural equation model (Gold et al., 2001; Byrne, 2010).

Structural Equation Modelling (SEM)

Structural Equation Modelling refers to a modelling framework popular in the social and
behavioural sciences and is able to handle multi-equation models, multiple measures of
concepts, and measurement error (Bollen and Noble, 2011). It has also been referred to in the
literature as Analysis of Moment Structures, Covariance Structure Analysis, Analysis of Linear
Structural Relationships (LISREL) and Path Analysis and Causal Modelling. This framework
estimates a series of separate, but interdependent, multiple regression equations
simultaneously, by specifying the structural model, and incorporating latent variables into the

analysis.

The most used technique in social and behavioural sciences is the Covariance-based SEM
(Bollen and Paxton, 1998; Little et al., 2007; Byrne, 2010; Hair et al., 2010; Blunch, 2013).

However, an alternative SEM technique called Partial Least Squares (PLS) has also been
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recommended when assessing multi-equation models with multiple measures of concepts
(Wold, 1975). For this study, a Covariance-based SEM model was more appropriate to assess

the conceptual model than PLC for the following reasons:

e PLC is recommended when the study is interested in making predictions from
dependent variables, rather than explaining covariance, as is the case of Covariance-
based SEM (Blunch, 2013). The statistical analysis of the KMC-SE Conceptual Model
does not pretend to predict the dependent variable, Organisational Performance, but
to explain covariance associated with this variable and the two independent variables;
and

e PLCis recommended when the model has a majority of latent variables with formative
indicators, this is, when the indicators form or define the latent variable (Byrne, 2010;
Blunch, 2013). The indicators assessed in this study are reflexive, which means that
they reflect the underlying latent variable. For example, the indicators AC2 ‘Sharing
knowledge with business partners’ is reflecting the acquisition process of the SE. For
these reasons a covariance-based SEM model is appropriate to test the model because

it works with reflective indicators.

SEM comprises both a measurement model and a structural model. The measurement model
describes the links between the latent variables and their observed measures, and the
structural model describes the links among the latent variables themselves. To validate how
the empirical data collected from SE members in the UK fit the KMC-SE Conceptual Model, a
variety of global fit indices and procedures are used, including indices of absolute fit, indices of
relative fit, and indices of fit with a penalty function for lack of parsimony. These indices and

procedures are described in detailed in Appendix D (Page 300).

Computer-based statistical analysis tools, SPSS and AMOS, were used to run the statistical
techniques and analyse the data obtained from the respondents via SurveyMonkey. The
information originated from the descriptive and multivariate statistical analysis of the data is

presented in Chapter 5.

4.3.2 Phase 2: Qualitative study

In order to give depth and derive meaning to the quantitative results, and to broaden the view
of the subjects, a qualitative element for the research was designed and undertaken. This
study allowed the researcher to understand the deeper perspectives that can be captured
through face-to-face interaction with key informants, and observation in the more normal

setting of interview (Marshall and Rossman, 2011).
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4.3.2.1 Sampling

Following the same process for sampling design already presented for the quantitative study,

this phase was focused on the same population, which is SEs in UK. However, the sampling

frame, sampling scheme and sample size are different due to the nature of a qualitative study

and the research design.

Sampling frame: because this research follows an sequential explanatory design, the

data collection for phase two depends on the results of data collection and data
analysis of phase one. Thus, the sample frame for the qualitative study comprises the
actual respondents of the survey in phase one, because they are the most appropriate

to contribute to the qualitative data set (Creswell and Plano Clark, 2011).

Sampling scheme: contrary to the quantitative study, the purpose of the qualitative

study is not to generalise from the sample, but to develop an in-depth understanding
of few people or cases. To obtain representative cases for further explanation of the
guantitative results, this phase followed a convenience sampling approach.
Respondents were chosen from the people identified in the previous phase that were
conveniently available and willing to participate further in the study (Collins, 2010;
Creswell and Plano Clark, 2011). A convenience sample is useful for explanatory
research to obtain the range of views and develop typologies, but must not be used to
make any claim to represent anything but the sample itself. This type of sample
scheme is also named ‘nested sample’, which specifies that the sample participating in
one phase represents a subset of the participants involved in the other phase (Collins,

2010).

Sample size: for Sequential explanatory Designs, Creswell and Plano Clark (2011)
recommend that qualitative data collection comes from a much smaller sample of the
guantitative data collection, because the intent is not to merge or compare the data.
The decisions about samples are usually a compromise between cost, time, accuracy,
the nature of the research problem and the art of the possible (Bryman and Bell, 2011).
Nonetheless, there is some guidance for specific sample size recommended for
qualitative interviews. This guidance is presented in Table 4.4, suggesting a number of
participants between 15 to 30 for grounded theory research and 6 to 20 for

interviews-based methodology.
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Table 4.4 - Minimum sample size recommended for interviews

Research design /

Minimum Sample size suggestion Author (s)

method
(Creswell, 2005)
(Creswell and Plano
Clark, 2011)
(Johnson and
Christensen, 2009)
(Guest et al., 2006)

15 - 20 participants

Grounded theor
Y 20 - 30 participants

6 - 12 participants

12 participants
6 - 8 interviews for a homogeneous
sample

Interview

12 - 20 data sources ‘when looking for (Kuzel, 1992)
disconfirming evidence or trying to

achieve maximum variation.’

Additionally, similar sample size figures were identified in seven, published works that
implemented a Sequential Explanatory mixed methods research design. These are

presented in Table 4.5.
Table 4.5 - Other Sequential Explanatory research design samples
Author

Quantitative sample H Qualitative sample \

(Al-Mawali and Al-Shbiel, 2013)

98 Survey responses

7 Semi-structured interviews

(Kumpirarusk, 2012)

242 Survey responses

15 In-Depth Interview

(Mswaka, 2011)

102 Survey responses

18 Semi-structured interviews

(Wallace-Hulecki, 2011)

43 Survey responses

18 Semi-structured interviews

(Peng et al., 2011)

42 Survey responses

25 Semi-structured interviews

(Hirst, 2010)

163 Survey responses

17 Semi-structured interviews

(MacDonald, 2010)

54 Survey responses

12 Semi-structured interviews

(Alfaadhel, 2010)

146 Survey responses

15 Semi-structured interviews

(West and Prendergast, 2009)

77 Survey responses

9 Interviews

(lvankova et al., 2006)

207 Survey responses

4 Unstructured interviews

(Hewett et al., 2006)

207 Survey responses

12 Interviews

(Dellande et al., 2004)

412 Survey responses

17 Interviews (8 patients - 9

(376 patients - 36 nurses) | nurses)

Thus, based on both qualitative researchers’ recommendations, and previous research
employing Sequential Explanatory mixed methods research design, a recommended and
significant sample for Phase 2 was judged to be between 10 and 20 interviews. These,
however, are subject to data saturation, which is the criterion considered to determine

the significance and representativeness of the sample size (Glaser and Strauss, 1967).

4.3.2.2 Data collection method

Various authors have presented taxonomies to classify qualitative methods (Bryman and Bell,
2007; Blumberg et al., 2008; Creswell, 2009; Saunders et al., 2009; Marshall and Rossman,
2011). A general taxonomy proposed by Blumberg et al. (2008) includes: in-depth interview,

participant observation, films, projective techniques, case studies, ethnography, expert
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interview, document analysis and proxemics. From these methods, the more common for

business studies are the in-depth interview, participatory observation, case study and

document analysis (Blumberg et al., 2008). Table 4.6 presents a comparison of these methods

with the possible advantages and limitations of each method to support the purpose of this

study.

Data
collection

Table 4.6 - Comparison of qualitative research methods

Primary strategy

Advantages

Limitation

method

In-depth
interview

Capture the deep
meaning of
experience in the
participant’s own
words

e Participants can provide historical
and process-related information

o Allows researcher control over the
line of questioning

o Allows detection and identification
of the issues relevant to
understanding the situation

o Allows the determination of what
the interviewee sees as relevant
and important

e Allows immediate follow-up and

clarification

It may allow the researcher to

obtain information about tacit and

explicit practices for KM

e Provides indirect information
filtered through the views of
interviewees

e Not all people are equally
articulate and perceptive

e Possible misinterpretation due
to cultural differences

e Depends on co-operation of
individuals

Participatory
observation

Take field notes on
the behaviour and
activities at the
research site

First-hand experience with
participant

e Record information as it occurs
e Unusual aspects can be noticed

e Private data can be observed
that researcher cannot report

o Researcher may be seen as
intrusive

e Slow and expensive process

e |t may not be possible to
identify explicit practices of KM

of the research

e As written evidence, it saves time
of transcribing

Study a o Allows a better understanding of a indi lisabl
contemporary problem from multiple o Findings alre_not generalisable
Case study phenomenon perspectives t? a_ popu a.tlor.1
within this real-life o Limits the findings to a small
context number of SEs
e Enables a researcher to obtain e Information can be protected
. language and words of participants to public access
Collect private or guag . P P P . .
Document ublic documents e Can be accessed at a time e Material may be incomplete or
analysis P convenient to researcher inaccurate

e |t may not reflect tacit
practices of KM

Based on (Bryman and Bell, 2007; Blumberg et al., 2008; Creswell, 2009; Marshall and Rossman,

2011)

Drawing upon the research aim of this study, the specific purpose of the qualitative phase and

the parallel comparison presented in Table 4.6, in-depth interviews are used as the data

collection method for Phase 2. This method allows the researcher to obtain valid and reliable

data from participants that helps a deeper understanding of the quantitative findings.

Therefore, the interview allows the researcher to learn more about the respondent’s

viewpoint regarding their current practices of KM and organisational behaviour within their SE.

Knowledge Management Capabilities in Social Enterprises | Maria Luisa Granados Ortiz




Chapter 4 — Methodology | 118

In comparison with other suitable methods, such as case study, interviews permit the

collection of more responses that represent a broad range of SEs.

A common typology related to the level of formality and structure of interviews is: structured
interview, semi-structured interviews and unstructured interviews (Saunders et al., 2009).
Since the type of data expected to be collected in this phase is richer and more detailed, being
based on the participant’s perception, the first type of interview is not considered. The type of
interview that provides more accurate data, but at the same time allows the researcher to
address specific topics from the quantitative findings, is the semi-structured interview. This
type of interview is also recommended when following a explanatory mixed methods

fieldwork approach (Hennink et al., 2011).

Semi-structured interviews usually start with specific questions but allow the interview to
follow the participant’s thoughts later on. It gives the respondent the possibility to turn the
interview in different directions and to introduce new sub-topics that the researcher often has

not thought about beforehand (Marshall and Rossman, 2011).

Interview guide design:

The main purpose of an interview guide is to increase the comparability of multiple qualitative
interviews (Blumberg et al., 2008). This is obtained by having an ‘aide memoire’ to ensure that
the same issues are addressed in every interview and not forgotten in some interviews. The

sections of the interview guide are explained as follows:

e Introduction: Each interview is started by providing information about the purpose of the
research, how the data will be used and the outcomes of the study. Participants are also
informed why the recording is necessary, who would listen to the recording and then seek
the participant’s verbal permission to record the session (Hennink et al, 2011).
Participants were assured that research information will be collected, analysed and
reported anonymously;

e Opening questions: Because each participant has already given their personal and
organisational demographic information in the survey questionnaire, only general
qguestions about the SE are asked, such as, main objectives and short organisational
description. These questions provide some background on the interviewee allowing the
researcher to begin the process of building rapport in the interview (Hennink et al., 2011);

e Key queries: These are the central part of the interview and are, thus, essential to collect
and discuss core information to answer the research aims of the second phase. They are
intentionally placed in the central part of the interview guide to permit time for rapport to

be established between the interviewer and the interviewee. The purpose is
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understanding how current KM activities work within the interviewee’s SEs. However, as
was explained in Section 3.2.2 (Page 71) on Chapter 3, SEs do not necessarily used the
word ‘Knowledge Management’ to indicate their activities to manage knowledge.
Therefore, a more general query about their working practices, sources of ideas and types
of knowledge was asked,;

e Closing: To enquire about the interviewee’s perception of the future of their SEs.

Appendix E (Page 301) presents the complete interview guide used in the second phase of this
research, including the topic probes to each question. These topic probes come from the KMC-
SE Conceptual Model and quantitative findings, and remind the interviewer to ask about these
issues if they are not raised spontaneously by the interviewee. The interview followed the
order in which the topics arise as the interview develops. Therefore, the interview guide is
used as a checklist to ensure that the main topics have been covered, but not necessarily in
the same order in all interviews. Additionally, the words in the guide are used as reference to
the interviewer, but more colloquial language, or local phrases, were used during the interview

that were easily understood and reflect the context of the interviewee.

Validity was assured by building rapport, trust and openness between interviewer and
interviewee, giving the participant the confidence to express the way they perceive reality.
Additionally, validity was kept by using questions that are drawn from the KMC-SE Conceptual

Model and previous responses to the quantitative study (Arksey and Knight, 1999).

In order to make triangulation possible, thus providing stronger assessment of theory (Webb
et al., 1966) and, in addition, delivering credibility to the research findings (Bryman and Bell,

2011), document analysis, when available, was also performed.

Data collection process

Several pilot interviews were undertaken to identify colloquial phases relevant to the research

topic and to confirm the relevance of the interview guide.

In order to get a representative number of interviews, an email was sent to over 100
respondents from the ‘willing to participate further’ sample offering them an opportunity to
meet and explore their current experiences managing knowledge within their SEs. After four
weeks, 21 participants had agreed to participate in the second phase of this research and were

used as the convenience sample.

The size of the sample was comparable with the numbers suggested by qualitative researchers
and previous Sequential Explanatory mixed methods research designs presented in Section

4.3.2.1 (Page 115).
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Among the criteria considered to determine the significance and representativeness of the
sample size was saturation (Glaser and Strauss, 1967). The researcher concluded that data
saturation occurred within the first 15 interviews, when further interviews became effectively
superfluous and participants were describing similar experiences managing their knowledge.
The subsequent six interviews added a few, new, minor issues, but no significant elements to

the main discussion.

Data saturation can be clearly demonstrated using the visualisation tool Tree Map offered by
NVivo9 software. This tool allows the comparison of codes, which are presented and explained
in the following section, by the number of references and citations they content. Tree maps of
the first seven, fifteen and 21 interviews are presented in Figure 4.3, Figure 4.4 and Figure 4.5
respectively. These are Tree Maps of codes showing hierarchical data as a set of nested
rectangles of varying sizes, comparing the number of coding references. The tree map is

scaled to fit the available space, so the sizes of the rectangles should be considered in relation

to each other, rather than as an absolute number.

sarning and developmant
internal collaboration 19%
18%

MNodes compared by number of coding references

Figure 4.3 - Tree map of first seven interviews
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Nodes compared by number of coding references

nternal collaboration

echnology - IT suppart

20%

Figure 4.4 - Tree map of first fifteen interviews

Nodes compared by number of coding references

[Social activity
Learning and development

19%

echnology - IT support

19%

Figure 4.5 - Tree map of all 21 interviews

Drawing upon these figures, it can be recognised how the distribution and size of boxes in in
Figure 4.3 has change significantly with the addition of eight more interviews, Figure 4.4.

However, by comparing the Tree Map of fifteen interviews with 21 interviews (see Figure 4.5),
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the patterns are very similar, representing an almost exact distribution and hierarchy of codes

and references, confirming the previous statement about data saturation.

Based on the previous discussions, the sample size for the qualitative phase provided the
researcher with the confidence to capture the variation in KM experiences within SEs. This
permitted to get depth of understanding and to derive meaning from the quantitative results,

and to make generalising statements about them.

Ideally, the interviews were set up face-to-face at a venue convenient to the participant and
where they would feel relaxed and be able to talk freely. In some cases, online synchronous
interviews were conducted using a video internet-mediated system named Skype, for
geographically disparate research participants. Synchronous online interviews are becoming
an increasingly viable research method (King and Horrocks, 2010; Bryman and Bell, 2011; Cater,
2011; Saumure and Given, 2012). Some of their advantages and disadvantages are listed in

Table 4.7.

Table 4.7 — Advantages and disadvantages of synchronous online interviews

Advantages Disadvantages

Extremely inexpensive to conduct Only people with access to online facilities
compared to face-to-face equivalents are likely to be in a position to participate
It can be more difficult for the interviewer
to establish rapport and to engage with the
interviewees

Interviewees may be able to fit the
interview better into their own time

Researchers are not confronted with the
potentially discomforting experience of
having to use other people’s homes or
workplaces

Online connections may be lost, so
research participants need to know what to
do in case of such an eventuality

For greater, geographical distances, there
may be time lags in the conversation, which
can break the flow of an interview

Ease of audio-recording computer-to-
computer

Provide an instant messaging function,
which is a useful tool for managing data
collection problems and sharing
information between interviewee and
interviewer

Geographically flexible

The researcher experienced some of these advantages and disadvantages using Skype for
video-interviews, however, in overall the experience was favourable. First of all, Skype allowed
the researcher to perceived body language, office background, and in some opportunities,
documents, folders and pictures that enrich the interview. Secondly, Skype interviews were in
some cases better than traditional face-to-face interviews. This was because conversations
were normally held in quiet places, avoiding background noise that would otherwise interfere

with the interview or make the transcription process more difficult.
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In order to capture not only what the participants were saying but also the way in which they
were saying it, and to allow the interviewer to be alert to what was being said, the researcher
made an audio-recording of each interview. Every interview was recorded and then verbatim
transcribed as soon as possible after each interview. This type of transcription allows the

researcher to capture information in the participant’s own words (Hennink et al., 2011).

After transcribing each interview, the researcher and an external, native-English speaker
listened to all 21 recorded interviews while following the written transcripts to identify any
errors, omissions or inaccuracies. This increased accuracy and completeness of the

transcription.

In addition to the interviews, further information was gathered through web sites. This
information was, for example, the history of the organisation, its vision, mission and,
objectives; other company documentation, such as, annual reports; and published research
publications related to the selected organisation. Wherever possible, this information was
used to validate the data collected from the questionnaires and the interviews. Table 4.8

described the type of information collected for each participant.
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Table 4.8 - Information for each participant

Type of information

Participant Detail information
o Audio Text Video
SE1 v v v Website material

Website material

SE2 v v
Annual report

SE3 v v Website material
Annual report

SE4 v v Website material .
Company presentation

SE5 v v Website material

SE6 v v We.b_5|te m_aterlall
Official registration report

SE7 v v Website material
Website material

SES v v Company formats
Company documents

SE9 v v Website material
Website material

SE10 v v Company formats

Company reports
Academic case study report
SE11 4 4 Website material

Website material
Organisational video

SE13 v v v Website material
Organisational video
Website material

SE12 4 4 v

SE14 v v v - .
Organisational videos
SE15 v v WebS|te_mater|aI
Academic report
SE16 v v Website material
SE17 v v Website material
SE18 v v Website material
SE19 v v WebS|.te rTmaterlaI
Organisational blogs
SE20 v v Website material
SE21 v v Website material

The use of multiple sources of information for each participant’s organisation permitted the
researcher to cross-check the collected information in an attempt to reduce bias affecting the

data generated (Bryman and Bell, 2011).

4.3.2.3 Data analysis method

When analysing qualitative data, the researchers face a difficulty because there are few well-
established and standardised procedures and approaches for analysing such data (Miles and
Huberman, 1994; Merriam, 2009; Saunders et al., 2009; Bryman and Bell, 2011; Hennink et al.,
2011). Merriam (2009) presented six of the most commonly used approaches to undertaking
qualitative research. These are: basic qualitative research, phenomenology, grounded theory,

ethnography, narrative analysis, and critical qualitative research. Each of these approaches
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may vary in how the research question is asked, sample selection, data collection and analysis,

and write-up.

As was presented in Section 4.1 (Page 98), the justifications of undertaking the qualitative
phase of this research is that the researcher recognizes the existence of a gap between the
concept of reality, driven by theoretical assumptions, and the ‘true’ but ‘unknown’ reality
experience within a SE. This understanding of the ‘true’ and ‘unknown’ reality requires an
interpretative analysis, which represents the ‘basic qualitative research’ approach proposed by

Merriam (2009).

After deciding the approach to analyse the qualitative phase of this research, the next decision
is to decide which method is going to be used. Miles and Huberman (1994) presented methods
for qualitative data analysis including contact summary sheets, codes and coding, pattern
coding, ‘memoing’, case analysis meeting, interim case summary, vignettes, pre-structured

case and sequential analysis.

The main purpose of this phase is to give depth and to derive meaning to the quantitative
results that assessed the KMC-SE Conceptual Model. Therefore, it is necessary to employ an
analysis method that facilitates the assessment of predefined theoretical concepts, but at the
same time permits the study of unique issues raised by participants themselves. This type of
analysis is obtained through coding. This involves the grouping and labelling of data in codes,
in the process of making it more manageable to display and provide evidence in support of the
research aims (Grbich, 2013). These codes can refer to issues, topics, ideas and opinions that

are evident in the data (Hennink et al., 2011).

In order to assist and facilitate the coding process, which is explained below, literature
recommended the use of computer-assisted qualitative data analysis software (CAQDAS)
(Merriam, 2009; Yin, 2009; Bryman and Bell, 2011; Hennink et al., 2011; Bazeley, 2013; Grbich,
2013; Saldafia, 2013). These are code and retrieve programmes that are ‘able assistant and
reliable tools’ (Yin, 2009, p128) and that efficiently store, organise, manage and reconfigure

the data to enable ‘human analytic reflection’ (Saldafa, 2013, p28).

Some concerns associated with these software programmes are the move towards controls
rather than diagnosis, and towards explanation rather than interpretation (Bryman and Bell,
2007). Thus, the research data may be over-interpreted through the abuse of complex
indexing systems. Moreover, the fragmentation process of coding text that are then retrieved
and put together into categories or related fragments, risk decontextualising the data (Bryman
and Bell, 2011; Bazeley, 2013; Grbich, 2013). On the other hand, some important advantages

of CAQDAS can be efficiency and speed in the coding and retrieval process, improvement of
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transparency of the qualitative data analysis process, and development of ‘trees’ that permit

the interrelation of ideas and codes (Bryman and Bell, 2011).

By ensuring a well-structured and descriptive process of data analysis, and in order to facilitate
an efficient process, Phase 2 of this research was supported with the use of a CAQDAS named
NVivo. NVivo software was selected because it permitted the inclusion of quantitative data

from the related survey, and allowed the development of hierarchical coding.

The process of analysing qualitative data in Phase 2 is presented in Figure 4.6. It started with
the collected data being uploaded into NVivo software as soon as they were obtained and
transcribed. This data included interview transcriptions, website material, company
documents and academic/external reports. The data were continuously checked and tracked
to question actively in which academic direction the information collected was leading the
researcher, and identifying areas that required follow-up (Hennink et al., 2011; Grbich, 2013).
This preliminary data analysis helped the researcher to get familiarised with some of the
vocabulary and acronyms mentioned by participants, such as, NVQs (National Vocational
Qualifications), CVS (Council for Voluntary Services), CRB (Criminal Records Bureau), CAEO
(Centre of Excellence and Outcomes), KPIs (Key Performance Indicators) and CQC (Care Quality

Commission).

( Collection of data )
(Verbatim transcriptions,
/ Website material, Company
documents and Academic/
\_ External reports) J
\ Preliminary data analysis /
4 l 3\
Coding of one third of data
| J

!

Development of initial codes
[ Deductive codes ] Inductive codes ]

KMC-SE model New codes

’ Coding of rest of the data '

]

Integrate, conceptualise and
discuss

Figure 4.6 - Process of qualitative data analysis developed by the author supported on

(Hennink et al., 2011; Grbich, 2013; Saldafia, 2013)
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The next stage was coding the data. As was explained previously, the collection of qualitative
data were framed in the KMC-SE Conceptual Model. Thus, the coding process includes the
identification of elements in the qualitative data that describe the main variables of the
conceptual model. These are considered deductive codes because they are originated by the
researcher (Hennink et al., 2011). However, in order to avoid introducing a preliminary
restriction on the issues to be investigated, new codes were created from the qualitative data.
These codes are considered inductive codes because they come directly from the data
(Hennink et al., 2011). Additionally, they allow the identification of unique issues raised by
participants themselves, as well as the possibility of the theoretical concepts departing

considerably from the views of participants (Bryman, 1989; Hennink et al., 2011).

Following the Hennink (2011) recommendation, only one-third of the data, seven transcripts,
was read and coded. This permitted the initial development of both deductive and inductive
codes, trying to select diverse transcripts so that a broad range of initial codes could be
identified. This initial coding process identified 94% (46 of 49 codes) of the final group of
codes developed in the study. During this analysis process, data were re-examined and re-
coded to enable the researcher to understand the meanings that were well rooted in the data
and to classify them accordingly in the deductive and inductive codes. Appendix F (Page 302)
presents and describes the deductive and inductive codes employed and developed in this
research. Lastly, both deductive and inductive codes were integrated, conceptualised and
discussed. Therefore, coding is only the initial step towards an even more rigorous and
thorough analysis and interpretation for this research. This is presented in Chapter 5 and

discussed in combination with literature and quantitative findings in Chapter 6.

In order to evaluate the quality of the data preparation and coding analysis, Hennink et al.
(2011) suggested a number of questions that are presented and answered in Table 4.9. This
confirmed that both data preparation, which consisted of recording and transcription, and
coding analysis, were undertaken with high quality standards that give validity and reliability to

this phase.
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Table 4.9 - Data preparation and coding analysis quality assessment

Qualityfactor _________Question ______________ Answer |

Were interviews transcribed verbatim? Yes (section 4.3.2.2)
Appropriate intai i
pprop Was a.codebook used to maintain consistency Yes (Appendix F Page 302)
in coding?
Are data preparation tasks described? Yes (section 4.3.2.2)
Transparent - - :
Are code development and coding described? | Yes (section 4.3.2.2)
Were inductive codes developed? Yes (section 4.3.2.2)
Grounded Were the codes and concepts developed well- | Yes (section 4.3.2.2)
grounded in data?
Saturation Was code development saturated? Yes (section 4.3.2.2)

Was colloquial language maintained in
transcripts?
Have all identifiers been removed from data

Ethical . Yes
transcripts?

Interpretive Yes (section 4.3.2.2)

4.4 Conclusions of Chapter 4

This chapter has identified the methodological approaches and research strategy assumed in
this study to achieve the research aim and objectives. It started by reviewing a number of
philosophical paradigms that are widely used in social science and business. The empirical
investigation of how KMCs can be developed in the particular context of SEs required the
researcher to assume both deductive and inductive approaches. In order to assess the
theoretical assumptions associated with KMCs and include the specific realities of SEs, this

research adopted a critical realism stance.

This chapter has also demonstrated that, according to the research aim and objectives, and
the research paradigm, a mixed method is the most appropriate research strategy for this
study. In particular, mixed method was justified as an approach for testing theory in order to
evaluate the validity of the hypotheses proposed in Chapter 3. In order to assess the
theoretical elements of the KMC-SE Conceptual Model, and provide a subjective explanation of
these findings, a sequential explanatory research design was adopted. Such a design provides a

framework for describing the phases, activities and the flow of the research process.

The first and second phases, quantitative and qualitative respectively, were described, paying
specific attention to sampling, data collection and data analysis decisions. The justification of
the sample frame for both phases, that is, the senior members of self-defined SEs that were
members of UK SE networks, was detailed. Additionally, reasons were presented to select
web-based, survey questionnaires and in-depth interviews as the main methods for data
collection in both phases. An objective approach was followed in the analysis of the

guantitative data supporting the examination and validation of the KMC-SE Conceptual Model.
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The analysis of the qualitative data involved a more subjective approach where coding

techniques were used.

In the next two chapters, Chapter 5 and 6, the collected data in Phase 1 and Phase 2 will be

described, presented and discussed in the form of research findings.
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Chapter 5

Data Analysis: Quantitative and Qualitative

This chapter provides the empirical analysis of the KMC-SE Conceptual Model developed in
Chapter 3, following the research strategy described in Chapter 4, and should be read in
conjunction with Appendix G (Page 304) and H (Page 333). The aims of this chapter are
twofold. Firstly, to analyse the data collected in the first phase of this research, that is, the
quantitative data from the web survey questionnaire. In doing so, a description of the sample
is presented in Section 5.1.1, followed by the statistical analysis using Confirmatory Factor
Analysis and Structural Equation Modelling in Section 5.1.3. The analysis provides an
assessment of how the empirical data fits the theoretical assumptions of the KMC-SE
Conceptual Model. This information is used to identify the elements that need further

explanation by means of the second phase of this research.

Secondly, to analyse the qualitative data from the second phase. These data were collected
with in-depth interviews to participants of the first phase that were willing to contribute to
further research. Section 5.2.1 presents a description of the qualitative sample and Sections
5.2.2, 5.2.3, 5.2.4 and 5.2.5 examine the qualitative data following the coding strategy
described in Chapter 4 (Section 4.3.2.3 Page 124). The combination of both quantitative and
gualitative analyses with KM and SE literature will occur in Chapter 6. This integration will
result in the assessment of the KMC-SE Conceptual Model, and the development of the

empirically assessed KMC-SE Model, which are the second and third objectives of this research.
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5.1 Phase 1 - Quantitative data analysis

The first empirical phase of this research involves a quantitative study that will assess, test and
validate the theoretical assumptions proposed in the KMC-SE Conceptual Model. This supports
the achievement of the second objective of this research. The methodological description of

this phase is presented in Chapter 4 (Section 4.3.1  Page 105).

The data collected in this phase consists of 432 responses received on SurveyMonkey within
the two months of data collection. As was defined in Chapter 4 (Section 4.3.1.1 Page 106), the
questionnaire included a filter question at the beginning to assure that data were actually
collected from people working in SE. By analysing the data obtained from Survey Monkey,
from the total 432, 39 respondents did not work for SEs. Consequently, these entries were
deleted from the final dataset, resulting in a total of 393 responses collected. All subsequence

analyses in this section are based on 393 responses.

In the next section, descriptions of the quantitative sample are presented. This is followed by a
detailed quantitative analysis using Confirmatory Factor Analysis and Structural Equation
Modelling. An overview of the general findings of the quantitative analysis is presented in

Section 5.1.4.

5.1.1 Quantitative sample — statistical description

5.1.1.1 Organisational descriptive statistics

Table 5.1 describes the organisational characteristics of the sample in Phase 1. lllustrative
figures, such as pie charts and bar charts are presented in Appendix G (Section 1 Page 304).

The following are the interpretations drawn from Table 5.1.

e Region of operation of Social Enterprises: as was expected, based on the number of Social

Entrepreneurs contacted from English networks (71%), the majority of respondents
worked for SEs that operate mainly in England (59%) and then Wales (15%). The analysis
of this question also revealed that 15.4% of SEs operates in at least two countries from UK,
with 8% working also internationally.

e Age of Social Enterprise: half of respondents work for SEs established for more than five

years, with 10% working for new SEs.

e Size - number of employees: According to the enterprise classification offered by the

European Commission, 53% were Micro, 22% were Small, 9% were Medium and 4% were
Large-sized SEs, with 12% reporting no paid staff. Thus, 84% of responses come from small

and medium SEs. By interpreting patterns of paid and volunteer staff working for SEs, 9.5%
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of SEs are operating with volunteers only, and larger organisations do not use volunteers
in the same way as SMEs (81% on average employed volunteers).

e Legal status: 55% of respondents work for SEs registered as a Limited Company. Only 24%
of SEs are registered as Community Interested Company (CIC), which is the legal form
created by the government to cover SEs. From all SEs, only 32% were registered as
charities.

e Main objectives of Social Enterprises: 63% of SEs have social objectives among their main

objectives. From all SEs, 13% have a third bottom line with social, environmental and
economic objectives, and 26% having double bottom line. Only 2% have only economic

objectives.

Table 5.1 - Organisational demographic description

Organisational information Number \ Frequency
Region where operating
England 308 59%
Wales 80 15%
Scotland 61 12%
Northern Ireland 32 6%
International 44 8%
Age of SE
Less than one year 36 10%
1-2years 72 19%
3 -4 years 62 16%
5-9years 85 23%
10 or more years 121 32%
Number of employees (paid staff)
0 47 12%
1-9 201 53%
10-49 82 22%
50-249 33 9%
250 - 999 11 3%
1,000 and over 3 1%
Legal form
Limited Company 183 55%
Community Interest Company (CIC) 81 24%
Co-operative Society (Co-op) 11 3%
Charitable Incorporated Organisation (ClO) 10 3%
Sole Trader 8 2%
Trust 7 2%
Others 34 10%
Main objective (multiple answer)
Social 346 63%
Environmental 113 21%
Profit 87 16%

The organisational characteristics of the sample followed similar patterns already identified in
government statistics about SEs (Villeneuve-Smith, 2010). That is, almost three quarters of
them have less than 50 employees, with half with one to nine employees; more than half of
them existing as SEs for more than 10 years; and the majority working in England with less

than 10% operating internationally. This gives validity to the findings in this phase because the
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sample possesses characteristics similar to those already identified in government statistics,
resulting in a more accurate representation of the population (Bryman and Bell, 2011).
5.1.1.2 Individual descriptive statistics

The following analysis corresponds to questions related to demographic information from
respondents and their relation with their SEs. Table 5.2 presents the descriptive statistics and

further charts are illustrated in Appendix G (Section 1 Page 304).

e Demographic data — age - gender: The majority of respondents were older, with an almost

equal response coming from female and male;

e Studies and previous experience: High levels of education were identified in respondents

with 43% having a first degree, and another 43% also having a post-graduate degree.
Regarding previous experience, 34% of respondents have previous business experience,
followed by 24% with charity experience. A significant 22% have previous academic or
educational experience. About 10% of participants stated they had business, charity, SE
and academic experience before working for their current SE; and

e Role and working time in Social Enterprise: More than half of respondents have been

working in their SEs for more than four years, and 82% more than two years. Respondents
were majority owners, managing directors or CEOs for their SEs, with 95% of responses

collected from, at a minimum, senior managers in SEs.
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Table 5.2 — Individual demographic description

Participant information Number Frequency

Age
20-29 14 5%
30-39 38 14%
40 - 49 87 32%
50 -59 99 36%
60 or older 35 13%

Gender
Male 124 48%
Female 135 52%

Highest level of educational achievement
No formal qualifications 6 2%
GCE 'O’ level, or equivalent 12 4%
GCE 'A' level, or equivalent 20 7%
Degree, or equivalent 118 43%
Post-graduate degree 117 43%

Prior experience
No such prior experience 23 4%
Prior Social Enterprise experience 81 15%
Prior educational/academic experience 119 22%
Prior charities experience 128 24%
Prior business experience 181 34%

Role in SE
Owner/Managing Director/CEO 183 67%
Senior Management 74 27%
Junior Management 18 7%

Working time in SE
Less than six months 12 4%
Six months - one year 36 13%
2 -3 years 71 26%
4 -5 years 54 20%
6 or more years 100 37%

Data preparation - Missing data and outliers

To identify missing data, the following four steps proposed by Hair et al. (2010) were followed:

Determine the type of missing data: the missing data were not ignorable;

Determine the extent of missing data: 24% of missing data were identified. By
exploring each case, 64 cases were deleted for having more than 80% of missing data,
reducing the total percentage of missing data to 11% and the total of responses to 329.
A last iteration deleted 23 cases with more than 80% of missing data in scalar variables
guestions, which are the variables validated in the following CFA and SEM models. The
final number of cases obtained was 306 with 6% of missing data. By exploring missing
data for each variable, no variable was identified with less than 11% of missing data
for scalar variables, thus no variables were deleted;

Diagnose the randomness of the missing data processes: by initial observation of
missing values, the missing patterns were random. This information was confirmed

with a Missing Value Analysis in SPSS running the Little’s MCAR test. The null
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hypothesis for Little’s MCAR test was that the data are missing completely at random
(MCAR). The significance level obtained in this research was 0.953 confirming the data
were missing completely at random (MCAR); and

iv. Select the imputation method: because the data were MCAR, any imputation method
could be used. Following the Hair et al. (2010) recommendation, a multiple imputation
strategy was applied to derive a composite estimate for the missing value. Using the
multiple imputation tool from SPSS, five imputations were obtained creating a new

dataset of 306 responses with 0% of missing data for scalar variables.

To determine outliers, the Mahalanovis D2 measure was obtained for each scalar variable.
Dividing the resulted measures by the degrees of freedom (53), a maximum value of 2.8 was
obtained. The threshold levels for this value should be less than 3.0 for samples with more

than 50 cases (Hair et al., 2010). This indicates that not outliers are identified in the data.

5.1.3 Confirmatory Factor Analysis and Structural Equation Modelling Analysis

To ‘confirm’ or ‘reject’ the KMC-SE Conceptual Model presented in Chapter 3 and to assess the
validity of the measurement model, a Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) and then Structural

Equation Modelling (SEM) needs to be executed (see Chapter 4 Section 4.3.1.3 Page 112).

To represent the conceptual model as a path diagram designed in AMOS software, the

elements of the conceptual model presented in Figure 3.6 (Page 88) were included as follows:

e Latent variables of second-order (unobserved variable that is represented by multiple
latent variables of first-order): Organisational Capability, Process Capability and
Organisational Performance;

e Latent variables of first-order (unobserved variable that is represented by multiple
observed variables): Collaboration, Trust, Learning, Mission, Structure, T-shaped skills,
Intrinsic Motivation, Extrinsic Motivation, Technology, Conversion, Application,
Acquisition, Protection, Return, Workforce and Innovation, Stakeholder environment
and Internal activities; and

e Observed variables: Indicators of each latent variable of second order described in

Appendix C (Page 294).

The path diagram presented in Figure 5.1 consists then of 18 latent variables and 53 observed
variables. The 18 unobserved or latent variables mentioned are represented by ovals. Double-
headed arrows between each pair of the second-order, latent variables allow for covariances
between each pair of these latent variables in recognition of their likely association with each

other. The indicators, also called observed variables, are represented in the diagram by boxes.
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The single-headed, straight arrows that originate with the first-order, latent variables and
terminate in the indicators represent direct relationships from the latent to the observed
variables. The error effect is connected to each indicator and represents all the variables that

influence the indicator besides its respective latent variable.
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Figure 5.1 - Proposed KMC-SE Conceptual Model with 18 constructs on AMOS

The KMC-SE Conceptual Model, as a structural equation model, can also be represented by a
series of regression, structural equations (Byrne, 2010). These are defined in Appendix G
(Section 2 Page 306). In a more ordinal way, the relationship between the indicators and each
latent variable may be explained with the following example: the level of collaboration within
the SE of a participant ‘i’ makes him answer the statement CL1 in a certain way, therefore,

collaboration causes CL1 and the error element causes the answer given to CL1.
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To run the SEM for testing measurement theory validation with CFA, the six stages proposed
by Hair et al. (2010) are followed:
5.1.3.1 Defining individual constructs

The definition of each construct of the KMC-SE Conceptual Model is presented in Table 5.3 (all

questions used five Likert-type scale).

Table 5.3 - Construct definition

First-order Measured
Second-order . o
fact factor (Latent Explanation indicator
acen Construct) variables *
Culture - Degree to which people in a group actively help one another in cL1
Collaboration their work cL2
Degree of reciprocal faith in others’ intentions, behaviours, and | TR1
Culture - Trust . N
skills toward organisational goals TR2
L1
Culture - Degree of opportunity, variety, satisfaction, and encouragement | L2
Learning for learning and development L3
L4
Culture - Degree to which people share the definition or the M1
Mission organisation's purpose M2
Structure - . .. . S1
N Level at which most decision making occurs
Decentralisation S2
Structure - L e S3
e Amount of formal rules, policies and procedures within the SE
Informalisation S4
TS1
People- . , ,
. Degree of understanding one’s and others' task areas TS2
T-shaped skills
I TS3
Organisational EML
Capability Rewards: Degree to which one believes that one can have EM2
People-Extrinsic | extrinsic incentives due to one’s knowledge sharing EM3
motivation Reciprocity: Degree to which one believes one can improve
L , EM4
mutual relationship with others through one’s knowledge EMS
sharing
Self-efficacy: Degree to which one believes that one can
improve the organisation’s performance through one’s M1
knowledge sharing
People-Intrinsic | Reputation: Degree to which one believes one can enhance
motivation one’s status in one’s social system through one’s knowledge M2
sharing
Enjoyment in helping others: Degree to which one enjoy helping M3
others and transferring one’s knowledge
T1
Technology - IT Degree of IT support for collaborative work, for searching and T2
support accessing, for communication, and for information storing T3
T4
Processes/activities/mechanisms of developing new content 2;
Acquisition and replacing existing content within the organisation’s tacit A3
and explicit knowledge base A4
Processes/activities/mechanisms orientated toward making
i PR1
Conversion existing knowledge useful. Some of the processes that enable PR2
knowledge conversion are a firm's ability to organise, integrate, PR3
Process combine, structure, coordinate, replace or distribute knowledge
Capability Processes/activities/mechanisms orientated toward the actual AC1
s use of the knowledge. Some of the process related to AC2
Application . . L
application of knowledge are storage, retrieval, application, AC3
contribution, and sharing AC4
Processes/activities/mechanisms designed to protect the g;
Protection knowledge within an organisation from illegal or inappropriate ov3
use or theft cva
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Creation of social /environmental value, income and R1

Return dit R2

expenditure R3

lo) isational Workforce and Introduction of new products, workforce L1
rganisationa innovation P ! L2
Performance ST1
Stakeholder Consumer and stakeholder satisfaction ST

Internal 1A1

. Ability to deal with change and teamwork
activities ¥ J 1A2

* From Survey questionnaire in Appendix C (Page 294)
5.1.3.2 Developing and specifying the measurement model

At this stage, it is required to consider carefully how all of the individual constructs come
together to form an overall measurement model. The measurement model permits the
determination of the closeness of association of different latent variables after taking account
of measurement error and seeing whether, or not, the latent variables are empirically

separable from each other (Bollen and Noble, 2011).

Considering the model definition presented in Chapter 3, the KMC-SE Conceptual Model
included a group of uni-dimensional measures (statements in the questionnaire — Appendix C
Page 294). These are a set of measured variables that serve as indicators of the underlying and
latent construct that they are presumed to represent (first-order factors, such as, technology).
Subsequently, a group of these latent variables become indicators of a second-order factor
(organisational and process capabilities). This hypothesised that cross-loadings are zero when
uni-dimensional constructs exist, and that the first-order factors are sub-dimensions of a

broader and more encompassing construct.

Both Organisational and Processes Capabilities are exogenous variables. Exogenous latent
variables are synonymous with independent variables, because they cause fluctuations in the
values of other latent variables in the model (Byrne, 2010). Organisational Performance is an
endogenous variable. Endogenous variables are synonymous with dependent variables and, as
such, are influenced by the exogenous variables in the model, either directly or indirectly
(Byrne, 2010). The relationship among these measures and factors is reflective, which indicates
that latent constructs cause the measured variables and that the error results in an inability to

explain fully these measured variables.

Another element to consider when developing the measurement model is the number of
items per construct. For this research, the items were obtained initially from previous survey
instruments developed to measure similar constructs. Then they were redefined in terms of
the respondent characteristics, Social Entrepreneurs. Good practice dictates a minimum of
three items per factor to provide not only minimum coverage of the construct’s theoretical
domain, but also to provide adequate identification for the construct (Hair et al., 2010). As is

presented in Table 5.3, the conceptual model included six constructs that have only two items,
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since they were significant enough to explain the constructs. To avoid possible estimation
problems, Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was executed to confirm the construction of each

second-order variable and identify possible integration of constructs.

The EFA was executed using SPSS software. The EFA and the interpretation for each key
element of the KMC-SE Conceptual Model are presented in Appendix G (Section 3 Page 307).
The EFA confirmed the majority of theorised factors for the constructs of Organisational
Capability, Process Capability and Organisational Performance. However, it also indicates some
possible constructs that can be merged or removed due to low factor loadings. Table 5.4

specified the results of the EFA.

Table 5.4 - EFA for initial KMC-SE Conceptual Model

Re-

Second-order e e Elements deleted or modified after
Initial first-order factors specific e -
factor model . re-specification
ation?
Technology
Structure
Collaboration Merge Collaboration and trust
Organisational Trust constructs
ca gabilit (0C) Mission Yes Delete construct T-shaped skills (TS1-
P v Learning TS3)
T-shaped skills Delete items S4, EM4, EM5, IM2

Extrinsic Motivation
Intrinsic Motivation

Acquisition

Process capability | Conversion
Y Delete CV1

(PC) Application es clete

Protection

Return

Add LI2 (Workf to Ret

Organisational Workforce and innovation dd (Workforce) to Return

No construct

performance (OP) | Stakeholder Delete LI1 (New products)

Internal Activities

Drawing upon EFA results, the final group of constructs on the conceptual model is fourteen
first-order constructs and three second-order constructs. From these, two constructs were
‘under-identified’ with two items, six constructs considered ‘just-identified’ with three items,
and six with four items. The two ‘under-identified’ constructs were maintained in the model
following the recommendation by Blunch (2013) and Bollen and Davis (2009) that, if the
indicators are significant enough to explain the constructs, and the complete model is

‘identified’, it is possible to have some ‘under-identified’ constructs in the model.

5.1.3.3 Designing a study to produce empirical results

The empirical study has been designed and defined in Chapter 4. The final sample of 306, with
0% of missing data, broadly satisfies the requirement proposed by different authors, such as,

fifteen responses for each parameter defined by Hair et al. (2010), which is 15 x 14 = 210, and
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a minimum of 200-300 observations proposed by Blunch (2013). This allows for the sampling

error’s impact to be minimised, especially for non-normal data.

5.1.3.4 Assessing measurement model validity

This step establishes acceptable levels of goodness-of-fit for the measurement model and finds
specific evidence of construct validity. Because this is a Second Order Model, each second-
order factor is assessed as independent measurement models before assessing the complete
measurement model (Byrne, 2010). The three, second-order, factor models assessments are
described in detail in Appendix G (Section 4 Page 311). Table 5.5 presents a description of the
three Second Order models that comprised the complete conceptual model proposed in this

research, after CFA and re-specification were conducted.

Table 5.5 - CFA of Second Order Models

Re- Elements deleted Final Overall Fit
Second-order e -
Initial first-order factors  specific after
factor model . e CFI RMSEA
ation? re-specification
Technology Technology
Structure Extrinsic Motivation
Oreanisational Collaboration and trust Items L2-S4
ca gabilit (0C) Mission Yes Covariance 0.916 0.078
P v Learning between e3 (TR1
Extrinsic Motivation error) and e4 (TR2
Intrinsic Motivation error)
Acquisition
Process capability Conv_er5|_on No 0.930 0.085
(PC) Application
Protection
Organisational Return + workforce
& Stakeholder No 0972 | 0.058
performance (OP) .
Internal Activities

The Complete Measurement Model (CMM), including the three second-order factor models,
was assessed with AMOS software, including modification on the second-order factor model of
Organisational Capability. The assessment of the complete measurement model is detailed in

Appendix G (Section 4 Page 311).

The assessment of the Complete Measurement Model indicated the need for re-specification.
This included removing the variable ‘Protection’ from Process Capability, and the item EM4
from Extrinsic Motivation. The overall fit of the complete measurement model was a CFl of
0.904 and a RMSEA of 0.055. Both indices are accepted based on the cut-off values proposed
by Hair et al. (2010). That is a CFl above 0.9 and a RMSEA below 0.08.

Thus, the three second-order models with eleven first-order factors structure, illustrated in

Figure 5.2, served as the measurement model for the Complete Model throughout the analysis
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related to the full causal model. As a consequence of this measurement restructuring, the

revised model replaced the originally hypothesised KMC-SE Conceptual Model developed in

Chapter 3, as the hypothesised model to be tested.
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Figure 5.2 - Complete Measurement Model

5.1.3.5 Specifying the structural model

At this stage, once it was known that the Complete Measurement Model operated adequately,
the model was specified by assigning relationships from one construct to another based on the
proposed conceptual model. The relationships for the proposed model are specified as

hypotheses described in Table 3.13 (Chapter 3, Page 93).

5.1.3.6 Assessing the structural model validity

The final step involved the validity of the structural model and its hypothesised theoretical
relationships. Here, the structural model applied the structural theory by specifying which

constructs were related to each other and the nature of each relationship.

As described in Appendix G (Section 5 Page 323), the assessment of the structural model
resulted in the same overall fit as the CFA of the Complete Measurement Model (CFl = 0.904

and RMSEA = 0.055). However, the hypothesised path between Organisational Capability (OC)
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and Organisational Performance (OP) was not significant. Due to the importance of this
hypothesised relationship, an indirect relationship was tested. As described in Appendix G
(Section 5 Page 323), it was concluded that the OC has an indirect effect on the OP though its

effect on Process Capability (PC).

Provided with this information, the model presented in Figure 5.3 serves as the final tested
model representing the determinants of KMCs and OP of SEs. The values associated with each
path are standardised regression coefficients. These values represent the amount of change in
Y given a standard deviation unit change in X. The values above each dependent variable are
the R? value. Therefore, it can be determined that 54% of the variance associated with PC is
accounted for by its predictor OC. Likewise, it can be determined that the indirect effect of OC

and the direct effect of PC explain 20% of the variance associated with OP.

Collaboration

and Trust CMIN/DF: 1.915
. CFl: 0.904
Learning RMSEA: 0.055
o Not supported
Mission < 081 NU N\ s relationship

X X ——> New relationship
Organisational

Capability > Indirect effect
ocC
Extrinsic (00
Motivation
Intrinsic Return and
Motivation Workforce
0.20
structure 074 Organisational ) Vlhn?\/aﬁén”
l— ' Performance
Technology (oP) Stilkihotl_ider
satisfaction
0.48 Internal
Acquisition v osa activities
Conversion Process
Capability
Application (PC)
Protection 3

Figure 5.3 — SEM Final Model

Analysing first the unstandardised estimates for the structural parameters paths described in
Appendix G (Section 5 Page 323), it can be recognised that all paths, apart from the one
between OC and OP, are statistically significant as indicated by their p-values. This confirms
the causal relationship between OC with PC, and the improvement on p-value for the causal

relationship between PC and OP.
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Taking into consideration the findings from the final SEM model illustrated in Figure 5.3, Table
5.6 describes the acceptance or rejection of the initial hypotheses proposed in the KMC-SE
Conceptual Model (Page 92), including the four alternative hypotheses. A total of eleven
hypotheses from twenty-one were supported with the empirical data collected in Phase 1,

with six hypotheses not supported and four created as alternative hypotheses.
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VELELTL

Elements ‘ No. H

Hypothesis

KMCs (both organisational capability and
process capability) have a positive effect

explained

H1 on organisational performance (OP) of Not supported
Organisational performance SEs
(oP) KM organisational capabilities have a .
H2 positive effect on OP of SEs Redefined as Hal and Ha2
KM process capabilities have a positive o
H3 effect on OP of SEs Supported 20%
People
T-shaped skill has a positive effect on the Not Factor
T-shaped skill H4 oc ofpSEs positive subported loading
PP 0.523
- - A " Factor
Extrinsic Extrinsic motivation has a positive effect Not .
L H5 loading
motivation on the OC of SEs supported
0.250
Intrinsic Intrinsic motivation has a positive effect 0
motivation Hé on the OC of SEs Supported 62.6%
Technol h itive effect on th Not
H7 echnology has a positive effect on the o Factor
Technology OC of SEs supported .
IT support Technology does not have an effect on loading
Organisational H8 . Supported 0.419
. the OC of SEs
Capabilities
Structure (decentralisation and
Structure H9 informalisation) has a positive effect on Supported 56.8%
the OC of SEs
Culture
Collaboration H10 Collaboration has a positive effect on the Redefined as Ha3
OC of SEs
Trust H11 ;’El;st has a positive effect on the OC of Redefined as Ha3
Learning H12 Learning has a positive effect on the OC Supported 76.8%
of SEs
Mission H13 SIt/llzlssswn has a positive effect on the OC of Supported 65.6%
Acquisition H14 Acquisition has a positive effect on the PC Supported 75.7%
of SEs
Conversion H15 E?Q\E/:rsmn has a positive effect on the PC Supported 68%
Process Application has a positive effect on the PC
capabilities Application H16 ofngs Supported 69.3%
. - Factor
Protection H17 z;c;tEeSctlon has a positive effect on the PC N N(c)):ted loading
PP 0.559
Return H18 ;(:;curn has a positive effect on the OP of Redefined as Had
Workforce and Workforce and Innovation has a positive Not Fact.or
. H19 supported loading
Organisational | Innovation effect on the OP of SEs .
(Innovation) 0.486
Performance I~ Stakeholder Stakeholder envi t has a positi
akeho akeholder environment has a positive 0
environment H20 effect on the OP of SEs Supported 72.1%
Internal Internal activities has a positive effect on 0
activities H21 the OP of SEs Supported 61%
OC has an indirect effect on OP through 0.333
Hal its effect on PC Supported (p=0.015)
Ha2 | OC has a positive effect on PC of SE Supported 54%
Alternative hypotheses Collaboration and Trust have a positive o
Ha3 effect on OC of SE Supported 51.6%
Had Return and Workforce have a positive Supported 37.4%

effect on the OP of SEs
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5.1.4 Overview of main findings of Phase 1

The final model in Figure 5.3 represents the assessment of how the empirical data, obtained
from 432 members of SEs in UK, differs from the KMC-SE Conceptual Model developed in
Chapter 3.

The statistical process to reach the final SEM model demonstrated that the initial hypothesised
conceptual model established in Chapter 3 was not explaining the real experiences and
practices undertaken by SEs in UK. As was explained in Chapter 3 (Section 3.1 Page 48), this
difference was expected. This is because the KMC-SE Conceptual Model was developed under
theoretical assumptions drawn from previous KM research in other sectors and types of
organisations. Moreover, no previous empirical research was undertaken about current KM
practices in SEs, and there was a paucity of research on organisational behaviour of SEs (see

Chapter 2 Section 2.2.3.3 Page 26).

Therefore, each of the elements that, either were confirmed or rejected with the empirical
data, presented a contribution to current KM and SE literature by themselves. These
differences are presented as follows, and discussed and explained in combination with the

qualitative analysis in Chapter 6.

1. No influence of ‘T-shaped skills’, ‘Extrinsic Motivation’ and ‘Technology’ in Organisational
Capability (OC);

2. Noinfluence of ‘Protection’ in Process Capability (PC); and

3. ‘Innovation - Introduction of new products’ did not measure Organisational Performance

(OP).

The most revealing finding in the final SEM model was the mediating or indirect effect of
Organisational Capability (OC) in Organisational Performance (OP) through its effect on
Process Capability (PC). The hypothesised KMC-SE Conceptual Model indicated that both
organisational and process capabilities, together creating a KMC, had an influence on OP of SEs.
However, findings from the quantitative study suggested that the OC has a significant
influence on the effectiveness and development of the PC, but not a direct effect on OP. This
indicates that only by developing and implementing knowledge activities and procedures, the

OC can improve performance of SEs.

Taking into consideration the discussed findings of CFA and SEM, as well as the statistical
analysis of all indicators and variables of the final KMC-SE Conceptual Model presented in

Appendix G (Section 6 Page 326), areas for further analysis in Phase 2 are defined. The
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interpretation of those statistical analyses and the areas of further analysis are presented in

Table 5.7.

Table 5.7 - Interpretation of statistical findings for each variable and further analysis

Element of . : : Variable / : .
KMC-SE Findings interpretation factor Further Analysis required

Organisational
Capability

Learning
and
developing

e To investigate the programmes that SEs
are implementing for training and
development of their members; and

e To enquire about the content, frequency,
formality, providers, decision criteria, and
possible internal and external barriers for
providing accurate programmes.

Mission
and vision

The indicators with higher
measures were related to cultural

e To explore the ways that Social
Entrepreneurs share their mission, as well
as their vision, among its members.

issues such as trust, collaboration
and clear mission. The lower
values were obtained for learning
and development opportunities.

Technology

e To explore further the reasons for the
finding that the variable ‘Technology’ did
not have any influence on OC, as well as
on the complete conceptual model; and

e To analyse the type of technology
currently in use; the importance of
technology for improving organisational
performance; and barriers when acquiring
technology, for example, lack of financial
resources, lack of skilled staff, little time
or little interest.

Process
Capability

Respondents confirmed the existence of either
processes or mechanisms to manage knowledge
within their SEs.

The most common activities were related to
application of knowledge, followed by
acquisition activities. The lower values were
obtained for conversion activities. Protection
activities were not included in the final version of
the SEM model.

e To explore the nature of knowledge
acquisition, conversion and application
activities with more detail, investigating,
for instance, frequency, formality and
scope; and

e To enquire more about knowledge
protection activities and their non-
relationship with the development of PC
in SEs.

Organisational

Overall, performance of SEs has improved in the
last 12 months, mainly in terms of creation of
social and environmental value, which is the
main purpose of SEs. This was followed by
indicators more intangibles, such as teamwork

e To explore the elements of organisational
performance of a SE that are affected by

Performance and stakeholder satisfaction. The performance the management of knowledge.
indicators with lower values were related to
return variable, which includes more tangible
indicators such as income and expenditure.
¢ To identify the types of knowledge
managed internally and externally by SE
members;
¢ To evaluate the perception of value of the
These additional elements permit to obtain of a knowledge; ) . R
-, . L ¢ To explore member’s relationship with the
Additional complete and valid idea of current organisational knowledge; and
elements elements and knowledge activities within SEs !

that can develop KMCs.

¢ To explore possible difficulties created
because of the tension between the social
mission and the necessity of earning
income within the SE, for example,
influence on members’ motivation, culture
or decision-making.
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5.1.5 Analysis of contextual dimensions

As was explained in Chapter 3 (Section 3.4.1 Page 87), a group of contextual dimensions
were assessed in this study to explore organisational and external environmental
characteristics that may influence the KMC-SE Conceptual Model. The descriptive analysis of
the first two elements, size and age of the SE, were described at the beginning of this chapter
in Section 5.1.1  (Page 131). The other two elements, impact of economic environment and
external support, are analysed as follows. Another element included, as reference for the

model development, was the existence of formal KM programmes.

Additionally, to evaluate the statistical significance of the relationship between the contextual
dimensions (categorical data), in the variables of the KMC-SE Conceptual Model (ordinal data),
a Chi-square statistic is used. This test is used to determine whether observed counts in cells
are different from expected count. Since the Chi-square statistic assumes a discrete
distribution rather than a normal distribution, the results will be statistically valid (Chan and
Walmsley, 1997). The Chi-square statistic results are presented in Appendix G (Section 7 Page
331) and interpreted in the following sections. The discussion of these findings with regard to

the overall empirical results is presented in Chapter 6.

5.1.5.1 How has the economic climate affected your organisation’s performance?

This contextual variable was associated with the impact of economic climate on a SE’s general
performance. This variable permits the conceptual model to include external elements that

might influence a SE’s performance, independently of their organisational activities.

Just over half of the respondents (52%) indicated their SEs have been negatively affected by
the current economic climate, resulting in a decrease of SEs performance. Only a quarter of
respondents recognised a positive impact on their SEs during current economic difficulties

(24%).

The results of Chi-square test between the effect of the economic climate in SEs and the
measurement variables of the KMC-SE Conceptual Model indicated that, as is expected, SEs
that have been positively affected by the economic climate have a better performance in the
last 12 months. This performance was measured in terms of creation of social values, income,

workforce and stakeholder satisfaction.

5.1.5.2 What type of support has your Social Enterprise received from the Social Enterprise
network it belongs to, or from other Social Enterprise?

As was explained in Chapter 3, another contextual variable was the external support received

by SEs from networks or other enterprises. Respondents were asked whether SE networks or
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other SEs provide them with business consultation, formal and informal training, and financial

resources. Figure 5.4 presents the findings:

No support requested

Business consultation /
advisory

Informal training
i Other SEs

Formal training i SE Network

Financial resources

Other

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140

Figure 5.4 - Type of support from SE networks and other SEs

From Figure 5.4 it may be seen that 33% of respondents, did not request any support from SE
networks or other SEs. The most common support received from both SE networks and other
SEs, when requested, was business consultation (22%), followed by informal (17%) and formal
(12%) training and lastly, financial resources (5%). The category ‘Other’ was analysed and

classified in the categories presented in Table 5.8.

Table 5.8 - Type of support from SE networks and other SEs

Social Enterprise networks \ Other Social Enterprises
Contracts
Lobbying Mentoring and coaching
Partnership opportunities
Networking
Information sharing
Peer support

The results of a Chi-square test between the effect of external support from networks and
other SEs, and the measurement variables of the KMC-SE Conceptual Model, did not indicate
any significant relationship between these variables. This may be because of the type of

guestion and the different combinations of possible responses.

5.1.5.3 Does your Social Enterprise have a Knowledge Management Programme in place

Social Entrepreneurs were asked questions about their current practices of KM. As it was
important to identify the awareness and understanding of SEneurs about the subject from

their perspective, no standard definition of KM was included in the questionnaire.
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The first question asked if the SE had a KM programme in place. From 432 responses, 66%
responded ‘No’, 26% were ‘Not sure’ and only 8% responded ‘Yes’. A follow up question was
asked of respondents that had answered ‘Yes’. This was an open question asking for a

description of the different KM activities implemented in their SEs.

A total of nineteen answers were obtained about KM activities implemented in SEs. These

answers were analysed and grouped in four terms. See Figure 5.5.

- Customer Relationship
Management (CRM)
- Website
- Management Information System
Technology (databases)
- Project Management System
- Social computing (blogs, e-bulletins)

— Share collectively learned

knowledge
Information - Collaboration on work
sharing - Sharing practice with other SEs
- Intergenerational knowledge
KM Activities transfer

in SEs

- After-action reviews
- 'Fishbowl' conversations

Processes / - Knowledge cafes

Mechanism - Insight sessions
- Monitoring and evaluation process

- Collation of selected organisational
know-how into a Knowledge Hub

Training and - Professional development plan
developing - Training

Figure 5.5 - KM activities implemented in Social Enterprises

The results of a Chi-square test between the existence of KM programme in the SE, and the
measurement variables of the conceptual model raised two significant findings. One indicates
a statistically significant difference between SEs that have implemented a KM programme in
terms of their IT support to knowledge activities. The clustered bar charts demonstrated that
SEs with KM programmes have more availability of IT support for activities such as, retrieving
and storing information. The second significant findings demonstrated that SEs that have
implemented KM in their operations, have more availability of process or mechanisms for

applying, converting and protecting knowledge, than SEs without KM programmes in place.

5.1.5.4 Age of Social Enterprise

The results of Chi-square test between the Age of SE and the measurement variables of the
conceptual model indicated that, measures related to conversion processes and organisational

performance were statistically different for at least one of the categories of Age of SEs.
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However, the Chi-square test does not indicate which categories are different, or if the
difference is meaningful. Thus, by reviewing the sign of correlation coefficients for each pair of
variables, and by analysing the clustered bar charts produced by SPSS, it was possible to infer

which categories were different.

For instance, it can be inferred, with statistically significance of 95%, that younger SEs had
more availability of processes for knowledge conversion, than the older ones. Similarly,
younger SEs report better organisational performance, in terms of creation of social value,

income, workforce and customer satisfaction, that older SEs.

5.1.5.5 Size of Social Enterprise

The results of a Chi-square test between the Size of SE, and the measurement variables of the
conceptual model, specified that differences among the sizes of SEs were significant for
measures related to ‘Learning’, ‘Technology’ and ‘Performance’. By analysing these

parameters, it can be inferred that:

e Larger SEs, in terms of number of employees, provide more learning and developing
programmes, that satisfy members’ necessities, than smaller SEs;

e Larger SEs have more IT support for KM than smaller SEs; and

e Larger SEs have improved their performance, in terms of income, expenditure and

workforce, than smaller SEs.

5.2 Phase 2 - Qualitative data analysis

The second empirical phase of this research involves a qualitative study that gives depth to,
and creates meaning for, the quantitative results. This helps to achieve the second objective of
this research, which is the assessment of the KMC-SE Conceptual Model. The methodological

description of this phase is presented in Chapter 4 (Section 4.3.2  Page 114).

This phase consisted of 21 semi-structured interviews conducted with members of SEs in UK
who answered the survey questionnaire and were willing to participate in further research. An
‘aide-memoire’ guide was used in each interview (see Appendix E Page 301). The topics
covered included how their SEs were managing their knowledge, what kind of knowledge they
have and how they were developing organisational and process capabilities. In order to
explore these elements more fully, topic probes were used that had been derived from the
KMC-SE Conceptual Model and the quantitative findings. As explained in Chapter 4, the
analysis of these data follows a ‘basic qualitative research’ approach with coding methods. A

list of inductive and deductive codes was presented in Appendix F (Page 302). These included
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all the variables of the KMC-SE Conceptual Model and some additional codes that were

obtained inductively from the data.

In the next section, descriptions of the members of the qualitative sample are presented. This
is followed by a detailed qualitative analysis of each variable of the KMC-SE Conceptual Model,

as well as the contextual dimensions of SEs.

Additionally to this, Appendix H (Section 2 Page 338) analyses the opinion given by participants
in this phase about the generalities and possible future of the SE sector. These comments are
important for this research because it brings more context and explanation to the idiosyncratic

characteristic of SEs.

5.2.1 Qualitative sample - Organisational background

The participants of Phase 2 were 21 founders/Chief Executives/Senior Managers of SEs in UK
that participate in Phase 1 of this research. To maintain confidentiality and anonymity of the
participants and their organisations, participants are named SE1, SE2, .... SE21. The description
of the selection process of these participants as well as its justification is presented in detail in

Chapter 4 (Section 4.3.2.1 Page 115).

Although some organisational background and descriptions of each participant’s enterprise
were reported in the survey questionnaire, additional information was also obtained in the
interviews and supported documents. Some of this information was the description of social,
environmental and economic activity, and exact number of employees. By combining results
from the questionnaire, the interviews and the documentation collected, a fuller description of

each participants and their organisation is presented in Appendix H (Section 1 Page 333).

The table in Appendix H (Section 1 Page 333) illustrates the diverse group of participants and
SEs that participated in the Phase 2 of this research. The group was represented mostly by
micro (13) and small (7) organisations, with only one medium size enterprise. In terms of legal
form, the qualitative sample represent six different types, including mostly Limited Company
and Community Interest Company (CIC). The age of the enterprises was relatively high, with
more than half of the participants working in mature SEs with more than a four-year life-span,

and six with more than ten years of existence.

As has been supported in Chapter 2 (Section 2.2.3 Page 18), these SEs undertook the wide
range of social, environmental and economic activities that can be identified in the SE sector.
Ranging from: consultancy enterprises, mainly supporting other SEs, to financial institutions,

such as credit unions, community centres and publishers.
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5.2.2  Organisational Capability (OC)

The information collected from the 21 interviews was examined in relation to the KMC-SE
Conceptual Model. The first element of the conceptual model to be analysed is the
organisational pre-conditions to develop KMCs described in Chapter 3 and accessed in the
Quantitative study. These pre-conditions are associated with technology, people and
organisational structure and culture. The analysis of the explanations and experiences given by
participants, in combination with data obtained from supporting documents, regarding

elements of the OC, are presented in the following sections.

5.2.2.1 Organisational Structure

As discussed in Chapter 3 (Section 3.2.1.3 Page 61), two specific elements of organisational
structure were explored in this research: centralisation and formalisation. The quantitative
study demonstrated that decentralised and informal organisational structure was crucial in
developing the OC. Consequently, each of these elements was explored in more detail in the

qualitative phase and their analysis is presented as follows:

a) Decentralisation: This element is related with the level at which most decision-making
occurs in an organisation. In order to understand the different levels of decision-making
presented in SEs, and how centralised or decentralised are their structures, Figure 5.6
describes the different organisational structures identified in the SEs. Below each structure
are the participants who described this model in their SEs and the number in brackets is
the number of employees of the SE. A detailed table describing each participant’s

structure is presented in Appendix H (Section 3 Page 341).
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Figure 5.6 - Organisational structures of participant SEs

SEs range from organisational structures with one level to four levels of decision-making.

The four cases are:

The first case with one level of decision-making features an enterprise with four
directors, each having equal decision power and without any other members or
external board;

The second case with two levels of decision-making is either SEs with external boards
that support a managing director with strategy development, or another group of SEs
that only have a managing director leading a group of members;

The third group, with three levels of decision-making, also features two different sub-
cases. One group has an external board, or boards of trustees, in the highest level of
decision making, followed by the managing director who leads the members of the SE.
The other group has a managing director leading the organisation, with a middle group
of managers / supervisors who are in charge of the other members of the SE; and

The fourth and last case is SEs with four levels of decision-making. These are SEs with
an external board that supports a CEO/Managing Director, who leads a middle

management level that supervise the rest of the members of the SE.

Informalisation: This is the second element considered in the variable structure and it is

associated with the quantity and extent of formal rules, policies and procedures within the

SE. Participants described some formal policies and procedures, which are presented in

Table 5.9.
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Table 5.9 - Policies and procedures in SEs

Policies Participant

Training policies SE10 (36)
Health and wellbeing policies SE19 (6)
Confidentiality policies SE10 (36)
Standard operating procedures SE17 (10) and SE19 (6)
Reporting procedures SE21 (3)
Appraisal procedures SE10 (36) and SE19 (6)
Formal meetings \
Formal and standard meetings SE6 (12), SE10 (16), SE13 (14), SE17 (10) and SE20 (4)
Annual General Meetings SE13 (14) and SE20 (4)

SE2 (141), SE3 (12), SE5 (37), SE6 (12), SES (2), SE9
(2), SE10 (36), SE11 (3), SE13 (14), SE15 (41), SE16 (4),
SE18 (1), SE20 (4) and SE21 (3)

Board meetings minuted and
sometimes recorded

On the other hand, some participants described that their organisations prefer to ‘keep
things quite informal’ (SE16) and do not have formalised meetings because ‘we don’t really
like that, it’s a bit vague’ (SE19). Others preferred more informal ‘ad-hoc’ meetings (SE17),

or just have meetings by ‘all sit down and have lunch together’ (SE19).

The variable ‘structure’, as explained in Chapter 3 (Section 3.2.1.3 Page 61), has a significant
influence on the development of KMCs. This is because it is the level of centralisation and
formalisation of the enterprises that would allow or restrict the flow of knowledge within the
organisation. As can be observed by participants’ comments regarding their structures, micro
(less than 10 employees) SEs tend to have relatively flat structures, with only two levels of
decision. Only small (less than 50 employees) and medium size enterprises (less than 250
employees) featured organisational structures with a medium/supervision level. Likewise, only
seven participants described having formal rules, policies and procedures, indicating that SEs

are managed in a relatively informal style.

The implications of these findings in combination with the quantitative ones will be discussed,
with the support data gathered from the literature review, in Chapter 6 (Section 6.1.1.3 Page
193).

5.2.2.2 Technology

The concept of technology was studied in this research as any technology, more specifically,
information technology (IT) that supports the management of knowledge within SEs. During
the interviews, the researcher included probes to enquire about any type of information
technology employed by their SEs to support their management of information and knowledge.
Table 5.10 presents all the IT systems described by participants that support specific

knowledge and information activities.
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Table 5.10 - IT systems employed by participant SEs

Activity IT support Micro SEs Small SEs Medium SEs
SE11, SE19, SE6, SE13,
Central shared server SE20 SE17
. SE1, SE11,
Cloud solutions SE14
Share Dropbox SE7SIE515L11’
information
internally Google Docs SE11
Google calendars SE11
Skype SE7
Data system (policies and SE10
procedures)
information Facebook SE19, SE8
externally Twitter SE19, SE8
with -
. Interactive platform for
community, . SE16
community (forum)
stakeholders
- | Blogs SE19, SE21
and/or public :
LinkedIn SE8
SE4, SE7, SE8, SE3, SE5, SES6,
Databases SE9, SE14, SE10, SE13
SE19, SE20, SI'517 !
SE21
Store SES, SE19
information Online databases SE14
Dropbox SE14, SE8
Scan SE1
Cloud solutions SE1
Backup / Back-up system SE19
protect Remote system SE19
information Dropbox SE8
SurveyMonkey SE8, SE14
Collect / Scan SE1
acquire Webinar (externally) SE14
information ‘Free hand’ software SE10
E-resources (ebook) SE1
Orders management software SE19
EPOS (Electronic point of sale) SE2
Accounting software SE2
Manage Client record management SE3
information system
Contact management database
AIMS (Advice and Information SE8
Management System)

As can be observed in Table 5.9, SEs are using IT mainly to support sharing information
activities among their members and also with their stakeholders. Additionally, SEs are
employing IT to store information, mainly with databases. Other activates, such as, collection
and back-up of information were also described by participants. In only a few cases,

sophisticated, dedicated software for managing information were used.
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However, not all participants reported having IT support in their organisations. Some of them
were aware of the importance of technology to support their processes and operations but did

not have them in place due to various limitations. These are presented in Table 5.11.

Table 5.11 - IT support limitation

Barrier / limitation ___ Perceivedoutcome | Participant

‘... making sure that we know who we should be
Need more specific database talking to, what we should be promoting to, on SES
management an on-going basis .... so then we learn how to sell

things better’.
Need of a ‘phone’ system to ‘... most people can see what is been said and
record conversations undertaken | what approaches are been made to different SE5
by their service call centre individuals, groups or organisations’.

. . “...three of us could be trying to pursue the same

Lack of customer relationship s f y gtop .

individual about three different things and none SE6
management systems ,

of us be aware

Others, on the other hand, expressed their organisation were more ‘computer based’ (SE4),
and that they were using technology as much as they can to facilitate their operations (SE2,

SE14 and SE16). As SE4 recognised:

‘IWe] won't be able to do what we do without using IT and we are always on the look-
out for ways to use technology to improve our systems, improve our service and the
products that we can give to our members.’ (SE4)

Five participants recognised the importance of IT in their organisations, and four described the
use of more sophisticated software for information management. Despite this, it was generally
perceived by participants that more IT support is required in their organisations in order to
improve their performance and impact. Nevertheless, they also recognised that it is difficult to
justify the investment and effort to buy and implement technology projects with their limited

resources base.

5.2.2.3 People

The concept of People is employed in this research as the willingness of members of the
organisation to create and share knowledge. This willingness is associated with both intrinsic

and extrinsic motivations and to specific skills.

Considering the first element, motivations, specific information given by participants about
their own and/or other members’ motivations was analysed, as well as the strategies
implemented by the SEs to motivate their employees. For instance, both SE3 and SE12
concurred that two different groups of people can be identified in their SEs. There is one group
of people whose only motivation is “That’s what | am paid for’ and they get on it’ (SE3). The

second group is ‘.. the ones who are interested, who want not the money, not the security, but
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are interested in the service we provide and let it continue’ (SE3) or ‘... who join it for a job and
those people are there, initially, to earn money, and they get to understand the organisation.

The values of that organisation can be part of their make-up’ (SE12).

The case illustrated by SE2 described people who are both extrinsically and intrinsically
motivated to work in the SE. This SE employs project managers that have a business

background and

‘... they want to do, they need to do, something to earn some extra money and they
want to do something that would benefit the society generally, so they come to work
for us and they get paid for doing it and we get benefit from their professional
management expertise.” (SE2)

Describing a group of people with more intrinsic motivations, SE17 mentioned that

‘If you ask people [in SE17] what do they want, they are not necessarily thinking growth,

because they like to be this size, it's a nice working environment, and that's very

important to people, working in a friendly environment ... we are all very close’. (SE17)
Participants recognised that giving extrinsic rewards, such as bonuses or better salaries was
difficult in their SEs. Therefore, as SE19 explained “... we can't pay massive pay-bonuses at the
end of the year or whatever. So, we have to provide incentives and rewards as we go along’.
Following this line of thought, three participants described different strategies implemented in
their SEs to motivate their employees in general, and also to share knowledge. These

strategies are presented in Table 5.12.

Table 5.12 - Intrinsic motivation strategies in SEs

Intrinsic motivation strategies Participant

‘Duvet day’: ‘ ... once a quarter, if someone wake up and decides, 'you know what, |
really can't face going to work today', they can call in at the last minute and say 'I'm
claiming my duvet day”’.
e  ‘Happy manifesto’: everyone tries to make it a nice place in which to work, including SE19

doing social events together, like organising trips to the cinema or theatre.
e  ‘Health and wellbeing policy’: help their employees to stay healthy, and invests in
the development of individuals within the business

e Employees’ own expertise presentations: ‘... a team meeting that is focussed on a
particular topic that might be one member of staff’s expertise .... more about what
people bring to the organisation and probably not everyone is aware of’. SE6
This strategy has been received positively by employees and ‘people find it quite
exiting and they find it interesting’.

e Training and development: Offering employees training and developing new skills
about new processes and working structures in the organisation. This has resulted
in:

‘it makes them feel we are organised better. It concerns better skills, their skills” and
‘it makes them feel more recognised that their job is really important, it gives them
status and kudos, and they can say 'Oh, look at all my files.".

SE21

Despite these various strategies implemented by SEs, three participants acknowledged some

difficulties related to motivation. One case was described by SE3 who recognised that it has
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been difficult for them to find the right people for the organisation because they do not have
the resources to offer a good salary. Likewise, the SE of SE7 has currently four directors of
whom two work full time in other companies, resulting in some difficulties to engage and

motivate this people with the SE. As SE7 expressed it:

‘If we engaged more, if we worked together in a better way we would actually achieve a
lot more, but it's just finding the motivation ... so it’s not very easy to find time to
reflect’. (SE7)

In the third case, although SE15 acknowledges that directors and leaders in his SE ‘are hands-

on people, they like to do, they like to get their hands dirty’, he also recognised that they do

not see ‘management of data and the gathering of knowledge as that important’.

Overall, participants accepted that, under the economic restrictions of their SEs, intrinsically
motivating their employees to be efficient and to share their knowledge is crucial. Nonetheless,
this can also bring some difficulties to the SEs in terms of acquiring the best people and
incentivising them to spend time and resources sharing their knowledge. This can be

illustrated by the general comment given by SE12 about SEs:

‘.. if we want to make social enterprises really mean something, you have to have
ambitious people who are willing to go that bit further, to create a business but without
the believe that they would be hugely rewarded if it is successful. You have to have the
people who are willing to compromise on their expectations but get the value from the
social delivery as well as the financial reward’. (SE12)

As was explained at the beginning of this section, another element assessed within the
variable ‘People’ was the existence of specific skills that promote KM, named T-shaped skills.
These skills represent the degree to which members of the SE understand theirs’ and others’
task areas, and at the same time are specialised in their own. While participants mentioned
some elements of these skills, these were more related with collaboration behaviour and

specific knowledge activities. Therefore, these are analysed with detail in those sections.

5.2.2.4 Cult