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Organizational learning capabilities are embedded in organizational
communication systems and processes related to knowledge creation
and articulation. The emergence of new organizational forms (such as
horizontal organizations) in rapidly-changing environments and hyper-
competitive markets underscores the need to better understand these
foundational sources of learning. In fact, the reason horizontal organi-
zations may find success is that their structure is intended to promote
communications systems and processes which enhance a knowledge-
response sequence similar to a stimulus-response sequence associated
with learning. These systems permit managers to quickly gather infor-
mation, respond with agility in making decisions, and continue to make
ongoing adjustments. Firms which understand the need to build their
communications capabilities may be characterized as meta-learning
organizations. Resource-based theory suggests that communications
systems and processes are thus sources of competitive advantage.
Future empirical research on organizational learning may progress by
evaluating specific measures of communication process as proxies for
learning processes.

We all sense that the changes surrounding us are not mere trend but the
workings of large, unruly forces: the spread of information technology and
computer networks; the dismantling of hierarchy, the structure that has
essentially organized work since the mid-19th century. Growing up around
these is a new information age economy, whose fundamental sources of
wealth are knowledge and communication rather than natural resources and
labor. (Stewart, 1993, p. 66)

Note: The authors wish to thank Mary L. Tucker for her insight, and are especially grateful
to two anonymous reviewers for their valuable comments on an earlier version of this

paper.

Copyright © 2001 All Rights Reserved



26 COMMUNICATED KNOWLEDGE

Evidence suggests the occurrence of a basic global shift in the organization of
work. Both the volume and pace of extemal technological change have served to
create hypercompetitive markets, where an organization's ongoing responsiveness
to changing conditions and customer demands becomes strategically paramount
(D'Aveni, 1994). Organizing strategies which emphasize relaxation of traditional
notions of management control have abounded in response to these new competi-
tive demands. The characteristics of these organizations emphasize flatter hierar-
chies, decentralized decision making, greater capacity for tolerance for ambiguity,
permeable internal and external boundaries, empowerment of employees, and
capacity for renewal (Daft & Lewin, 1993; Lewin & Stephens, 1993). The names
by which such new organizational efforts are referred often include reengineering,
cross-functional teams, continuous improvement, downsizing, and horizontal orga-
nizations. The goals of these evolutional designs are to enhance lissomeness and
agility, and to nurture the ability to learn and to adapt.

At the same time, rapid advances in information technology have both
enhanced the opportunity for such new organizational forms to succeed and created
potential stumbling blocks. On the one hand, new technology such as electronic
mail, shared database applications, and GDSS may facilitate direction of and con-
nections between organizational subunits enjoying greater responsibility and
autonomy. On the other hand, the new forms and technology require "solutions that
alter existing dependencies . . . throughout the organization, particularly in the case
of interdepartmental or interfunctional relationships" (Buitendam, 1987, p. 60). In
addition, the new forms and technology may act in concert to produce an overload
of information (Farace, Monge, & Russell, 1977; Huber & Daft, 1987) about the
competitive environment in which the organization exists.

The creation of the horizontal organizational form (Ostroff & Smith, 1992) is
one response to the need to better manage changed dependencies between the
organization and its environment, and among the subunits within the organization.
Both the design and functioning of such postindustrial organizations (Lewin &
Stephens, 1993) are expected to afford strategic advantage in the face of rapidly-
changing competitive contexts and a virtual deluge of information about those
contexts.

Yet, several heroic assumptions underlie these experiments in new organiza-
tional forms, and in particular the horizontal organization. The relationship
between financial performance and these new forms must be better understood. For
example, IBM's significant downsizing and reorganization in the mid 1990s has
resulted in substantial cost savings, but its implications for longer term strategic
performance remain unclear. Broader evidence exists that many firms which have
attempted to implement popularized notions such as re-engineering (Hammer &
Champy, 1993) have not performed as well as expected (Byme, 1995). Many firms
may simply be imitating the practices of other industry players without really
understanding how or why such reorganizations will work (DiMaggio & Powell,
1983; Huff, 1982; Lippman & Rumelt, 1982). Firms adopting new organizational
forms are doing so without much guidance (Daft & Lewin, 1993).
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The present paper explores a theoretical premise for the experiments now
underway. In particular, this paper develops an argument that communication-
based learning is a necessary foundation upon which the horizontal organization
must build, in order for firms which adopt this form to successfully develop com-
petitive advantage.

Interest in the concept of the learning organization has co-evolved with inter-
est in the horizontal organization. Changes such as mass customization, product
life cycle compression, and time-based competition mandate an organizational
form with enhanced organizational learning capabilities (Dixon, 1992; Fiol &
Lyles, 1985; Huber, 1991; Levitt & March, 1988). More broadly, fundamental to
seemingly discontinuous changes and new bases for competition is the compelling
need to rapidly reduce barriers to understanding for managing the monumental
challenges in the new globally competitive landscape. D'Aveni (1994) argues that
in this new era of hypercompetition the emphasis on traditional strategic thinking
embodied in the pursuit of a single sustainable position of competitive advantage is
nearly obsolete, such that a series of new arenas of competition constantly unfold
before organizations. The arena of timing and know-how competition, together
with the rapid technological change and the coincident progression of competition
from one arena to another, emphasize the need to understand and respond quickly
(D'Aveni, 1994; Tushman & Anderson, 1986). Effective strategies will thus
depend more on the "development and deployment of intellectual resources than
on the management of physical and fiscal assets" (Quinn, 1992, p. xiv). Enhancing
organizational stocks of know-how and intellect underscores the need for more
effective organizational learning capabilities.

The emergence of new organizational forms and the growing need for
enhanced organizational learning capabilities are not coincidental. The rationale
for a combination of structure and process which emphasizes quickness of deci-
sions to create and sustain competitive advantage is that companies need to
become fast, agile, and "boundaryless” (Welch, 1993, p. 82), and be able to contin-
uously "change and solve problems through interconnected self-organizing pro-
cess”" (Daft & Lewin, 1993, p. i). Learning capabilities that yield fast adaptation
represent internal organizational capabilities which will create sustainable compet-
itive advantage for horizontal organizational forms. In the resource-based view of
the firm (Barney, 1991; Dierickx & Cool, 1989) such capabilities are rare, valu-
able, and not easily substituted or imitated. Thus the co-evolving combination of
form and process provides a means to achieve ongoing competitive advantage.

This paper holds that organizational learning capabilities are embedded in
organizational communication processes designed to create knowledge and deploy
intellectual resources. Others suggest that the evolution of new organizational
forms, such as horizontal structures, proceeds "without the guidance and benefit of
theories and models that would characterize the new paradigm” (Daft & Lewin,
1993, p. i), and that "building an ideal type theory of network organizations" is
now required (Lewin & Stephens, 1993). Effective and efficient communication
networks within organizations foster learning by assisting the creation of new
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28 COMMUNICATED KNOWLEDGE

knowledge and by providing access to existing objective and tacit knowledge.
Communication process-based learning is particularly important for emerging
organizational forms, which exhibit less structure and formal channels than tradi-
tional organizational forms.

A communication process through which knowledge is created and becomes
organizational is delineated. Previous research on organizational learning has
relied upon the concept of shared or created knowledge as evidence of organiza-
tional learning (Duncan & Weiss, 1979), and has treated knowledge almost as if it
is a tangible factor to be transferred among organizational members (Leonard-
Barton, 1995; Tompkins, 1995). However, previous research on organizational
learning has not presented an account of how knowledge develops. The focus
herein on communication process as an underlying foundation for knowledge cre-
ation and learning provides one such account, and presents an opportunity to inte-
grate the cognitive and behavioral aspects associated with organizational learning
(Lundberg, 1995). The focus on communication networks also serves to bridge
between individual and organizational levels of learning (Lundberg, 1995; Rahim,
1995).

Furthermore, this paper argues that sustainable competitive advantage relies
on excellence in organizational communication systems and process, represented
by the meta-learning capabilities of organizations. Meta-learning organizations are
those which learn how to learn, because they assume and are able to articulate
multiple new realities on an ongoing basis. Meta-leaming organizations are seen as
being acutely sensitive and responsive to rapidly-changing environments.

The design of this article is first to briefly review the origins and functioning
of the horizontal organization as the prototypical new organization form. Enhanced
communication processes underlie the design of this type of organization. In the
next section the argument that communication systems and processes are a foun-
dation for knowledge creation is presented. The communication-knowledge link is
then shown to inform traditional views of organizational learning; and the concept
of meta-learning (the learning organization) is shown to fundamentally focus back
on the organization's communication systems and processes. The arguments will
then be framed in the context of the resource-based view of competitive advantage.
A theoretical model is presented which captures the essence of the relationships
between organizational communication, knowledge creation, and competitive
advantage. Propositions are presented which identify leaming and meta-learning
capabilities of organizations as residing in aspects of communication processes. A
concluding discussion outlines further issues for managers and researchers to con-
sider.

Information Needs Mobilize Evolution to New Organizational Forms

The history of management thought has long debated the most effective and
efficient structures for pursuing strategy and competitive advantage. Bureaucracy
and hierarchy have dominated the preferred structures in both private and public
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domains. Classical scholars, such as Fayol and Weber, and administrative theorists
paved the way for hierarchy as the necessary organizational model for the effi-
ciency needed. Chandler's (1962) work extolled the virtues of hierarchy through
the M-form as a means to accomplish several strategic goals, including economies
of scale and of scope. Subsequent to the administrative theorists, debates regarding
"organic” versus "mechanistic" organizations (Burns & Stalker, 1961) and "open
systems theory" (Katz & Kahn, 1976) until recently were more academic exercises
than serious issues to most managers. For the most part managers and executives
organized and reorganized their structures into hierarchical, essentially bureau-
cratic variations.

Hierarchical structures have served companies quite well in the past. This is
in part due to the advantages they have afforded in specialization and resulting
functional excellence (Ostroff & Smith, 1993). More importantly, hierarchical
structure reflected management's desire for command and control as a way of con-
ducting work. Control was facilitated through top-down "unity of command" and
"unity of direction” (Fayol, 1949). Information flowed up and decisions flowed
down through lines of authority from top management, who made the critical
entrepreneurial and strategic decisions (Chandler, 1962). Interestingly, Chandler's
insights on the appropriateness of hierarchical structure as following strategy
derived from his view of the complexity of changes in the world and the economy,
changes which required upward flow of data and information, and its aggregation
at the highest levels.

Hierarchical structures, however, do not offer a means to effectively coordi-
nate among functions and divisions at the sub-unit level. The considerable infor-
mational distance between divisions when following the paths in a hierarchy pro-
duces inefficiency in innovation and fragmented efforts building on core compe-
tences. This results in "complex mixtures of noncomplementary products” as well
as inconsistent strategic implementation throughout the organization (Hoskisson &
Hitt, 1994). Thus lack of coordination is a central defect of these structures
(Ostroff & Smith, 1993).

In addition, hierarchies serve to slow down the speed of response to market-
initiated issues and changes. Data and information must first flow upward through
lines of communication to those who have the authority to make strategic deci-
sions. Decisions must then be communicated back down the hierarchy. Those with
authority may only be able to attend to a limited set of issues (Mintzberg, 1971),
potentially leading to further delays in the organization's response to received
stimuli.

Today the complexity of changes are orders of magnitude greater than was
the case for Chandler's studied companies; many factors are conspiring to create
hypercompetitive conditions (D'Aveni, 1994). Flexible, aggressive, and innovative
responses are thus viewed by many academics and practitioners as the tools
required of organizations. In this environment problems of bureaucratic inertia and
lack of cross-functional or cross-divisional coordination interfere with rapid
response to changes (Buitendam, 1987). Poor communication across divisions and

The International Journal of Organizational Analysis, Vol. 5, No. 1, January 1997

Copyright © 2001 All Rights Reserved



30 COMMUNICATED KNOWLEDGE

lengthy channels of communication between hierarchical levels also stifles the
kind of competitive responses made and the rapidity with which they are made.
Hierarchical organizations are therefore ill-equipped to meet the challenges pre-
sented by the dynamic competitive landscape today.

An attempt is underway to release the stranglehold of bureaucratic inertia
which has gripped modern corporations (Daft & Lewin, 1993; Mezias & Glynn,
1993). Many practitioners and academics believe a more horizontal mode of orga-
nizing (Ostroff & Smith, 1993) provides performance advantages. The "horizontal"
organization epitomizes the set of lateral relations which Galbraith (1973) envi-
sioned as a solution to increasingly complex and uncertain environments. Lateral
relations increase the capacity for processing information (Galbraith, 1973). Cross-
functional teams work to reorient the organization to systematic understanding of
end-to-end workflows and processes, prompting employees to become more sup-
plier- and customer-oriented. The customer is then viewed as the ultimate source of
determining the meaning of value-added. The need to manage across the value
chain creates an empowered management and workforce by pushing the level of
decision making down to where the requisite information exists. This constellation
of conditions has in part led to increased attention on and enhanced goals for qual-
ity and continuous improvement, and has begun to reveal ways in which these
enhanced goals may be reached. Corporations such as GE, AT&T, Kodak,
Motorola, Ryder, Allied Signal, DuPont, Royal Dutch/Shell, and Chrysler have
instituted variations on the horizontal organization.

Such innovative designs are evolutional in the sense that resulting structures
allow the organization to move beyond its current capabilities because organiza-
tional boundaries become less clear (Mezias & Glynn, 1993). The silo thinking
associated with tightly defined functions or departments (Dearborn & Simon,
1958) is avoided; greater sharing of common concerns and greater integration
between departments or organizations becomes possible.

The effect of horizontal forms is to increase responsiveness to changing con-
ditions impacting competitive advantage. Hammer and Champy (1993) illustrate
the potential impact of effective horizontal reorganizations. IBM Credit empow-
ered individual credit managers to handle a complete loan application, reducing
turnaround time from six days to four hours. Hallmark Cards created cross-func-
tional design teams, cutting new greeting card development time from over two
years to under one year.

New Forms Rely on Organizational Communication

Organization form and communication structure are indelibly intertwined
(Jablin, 1987; Tompkins, 1987), and an examination of the horizontal organization
also reveals fundamental reliance on communication processes within the firm.
Enhanced contacts with customers and suppliers, as well as linked processes inter-
nally, depend on the facile exchange of ideas and information. Ownership and
empowerment call for pushing out to all quarters in the organization the responsi-
bility for proactive decision behavior, and with it the understanding of strategies
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and goals along with the information required to be proactive. Problems identified
by members of cross-functional teams need to be clearly and rapidly communi-
cated to other team members in order for the benefits of teamwork to be mani-
fested. An orientation toward end-to-end workflows places a premium on common
language and communications which effectively bridge functional or divisional
differences (Fiol, 1994; Grant, 1993). Quality improvement depends on social
interactions between organizational members in order to first surface tacit knowl-
edge revealing sources of and impediments to quality (Reger, Gustafson, DeMarie,
& Mullane, 1994; Winter, 1994), and then on effective communications to diffuse
important findings to the rest of the organization (West, 1995; Winter, 1994).

Well-developed communication processes also strengthen the desired con-
nections between the organization and the changing environment (King & Cush-
man, 1994). Enhanced communication processes increase the connections of the
organization's technical core (Galbraith, 1973) to supplier and outlet markets,
thereby making it more responsive to these markets (Buitendam, 1987). They also
strengthen coordination within the organization in developing a collective under-
standing of dynamically changing conditions, and in forming a strategic response
to such changes.

Thus we see that communication processes are at the epicenter of these quick
and agile enterprises. The structure of the organization provides a formal opportu-
nity for enhanced flow of information. However, the nature of communication
among organizational members is substantively what drives quicker response and
superior competitive position. King and Cushman (1994) point out that where tra-
ditional sources of competitive advantage are pursued, such as cost leadership or
differentiation, organizational communication acts as a second-level support activ-
ity to basic organization around manufacturing or research and development. But
where speed of response time becomes the fundamental source of competitive
advantage, such as that pursued by horizontal organizations, then organizational
communications become the primary organizational focus (King & Cushman,
1994).

This is a fundamentally different view of dealing with environmental uncer-
tainty than that proposed by Thompson (1967). Thompson's argument is that in a
complex, turbulent, and uncertain environment an organization must buffer its core
technology from perturbations, thus reducing the effects of environmental changes
on the organization. Here we find that organizations feel the need to strengthen the
connections between ongoing changes in the environment and what the organiza-
tion is supposed to do exceptionally well at its core. According to Thompson, an
organization in a complex environment creates specialized boundary spanner roles
to act as gatekeepers to information flowing into the organization (Rogers &
Agarwala-Rogers, 1976). Now we find that organizations are seeking to develop
many points of contact with external environments in order that information flow-
ing into the organization may be increased.

While these views are very different, both would seem to point to the need to
better understand processes of information flow and exchange within organiza-
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tions. If we acknowledge that complex, changing and uncertain environments pro-
duce volumes of information and potentially increased organizational uncertainty,
then understanding the dimensions of information processing within organizations
can lead to a better understanding of how new organizational forms may be suc-
cessful in responding. While important sources of new information about changing
environments include formal scanning processes (Aguilar, 1967) and individual
boundary spanners (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990; Thompson, 1967), research has
demonstrated that more effective communication channels for developing alterna-
tives and solutions are those that exist between members within the organization
(Allen, 1966; Allen, Lee, & Tushman, 1980; Winter, 1987, 1994). Therefore, in the
next section we turn to a discussion of information processing and communication
between members within an organization.

Communication Process as a Source of Knowledge Creation

Processes and properties of communication are fundamental to economic
organizations. Increasing variety evident in economic systems in the modern era
(Saviotti, 1988), together with the rise of sophisticated information technologies
and management information systems (Stonier, 1991), has "aggravated the organi-
zational dilemma inherent in having too much random data in the world and too
little ordered information in the organization" (Widalvsky, 1983, p. 29). Thus
organizational communication theorists (Huber & Daft, 1987) have specifically
linked organizational communication processes (€.g., scanning, probing, message
routing, message summarizing) and channel characteristics (symbolic interaction-
ism, media richness) with the degree to which organizations understand their envi-
ronments and act upon such understanding,.

From Information to Meaning

Communication theorists have been helpful in understanding how communi-
cation processes affect organizations. Foundational work in the field holds that
information refers to freedom of choice when one selects a message, and in this
sense can be said to represent the uncertainty of a situation (Shannon & Weaver,
1964). For example, in a situation characterized by great uncertainty, many possi-
ble choices of messages about the situation exist; therefore, a wide range of infor-
mation possibilities to describe the situation are available. Similarly, where many
possible choices of messages exist, greater uncertainty prevails. On the other hand,
in a situation where less uncertainty exists, the number of possible message choices
about the situation is limited, and thus a more restricted range of information
exists. Thus "information in communication theory relates not so much to what
you do say, as to what you could say" (Shannon & Weaver, 1964, p. 8). Out of all
the possible choices of what could be said about a particular situation, what in fact
is said begins to direct and shape the perception and understanding of the situation.
As a result, the process of selecting and transmitting information becomes of
paramount importance.
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Just as the choice of information about a situation begins to define the situa-
tion, so too does the conveyance of that information through organizational com-
munication channels (Daft, Bettenhausen, & Tyler, 1993; Krone, Jablin, & Put-
nam, 1987; Shannon & Weaver, 1964). Different channels of communication, such
as face-to-face, telephone, written documents like memos and letters, or telecon-
ferencing, have varying degrees of information richness (Daft & Lengel, 1984) and
information capacity (Daft & Huber, 1986). Because of the characteristics of chan-
nels through which possible information about a situation is communicated, the
messages received by members of an organization may differ from the information
itself.

Finally, the recipient of organizational communications may employ biases in
evaluating and interpreting messages received from other members within the
organization (Krone et al., 1987). Because managers employ biases and heuristics
in interpreting their environments, the meaning of the received message may be
different from the intended meaning the sender of the message had in mind.

These views highlight two critical characteristics of organizational communi-
cations. First, there is a clear distinction between information and meaning for
organizational members. Information is a characteristic of the environment which
an organization faces (this could include both the external and internal environ-
ments). Information about the environment is selected by individuals, and is then
transformed by the channels of communication used and the cognitive filters
employed by the recipients. As a result the meaning of information received is dif-
ferent from the information which originally generated the message. Information is
thus transformed into meaning through communication processes.

Second, and more importantly, these ideas suggest that the focus of interest in
organizational communication should be the communication relationship between
individuals (Rogers & Kincaid, 1981; Scott, 1991). A focus on the relationship
thus includes all three components which jmpact the use of information in organi-
zations: the sender, the channel, and the receiver. Such a focus is precisely the ori-
entation of communication network analysis (Monge & Contractor, 1988;
Richards, 1985; Rogers & Agarwala-Rogers, 1976; Rogers & Kincaid, 1981;
Tichy, 1981; Wigand, 1988). Moreover, when an organization is viewed as a net-
work of relationships (Stohl, 1995), the difficult theoretical issue of individual ver-
sus organizational level of analysis is diminished because the examination of the
individual's relationships with other organizational members focuses attention on
the transition from one level to another.

From Individual to Organizational

The development of meaning as a result of communication between individu-
als is the first step toward the creation of organizational knowledge. The transfor-
mations of information leading to incipient meaning enable its extension and
refinement. Where an individual generates meaning created through incipient
information transformation processes, others may add to, enhance, and improve on
the meaning. For example, one may recognize that the situational context commu-
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nicated is similar to a previously-experienced situation and offer an additional per-
spective on action possibilities. Or someone may "tag" a certain aspect of commu-
nicated meaning with an additional nuance, and by doing so open the door for
greater adoption potential for the perspective throughout the organization. In short,
subsequent communication among organizational members allows for the progres-
sive modification of insight and meaning within an organization, or conversely for
the rejection and discarding of individual insights or perceived meanings which
others find inappropriate.

Iterative communication between organizational members is an integral part
of the progressive transformation of information into meaning and then into orga-
nizational knowledge. Rogers and Kincaid (1981) stress that reciprocity is an inte-
gral part of effective communication, and is a key to understanding the nature of .-
effective communications and the diffusion of new ideas in network organizations
(Rogers, 1983). Rather than being a directional communication relationship, the
reciprocal non-directional communication relationship between organization mem-
bers is important in refining and shaping new insight so that it may be effectively
incorporated into and build upon existing organizational practices and strengths.

Through progressive, iterative and reciprocal communication about the
incipient meaning, organizational members tend to converge on a shared perspec-
tive and an area of mutual understanding (Rogers, 1986; Rogers & Kincaid, 1981).
In this manner the perspective and meaning developed initially by an individual
may ultimately become an organization-wide asset, through validation among
other organization members. It is in the sense of validation by other members that
Nonaka (1994) refers to organizational knowledge as "justified true belief” (p. 15).
It is only organizational because it is a view of the organization in context which
has become collectively shared. In this regard Roszak (1986) writes that the fun-
damentally great ideas which motivate organizations and nations are those which
are the result of generalizing across many participants a "sensible, connecting pat-
tem" when confronted with a "vast, shapeless welter of facts" and information (p.
88).

Several authors who have explored conceptual differences between knowl-
edge and information lend support to these ideas. For example, Nonaka (1994)
characterizes knowledge as justified true belief which is created and organized by
the semantic (content) and syntactic (process) aspects of information transmission.
"In terms of creating knowledge, the semantic aspect of information . . . focuses on
conveyed meaning” (Nonaka, 1994, p. 16). The semantic aspect stresses the nature
of information in context; conveyance stresses its transformed properties through
communication processes. Similarly, knowledge represents more than having facts
and bits of information; it suggests knowing "why" and knowing "wherefore"
based on developed understanding and insight (Adler, 1986). Insight, in turn, has a
prescriptive character, and indicates the knowledge that something ought to be
done in a certain way (Adler, 1986). Such useful knowledge—that which is
assessed to have potential for producing goal-related outcomes—is seen as arising
from a progressive and iterative modification of that which is currently known by
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the infusion of new information and perspectives (Kilmann, Slevin, & Thomas,
1994).

Thus, transformed information leads to the creation of organizational knowl-
edge. Where the receiving entity is a human system which puts transformed kinetic
information into a context, integrates it with other structural information, and is
able to "respond in a manner which enhances its chances of survival" (Stonier,
1991, p. 261), the transformed information is characterized as intelligence. Simi-
larly, Saviotti (1988) views the transformation of information in organizations as a
process which critically affects the organization's ability to adapt to the environ-
ment. The conversion of environmental data into meaningful information enhances
organizational knowledge, and more conclusively guides decision making
(Widalvsky, 1983).

Communication processes within a firm create unique, firm-specific knowl-
edge about the competitive environment. Firms acquire information about compet-
itive environments, and that information is in turn transformed within the firm
through the firm's idiosyncratic communication processes. Routines and direction
within organizations in part determine the type of information acquired and how it
is then diffused (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990; Grant, 1993; Nelson & Winter, 1982).
Together with other idiosyncratic aspects of a firm, such as its existing strategy and
related boundary spanning activities, communication within a firm is uniquely
directed and focused and is different from communication within competing firms.
Each firm may develop knowledge similar to that which other firms also develop,
purely as a function of the nature of the information symmetrically available from
the environment. But the unique direction, focus, and transformation of informa-
tion within a firm's boundaries as a result of its communication processes lead to
the creation of unique knowledge which cannot easily be imitated or developed by
other firms.

Management theory has recently focused on two dimensions of knowledge
which are particularly important for firms to consider: tacit knowledge and explicit
knowledge (Nelson & Winter, 1982; Nonaka, 1994; Spender, 1993). Tacit knowl-
edge represents organizational capabilities which are embedded in routines, are
unobservable, and are difficult to change as a result. It contributes to unique com-
petitive advantage through the path-dependent development of capabilities (Cohen
& Levinthal, 1990; Nelson & Winter, 1982). But at the same time it may constrain
the firm's ability to assess and respond to changing environments (Cohen &
Levinthal, 1990; Levitt & March, 1988). As a result, the ability to share and artic-
ulate tacit knowledge—in other words, to make it explicit—has most recently been
viewed as the critical factor in generating competitive advantage. Spender (1993)
concludes, therefore, that competitive advantage will arise from "the interaction of
different types of knowledge, or of different types of people" (p. 17). The different
types of knowledge to which he refers include both explicit and tacit knowledge at
both the individual and social level. Social interaction processes are required, and
in organizations these processes are essentially communication processes between
individuals and groups of individuals (Weick, 1969). Thus Winter (1987) holds
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that "the failure to articulate what is articulable may be a more severe handicap for
the transfer of knowledge than tacitness itself” (p. 172).

In sum these ideas emphasize organizational knowledge as socially con-
structed (Blackler, 1993; Nonaka, 1994; Von Krogh, Roos, & Slocum, 1994). The
development of organizational knowledge is seen as being highly contextual,
dependent upon the ways in which individuals interact in attempting to understand
the environment. Organizational knowledge is also seen as being dynamic, subject
to change as the environment, the perceiving individuals, and/or their interpersonal
communication relationships change.

In a competitive landscape characterized by dynamic technological transfor-
mation and rapid competitive moves and countermoves, communication processes
which facilitate the creation and articulation of knowledge are ever more critical.
Echoing the remarks of Wildavsky (1983) made earlier, in such environments the
need for systems which can handle the increases in information flows is
paramount. Horizontal organizational forms which have supportive communication
processes in place hold great promise for learning how to respond to dynamic con-
ditions. These organizations have greater points of interception with markets and
can gather more information about changing conditions. In addition, the structure
of the organization allows for enhanced sharing of such new information between
individuals in different departments. Nonaka (1994) thus argues that "the interac-
tions between tacit knowledge and explicit knowledge will tend to become larger
in scale and faster in speed as more actors in and around the organization become
involved" (p. 20).

We now turn to a discussion of the relationship between knowledge devel-
opment through organizational communication and organizational learning. Propo-
sitions are then developed which formalize the arguments developed herein.

Communicated Knowledge and Organizational Learning

New knowledge informs the firm that new practices may be warranted.
Knowledge which a firm develops regarding possible new capabilities may direct
the firm to alter its intended strategy and resource investments. Similarly, knowl-
edge developed about changing competitive conditions may prompt consideration
of alternative strategies or the development of new capabilities. Where a firm
comes to understand that the range of its potential behaviors has been or should be
changed, organizational learning has occurred (Huber, 1991). Duncan and Weiss
(1979) therefore define organizational learning as the development of a new
knowledge base.

Most organizational learning models are predicated on a basic stimulus-
response concept (Argyris & Schon, 1978), wherein relationships between actions
and outcomes come to be better understood (Hedberg, 1981). In such models
learning focuses on the detection of differences between outcomes and the expec-
tations for outcomes created via theories-in-use (Argyris & Schon, 1978). Correc-
tion of any differences results in refinements of theories-in-use (single-loop learn-
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ing) or the application of new theories-in-use (double-loop learning), both of which
may be evidenced by changed organizational actions. Fiol and Lyles (1985) simi-
larly discuss these relationships in the context of lower level versus higher level
learning.

Seldom discussed in the organizational learning literature is the concept of
third order learning. Third order learning is learning about higher level, double-
loop learming—i.e., learning how to learn (Bateson, 1972; McWhinney, 1992).
With rapid technological transformations continually recreating competitive land-
scapes, the ability of organizations to learn how to leam is strategically important.

The next sections explore the connections between communicated knowledge
and the different levels of leaming. In particular, an argument is made that devel-
oping higher level and third order learning capabilitiecs may be a fundamental to
producing competitive advantage, and these capabilities increasingly rely upon
organizational communication systems.

Lower Level Learning

There are multiple contributions which communication systems make to
guiding lower level, single-loop organizational leaming. First, organizational
learning is path-dependent, and is facilitated by existing communication routines
(Cohen & Levinthal, 1990; Levitt & March, 1988; Nelson & Winter, 1982). Rou-
tines for search, attention, and goal setting provide direction for the acquisition of
new information (Cyert & March, 1963; Nelson & Winter, 1982). Established
communication patterns and routines provide channels and a context for the inter-
pretation and storage of new information and knowledge (Huber, 1991), and for
the retrieval of memorized information and knowledge (Dixon, 1992).

In addition, capabilities are refined and improved based upon the specializa-
tion within frequently used procedures (Levitt & March, 1988). The ability to spe-
cialize is enhanced to the extent that organizations provide direction for the com-
munication of complex knowledge (Demsetz, 1993; Grant, 1993). Capabilities are
also refined and improved as a result of the investment in absorptive capacity
within a particular domain (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990). Inasmuch as the existing
stock of learning in a particular domain is manifested by routines reflecting that
cumulative investment, leaming to enhance capabilities also depends on routines
(Cohen & Levinthal, 1990; Dierickx & Cool, 1989; Levitt & March, 1988; March,
1991). Such routines "provide a mechanism for integrating tacit knowledge . . .
where communication mainly takes the form of signals between members . . .
[which] assist the sequencing of individual actions” (Grant, 1993, p. 7). As dis-
cussed previously, the development of tacit knowledge in the form of organiza-
tional routines also depends on effective communications among organizational
members about desired practice.

Higher Level Learning

Higher level, double-loop learning is of particular interest to strategists (Fiol
& Lyles, 1985) and those considering the structural characteristics of an organiza-
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tion related to strategy. By definition, higher level leaming involves redefining the
rules by which an organization intends to operate as a result of changes in the
shared interpretations of its members. In essence, higher level learning is mani-
fested by changes in strategy and structure, and in strategic resource investments.

In dynamic, rapidly changing competitive environments organizations face
two problems in achieving higher level learning. In these environments high-con-
sequence events (Levitt & March, 1988) occur with increasing rapidity, but the
characteristics of the events change along with the environment. Therefore, firms
are never presented with identical stimuli from which to learn appropriate stimu-
lus-response sequences (Weick, 1991). In addition, by the time the effects of
changes in strategy become known and understood to organizations, the competi-
tive landscape will already have dramatically changed. A linear, sequential stimu-
lus-response process therefore does not serve strategists or resecarchers well in
understanding how organizations may effectively learn and respond under such
rapidly-evolving conditions.

Organizational communication systems which create new knowledge also
facilitate learning at higher levels, even in rapidly changing environments. The
result of knowledge creation is the awareness of new perspectives which might
direct the organization into new sets of activities and resource investments. Orga-
nizations learn that new approaches might have relevance for their competitive
position. At the same time new knowledge exposes that existing approaches firms
have used may be less effective in emergent competitive landscapes.

One aspect of communication process would seem to be particularly impor-
tant in aiding higher-level organizational learning: the exposition of embedded
sources of competitive advantage. The communication of new information and the
articulation of tacit knowledge highlights the importance of new internal capabili-
ties and sources of strategic advantage not explicitly considered by strategy makers
previously. For example, Winter (1994) discusses how competitive advantage may
be enhanced through quality improvement, which involves delayering tacit knowl-
edge about TQM practices into articulated components. By articulating tacit com-
ponents of a quality program, critical leverage points may be identified and
focused upon to determine potential for further improvement. Reger et al. (1994)
also use the example of changing TQM practices as a means of accomplishing
strategic renewal. They propose that organizations need to create "cognitive con-
nections" and "cognitive oppositions" to core organizational identity constructs in
order for managers to reframe what is central, enduring, and distinctive (Albert &
Whetten, 1985) about their organization. But "organizational identity is . . . based
on deeply ingrained and tacit assumptions” (Reger et al., 1994, p. 569) which need
to be surfaced before the connections and oppositions can be made. Expanding on
the need to better understand tacit elements, Nonaka (1994) therefore argues that
"realizing the practical benefits of [tacit] knowledge centers on its externalization
and amplification through dynamic interactions" (p. 20).

The concept of articulable knowledge provides insight on sources of higher-
order organizational learning. As mentioned above, the traditional S-R (stimulus-
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response) learning model is inappropriate for strategic management, where the
effects of strategic actions are by definition long term. Where organizations artic-
ulate knowledge incorporating perceptions of dynamic, rapidly-changing condi-
tions and new internal capabilities, however, a K-R (knowledge-response) model
provides the opportunity for managers to make continual improvements in strategy.
In this view learning reflects an ongoing social reconstruction of the organization's
knowledge regarding its situation, followed by an appropriate organizational
response. While on the surface this view might suggest learning only relies on
events which have already occurred, recent research highlights the critical impor-
tance of yet-to-be-experienced events in managing strategy (West, 1995), and of
adeptly managing inter-temporal choices and resource allocation decisions (Judge
& Spitzfaden, 1992; Laverty, 1993). This is essentially the thrust behind Senge's
(1990) work in microworlds, where managers are trained to anticipate events yet to
be experienced and to make strategic decisions on such anticipation. Moreover, the
articulation of alternative forms of organizational knowledge may help organiza-
tions better define their own identities (Fiol, 1991; Reger et al., 1994). We con-
clude that the knowledge creation perspective therefore allows for both unlearning
and learning to occur simultaneously, a condition which Fiol (1991) argues is cru-
cial for managing competences to develop strategic advantage.

Communication systems have a second important role in organizational
learning and unlearning. They not only aid in the assembly of new perspectives,
but importantly they also aid in the dissemination of new perspectives and new
directions as well. These systems enable those who decide to make changes in
strategy and strategic resource investments to communicate to the rest of the orga-
nization that changes are being made and the reasons for the changes, and to mon-
itor the progress of implemented changes. Thus communication systems are
important in both strategy formulation and in strategy implementation (Daft et al.,
1993).

Communication Informs Traditional Sources of Higher Level Learning

Levitt and March (1988) discuss four sources of organizational learning, all
of which depend critically on communication. Learning by direct experience
results from the strength of the connections between environmental stimuli and
organizational responses. To the extent these connections are quickly made with
great clarity to organizations, learning is enhanced (De Geus, 1988). Characteris-
tics of communications systems including media richness (Daft et al., 1993; Daft &
Weick, 1984) , and channel characteristics which affect message routing, summa-
rizing, modification, and delay (Huber & Daft, 1987) also impact the strength of
connections between the organization and its environment.

The horizontal organization providing multiple points of contact between the
organization and the environment strengthens the connections between the two. It
calls for communication systems and processes which can effectively assemble
diverse information and perspectives arising from multiple points of contact. Thus
Hamel (1991) theorizes that where a firm has several individuals involved in col-
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laborative strategic alliances, learning will occur where horizontal institutional
communication systems are not fragmented. To be effective such systems facilitate
the transfer individual knowledge to others and enable an aggregation of perspec-
tives.

To the extent communications systems foster parallel processing of informa-
tion regarding environmental events and organizational actions, organizations may
be able to make strategic adjustments simultaneously with evolving market condi-
tions. Horizontal organizations with supportive communication systems push the
sources of information gathering, knowledge creation, and decision making out to
multiple interception points with the market. These strengthen the connections
between the environment and the organization, and serve to overcome the sequen-
tial process of stimulus-response dictated by more vertically structured organiza-
tions.

Interpretations of history rely upon the sharing process among organization
members of individual perspectives. Communication among members affords the
opportunity for integrative and consensual organizational response (Duncan &
Weiss, 1979). Fiol (1991, 1994) holds that integration and consensus on shared
perspectives may occur around the context of communications among firm mem-
bers as much as around the content of the communications. Just as language "rules
underlie and govern the meanings of our words" (Fiol, 1991, p. 197), communica-
tion systems provide context and direction for the interpretation of content. Man-
aging competences such as culture (Fiol, 1991) or facilitating leaming through
building new collective understandings (Fiol, 1994) critically depends on charac-
teristics of the communication system such as context, rules and boundaries, and
the ability of the system to develop and converge on shared language.

Rerrieval of knowledge from organizational memory assumes that such
knowledge has been transferred into such memory structures to begin with. Estab-
lished communication patterns and routines provide channels and context for the
storage of new information and knowledge, and for retrieval of memorized infor-
mation and knowledge (Dixon, 1992). As evidence, West (1995) finds that certain
top management tcam communication patterns may promote established ways of
thinking strategically and impede the development of new strategic insights. Speci-
fied routines for search, attention, and goal-setting provide direction for the acqui-
sition of knowledge from organizational memory (Cyert & March, 1963; Nelson &
Winter, 1982). Hamel and Prahalad (1994), for instance, point out that the auto
industry relies heavily on their studies of historical trends in order to better under-
stand developing consumer needs and direct R&D investment. This reliance by
Ford led to the rejection of the development of the minivan, while Chrysler did
pursue the minivan project after deciding to use a different routine for estimating
consumer preference.

Finally, learning from the experience of others depends on the transfer of
such experiences into and throughout the organization. Cohen and Levinthal
(1990) stress the importance of organizational communication systems in encour-
aging the transfer of knowledge across and within subunits. In a study of learning
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within international strategic alliances, for example, Hamel (1991) finds that
Japanese firms involve many people in meetings with their Western partners. Con-
sequently information is not compartmentalized within these Japanese firms. The
Western partners, on the other hand, refrain from involving anyone without a direct
interest in what is being discussed, with the result that effective organizational
learning does not occur and several Western companies are still unable to proceed
effectively without the continued involvement of the alliance. Hamel (1991) con-
cludes that "firms with a history of cross-functional teamwork and inter-business
coordination were more likely to tum personal learning into corporate learning
than were firms where the emphasis was on ‘individual contributors' and
'independent business units™ (p. 98). The lesson here is that effective organiza-
tional learning contributing to competitive advantage critically depends on systems
which communicate new knowledge from individuals throughout the firm.

Meta-Learning: The Learning Organization

In the descriptions of and practices leading to third order learning capabili-
ties, organizational communication systems again constitute an integrat foundation.
First order learning calls for refinement of an existing and operating dominant
logic through stimulus-response interaction facilitated by organizational communi-
cations. Second order learning places communication processes centrally in the
effort to identify and communicate the existence of competing logics, to build con-
sensus around these, and to disseminate information about the adoption of a new
logic. Third order change assumes the existence of competing logics (McWhinney,
1992). Consequently, those who manage organizations in developing third order
learning capabilitics emphasize communication processes which continually artic-
ulate multiple new realities, and which facilitate exchange and dialogue among
members to arrive at choice among competing perspectives (McWhinney, 1992).
Organizations which effect transformation not merely through additions or substi-
tutions of knowledge, but which instead learn to simultaneously conceptualize dif-
ferent and contradictory forms of knowledge (Fiol, 1991) have been characterized
as meta-learning organizations (Lei, Hitt, & Bettis, 1994; Prahalad & Bettis, 1986).

The distinction which the concept of third order learning offers is a critical
onec in the emerging area of organizational learning theory. Argyris and Schén
(Argyris, 1994; Argyris & Schén, 1978, 1996) argue that organizations must over-
come defensive routines in order to accomplish double-loop learning, and to effec-
tively modify the logics or strategies which guide them. To do so organizations
must inquire about existing learning processes (Argyris & Schon, 1996). Where
single-loop learning focuses on making adjustments to an existing strategy and
double-loop learning focuses on substituting one operating strategy for another,
third level meta-learning focuses on the methods of organizational inquiry which
lead to conclusions about the need to change the operating strategy.

As the competitive landscape rapidly and continually changes, great advan-
tage may accrue to organizations which develop communication systems support-
ing meta-learning. The assumption underlying meta-learning—the existence of
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logics which compete with that currently operated under—precisely matches the
nature of the environment, where rapid and continual change present the need for
changing the organization's dominant logic.

GE is one example of an organization pursuing meta-leaming capabilities
through its workout process. The company schedules and promotes these meetings
designed to identify problems with what exists and propose new solutions; workout
session leaders are selected for the willingness to take risks and challenge the sta-
tus quo (Tichy & Charan, 1989). Chaparral Steel, a small U.S. minimill, leads the
world in productivity in large measure due to its willingness to experiment with
new methods and its managerial systems designed to create and diffuse new
knowledge about manufacturing techniques throughout the company (Leonard-
Barton, 1995). Communication systems which support the ongoing collection,
interpretation, distribution, and integration of change information enable organiza-
tions to develop meta-leaming capabilities.

Horizontal organizations which are accompanied by supportive communica-
tion systems are particularly well-suited to develop and utilize meta-learning capa-
bilities. Exhibiting many points of contact with the competitive environment, these
organizations are perfectly positioned to generate contradictory forms of knowl-
edge; to create a dialectic within management about the preferred operating logic
through effective transfer of competing perspectives throughout the organization;
and to implement changes resulting from resolutionary thinking back through the
organization.

The structural form of horizontal organization, however, is not what creates
these conditions for success. What does mobilize the organization for success is the
communication systems producing these exchanges. Argyris and Schon (1996), for
example, point out that the success of such structures depends on the tolerance for
dissent and debate within the organization and the embracing of risk which goes
hand in hand with decision making under uncertainty. Where defensive individual
reasoning and organizational routines are prevalent, no type of flattened organiza-
tional structure is likely to encourage managers to think about contradictory forms
of knowledge or theories-in-use (Argyris, 1994). Overcoming such defensive prac-
tices through the creation of dissent, debate, and uncertainty is the critical condi-
tion which precipitates changes in theories-in-use. The horizontal organizational
form is a structure which offers the likelihood to more effectively manage the
uncertainty created by increased information flows when defensive practices are
overcome.

Communication-Based Learning: The Resource View

Resource-based theory focuses on internal resources and capabilities as
sources of competitive advantage. In the early development of the resource-based
view resources were considered to be like tangible assets, in the sense that they
were defined as factors discoverable in imperfect factor markets (Barney, 1986) or
as accumulated stocks resulting from resource investments (Dierickx & Cool,
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1989). This approach to theory has been labeled the structural school (Schulze,
1994).

More recently, theorists have focused on a view of critical resources as being
constituted by intangible processes within firms. Prahalad and Hamel (1990), for
example, suggest the core competence of the corporation is the capability to coor-
dinate diverse skills and integrate multiple streams of technologies. Grant (1991)
also finds that capabilities are complex patterns of resources coordination. In this
process view, then, competitive advantage arises to the extent that managers create
higher order organizing principles which orchestrate the sharing and communica-
tion of knowledge throughout the firm (Grant, 1993; Kogut & Zander, 1992;
Teece, Pisano, & Shuen, 1992).

The process school view of resources emphasizes the importance of ongoing
recreation of firm's strategic capabilities. Barney (1991) comments that a resource-
derived position of competitive advantage may evaporate when the environment
changes. In a similar vein D'Aveni (1994) argues that "today's strengths become
tomorrow's weaknesses so quickly that sustaining advantages is nearly impossible"
(p. iv). Thus while a resource or capability confers competitive advantage under a
particular constellation of competitive and environmental conditions, that resource
or capability may not continue to confer advantage after conditions shift. As a
result, firms need to be continually recombining their resources and recreating their
capabilities. Such a dynamic capabilities approach holds that a firm's true distinc-
tive competence is its capacity to renew, augment, and adapt its core competences
over time (Teece et al., 1992). This capacity is driven by the existence of a Schum-
peterian world of exogenously-induced changes (Teece et al., 1992), a worldview
remarkably similar to that facing most organizations today. Within this theoretical
perspective the factors contributing to organizational learning thus assume a
primary role in the derivation of competitive advantage.

Empirical work on resource-based theory is in its incipient stage (Bamey,
1991; Conner, 1991; Schulze, 1994). The present paper focuses its attention on the
process school as it is being manifest in new organizational forms. Given the
premise argued earlier that these new forms have a common foundation architec-
ture of more effective and efficient organizational communications, propositions
regarding the relationship between aspects of firm performance and organizational
communication process are developed. We have argued that communication pro-
cesses serve to create forms of knowledge within organizations. While this is an
assumption in the theoretical development, we recognize it may also be considered
a fundamental proposition which needs empirical verification. Thus we state the
relationship formally in our first proposition:

Proposition 1: Communication processes enhance the creation of both tacit

and explicit knowledge.

The process and dynamic capabilities perspectives of resource theory point to
communication processes as a critical element which yields competitive advantage.
Amit and Shoemaker (1993) emphasize that developing or leaming new capabili-
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ties is a result of complex interactions and exchanges of information through the
firm's human capital. Interactions in organizations are essentially communication
processes between individuals and groups of individuals (Weick, 1969).

The pervasiveness of the importance of communication on the development
of internal strategic capabilities becomes manifest in recent discussions which
attempt to establish a "knowledge-based" perspective of firm competitive advan-
tage (Grant, 1993; Nonaka, 1994; Spender, 1993). These authors identify knowl-
edge as a strategically important resource possessed by the firm. Organizational
capabilities are viewed as the product of competencies in the integration and appli-
cation of this knowledge. The knowledge perspective links communication as the
pervasive, underlying force responsible for the recognition, creation, dissemina-
tion, and maintenance of strategic capabilities.

The knowledge-based explanation of the development of internal strategic
capabilities is structured within two continua: individual versus collective levels,
and tacit versus explicit knowledge (Nonaka, 1994; Spender, 1993). Strategic
capabilities result from new knowledge creation accomplished through processes
which combine the tacit knowledge of individuals and the organization with
explicit knowledge of the organization. The articulation of tacit knowledge into
explicit knowledge exposes the core dimensions of organizational capabilities
which create competitive advantage. Thus identified, organizations may move to
build on them with greater assurances of success. Having a better understanding of
factors contributing to quality, as a consequence of delayering tacit knowledge,
will enable management to more effectively apply quality principles throughout
the organization (Winter, 1994). Communication processes are paramount, as well,
in transfers of knowledge from objective to tacit dimensions. First by
communicated direction, followed by signaled routine (Grant, 1993), effective new
approaches and practices may then become institutionalized within the
organization.

Proposition 2: Communication processes which enhance shared knowledge
among organizational members will lead to improved internal
strategic capabilities.

Learning new capabilities also requires a common code of communication
and coordinated search procedures (Teece €t al., 1992) among members of the
firm. Since higher-level learning depends on a knowledge-response relationship,
systems and patterns of communication which enhance stimulus information flows,
knowledge creation and refinements, and communicated responses also enhance
the possibility for learning. To the extent that organizations continue to learn by
iterating through cycles of knowledge creation and response (Fiol, 1994; Van de
Ven & Polley, 1992), systems and processes which enhance the reciprocation and
iterative communications will serve to enhance learning.

Where organizations attempt to deal with situations and circumstances yet to
be experienced, anticipatory learning must occur. Here organizations rely upon the
identification and iterative discussion of estimated possibilities in the development
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of knowledge regarding future competitive environments. After an organization
has arrived at a consensus on new ideas or new initiatives to be explored, recipro-
cation among all members of the organization facilitates the diffusion and adoption
of such new ideas and their marriage to the acknowledged existing strengths of the
organization (Rogers, 1983; Rogers & Kincaid, 1981; West, 1995).

Proposition 3: Effective and efficient communication processes facilitate
rapid learning about and development of new strategic capa-
bilities.

Organizations may come to realize the leamning benefits which enhanced
systems and processes of communication provide. As communication processes
work continuously over time to enable organizations to identify new capabilities
and implement new strategies and resource investments, these organizations will
begin to search for the reasons behind their sustained performance differences.
Effective communication processes will facilitate the identification of factors in
internal organizational environments which contribute to these performance differ-
ences. Ultimately, effective communication processes within organizations may
enable organizations to see that learning depends on effective communication pro-
cess itself. As argued earlier, these processes generate contradictory forms of
knowledge, a dialectic within management, and resolutionary thinking.

Proposition 4: Effective and efficient communication processes facilitate
meta-learning.

It would be logical to assume that if a horizontal organizational form is
implemented, there exists at some level a management conviction that performance
and competitiveness will improve. As has been argued, the success of the horizon-
tal form is based upon the organization's communication systems. Empirical evi-
dence lends support to the potentially positive effects which organizational com-
munications may have on firm performance. Smith et al. (1994) find that informal
communication among top managers is positively related to social integration,
which in turn is positively related to measures of firm performance. Coordination
across top management team members from different functional areas of an orga-
nization runs parallel to coordination in horizontal organizations. "Such teams may
operate as efficient clans, not needing to expend extra energy and resources on
group maintenance. These behaviors appear to be especially important in high-
velocity environments, a result also implied by Eisenhardt and Bourgeois (1988)"
(Smith et al,, 1994, p. 432). In addition, West (1995) finds that communication
between future-oriented and present-oriented top managers in technology compa-
nies is significantly associated with prospective strategic change. At the same time
this study finds that communication among like-minded top managers was unre-
lated to strategic change initiatives. Together, these findings suggest that enhanced
communication among heterogeneous organizational members leads to enhanced
abilities to create new organizational perspectives and manage toward performance
improvement. Where the horizontal organization form is intended to create
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stronger connections between heterogeneous functions and divisions within the
organization, the implications of these findings are quite strong. The following
propositions are therefore suggested:

Proposition 5: Firms with horizontal organizational forms will achieve com-
petitive advantage if they have effective and efficient organi-
zational communication processes supporting the structural
form.

Proposition 6: Firms with horizontal organizational forms and effective and
efficient organizational communication processes will
achieve competitive advantage over hierarchical organiza-
tional forms.

Proposition 7: Among firms with horizontal organizational forms, differ-
ences in competitive advantage will be explained by the
effectiveness and efficiency of organizational communication
processes.

The foundation of new organizational forms are organizational communica-
tion processes and the knowledge these processes create and disseminate. Figure 1
provides a glimpse of the relationships between strategies, resources, and perfor-
mance proposed in this paper. Resources and capabilities work through strategies
to produce performance and financial indicators of such performance. Both struc-
tural and process resources and capabilities affect performance through competi-
tive advantage. However, sustainable competitive advantage and superior perfor-
mance depend on processes which update and upgrade the resource position of the
firm. Thus structural resources are wrapped within the context of the organization's
process capabilities. Quicker, renewable agile process capabilities are what is
required to "erode the advantages of large and established players" (D'Aveni, 1994,
p-1).

The bedrock foundation upon which strategy, resources, and performance are
built is organizational learning through communication processes. Strategy forma-
tion, resource acquisition and development, and day-to-day performance itself are
increasingly dependent on communication processes which augment knowledge.
Organizational knowledge (both tacit and objective) is the derivative second foun-
dation of effective and efficient organization communication processes. Thus it is
communicated knowledge which is the fundamental tool to maneuver in hyper-
competition. Enhanced knowledge of dynamically changing landscapes, competi-
tive conditions, and of the organization itself is the direct foundation upon which
resources and capabilities are discovered and built. Finally, as communication pro-
cesses create new knowledge and new capabilities are thus discovered, organiza-
tions learn to modify strategies in order to sustain competitive advantage and supe-
rior performance. Thus organizational learning is reflected in Figure 1 by the feed-
back loop which begins and ends with "resources and capabilities" and the
"strategies" which follow.
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Organization communication processes and a quickly-evolving knowledge
base are at the foundation of combinative learning processes which yield competi-
tive advantage, even in dynamic environments. In the resource-based view, then,
communication process is valuable, rare, non-substitutable and inimitable (Barney,
1991; Dierickx & Cool, 1989) by less capable competitors. It is valuable because it
creates unique, firm-specific knowledge and continuous learning about routes to
competitive advantage for the firm in its environment. A communication process is
rare because it derives from a unique constellation of organization and actors. It is
not easily substitutable; firms often have difficulties over years in reorganizing and
restructuring, And it is not easily imitable; the characteristics which make an orga-
nization's communication process and tacit routines particularly effective are
bound to be causally ambiguous (Lippman & Rumelt, 1982) to interested outsiders.
Especially when horizontal organizational forms and processes stimulate the
migration of explicit knowledge to tacit routines will competitors be unable to
mimic the communicated knowledge resource. Thus, communication process,
together with the knowledge it creates, can become a valuable capability to meet
the challenges of rapid technological change and hypercompetitive landscapes.
Previously-cited corporate experiments in horizontal organizational forms take
direct aim at developing such knowledge-based communication capabilities in
order to create and sustain competitive advantage in domestic and global markets.

To the extent that organizations recognize the value of and proactively man-
age their communication processes, they may be characterized as meta-leaming
organizations. Organizations may observe that leamning occurs via enhanced
communication processes facilitating knowledge creation and the development of
valuable strategic capabilities. These organizations may seek to focus, in turn, on
enhancing their communication process capabilities. Thus they will leam how to
learn. This meta-learning capability is reflected in Figure 1 by the feedback loop
which begins and ends with "organizational communication processes."

Implications for Management and Research

Seven propositions have been offered as a conclusion to the theoretical
development in this paper. The propositions represent a unique confluence of per-
spectives from strategic management, organizational learning, and organizational
communications. One agenda for future research is to disaggregate each of these
propositions into working hypotheses for empirical tests.

Five of the seven propositions refer to "effective and efficient communication
processes." The focus on organizations as networks, and the linking of communi-
cation to the knowledge-response learning and meta-learning loops, are suggestive
of ways in which effectiveness and efficiency of organizational communications
may be conceived. Efficiency may be conceptualized in two ways. First, it may
represent the extent to which fewer channels of communication are used and/or
fewer messages need be sent in order to create a specific meaning with the mes-
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sage receivers. Altematively, efficiency may represent the extent to which recipro-
cation and iterative communication between senders and receivers are not needed
in order to deliver a specific understanding. Communication effectiveness, on the
other hand, implies changes in knowledge or behavior (Rogers & Agarwala-
Rogers, 1976). Consistent with the concept of knowledge developed herein as jus-
tified belief among the set of organizational actors, organizational communication
effectiveness would therefore represent the extent to which a fundamental domi-
nant logic of the organization is modified and attendant strategic behavior reflects
such modification.

Cast in these terms, efficiency and effectiveness of organizational communi-
cation systems and processes are not necessarily supportive of each other. At the
extreme highly efficient communication processes may rest on highly refined
common language or awfully short channels of communication, and may inhibit
the kind of reciprocation and iteration which characterizes the search for innova-
tive new ideas. Thus peak efficiency may not be consistent with peak effective-
ness. Years ago Bamnard (1938) claimed that establishment of sound organizational
communication was one of three principal functions of executives, and discussed
the necessary balance between effectiveness and efficiency as a pivotal issue for
organizations. While we suggest possible conceptualizations of effectiveness and
efficiency, future research is needed in order to more completely dimensionalize
these concepts as well as moderators to their relationships with organizational
learning.

The tension which organizational communication processes must deal with is
therefore that which exists between the generation of too many new ideas and the
convergence of the organization on a limited number of better ideas. Too many
ideas or too much information may overload the system and the managers within
it; too rapid a convergence on a new idea or limited set of ideas may prevent the
organization from substantively considering an optimal set. Thus in consideration
of organizational strategic renewal efforts a number of researchers have high-
lighted the need for an appropriate level of differentiation of perspectives followed
by integration of perspectives among management (Bartunek, Gordon, & Weath-
ersby, 1983; Chakravarthy, 1982; Ginsberg, 1990; Hurst, Rush, & White, 1989).
Recent empirical research finds that moderate levels of both differentiation and
integration of strategic perspectives are positively associated with improved per-
formance, while deviations from such moderate levels are associated with perfor-
mance decrements (West, 1996).

For managers the seven propositions are suggestive of new ways to consider
sources of competitive advantage. First, changes in organizational communication
systems and processes should parallel changes in organization structure. When
firms move away from hierarchical organization and its commensurate lines of
reporting and information exchange, revised organization communications
dynamics become the glue that binds the flatter organization together. The sub-
stantive nature of exchange among members is changed in horizontal organiza-
tions; both formal and informal communication systems must be designed and
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implemented alongside changes in structural reporting relationships. Otherwise,
functional or operating managers may become more isolated, and find it ever more
difficult to transfer critical new perspectives and information to the rest of the
organization. Under these circumstances, organizational learning may in fact
decline.

This suggests, secondly, that management needs to consider communications
beyond those which are offered through formal mechanisms of organization struc-
ture. The essence of horizontal organizations is structure with fewer formal chan-
nels and reporting relationships. This type of structure implies autonomy and self-
direction on the part of discrete organizational subunits. Electronic systems and
accessible databases may facilitate connections among now-removed, independent
sub-unit managers. But management must also create opportunities for substantive
discussion and dialogue, where refinement of ideas and newly-acquired informa-
tion may lead to new organizational knowledge and to the subsequent diffusion of
such knowledge throughout the firm. Management needs to encourage reciprocat-
ing communication among divisions which provides feedback and feed-forward
(Rogers & Agarwala-Rogers, 1976). Simply designating cross-functional teams
may be insufficient for addressing changing dynamics effectively; management
must discover other formal and informal ways in which such team members may
communicate with each other regularly and substantively. Such discovery remains
a vibrant challenge for managers and action researchers.

These ideas suggest that a key challenge for the management of a learning
organization involves a new form of executive leadership. The effective horizontal
structure is designed to place the organization in greater contact with its markets,
which should enhance the generation of multiple new possibilities for the organi-
zation in terms of overall strategic direction. Where the structure promotes auton-
omy and self-direction, management must increasingly find ways to achieve con-
sensus among potentially disparate subunits and to avoid the dysfunctional conse-
quences of prolonged conflict within the organization (Narayanan & Fahey, 1994).
Management of leamning organizations must therefore concern itself even more
with the management of meaning and identity for the organization.

Enhanced systems of communication are not costless, and thus both managers
and researchers need to better understand the sources of potential gain and loss
associated with them. Smith et al. (1994), for example, study the effects of com-
munication frequency and informal communication on firm performance. Their
results were the opposite of those expected, finding that communication frequency
is negatively related to performance. West (1995) observed that the dynamics and
effects of communication differ depending on subsegments within the top man-
agement team. Thus partitioning individuals and groups into segments may reveal
different dynamics and relationships than those observed for the organization as a
whole. Managers and researchers need to understand the benefits of enhanced sys-
tems of communication compared to the costs of creating and maintaining them. If
effective communication depends on the selection of participants, then managers
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and researchers need to better identify the tradeoffs for firms in implementing
enhanced selection and evaluation programs as an overlay to communication sys-
tems.

Through its communication systems management should embrace ongoing
change in order to develop meta-learning capabilities. The diffusion of new idcas
within the organization enables the horizontal organization of value-adding activi-
ties to maximize agility and responsiveness to the market. This suggests continu-
ally searching for new systems to capture developing information and to communi-
cate it throughout the organization. The institutionalization of one effective method
may soon be outdated by market changes and competitive moves. These ideas fol-
low from the arguments earlier, which implied that organizational knowledge is
both socially constructed and emergent.

In order to understand better how to design communication systems to
embrace learning, both managers and researchers need to better understand condi-
tions under which change ideas are dismissed or repressed. For example, the
strategic planning exercise performed annually by many companies is a directed
form of communication, where guidelines and adherence to a strict timetable allow
restricted occasion for creative thinking. Where positive strategic change depends
on a continual flow of ideas and reciprocal and refining exchanges among top
managers (West, 1995), the annual planning process does not serve this purpose.
Furthermore, the agendas of powerful managers (Bowman & Bussard, 1991), the
availability of resources (Cyert & March, 1963), and other factors may impact the
extent to which organizational members search for and communicate new ideas.
The design of communication systems which produce both ideation and organiza-
tional guidance, while accounting for factors such as these, thus remains a key
challenge for both managers and researchers.

Empirical investigation of the proposed relationships may provide a means to
better understand the foundations of effective organizational learning. Findings
may provide sound prescriptive advice for organizations undergoing or considering
reorganization, particularly those facing competitive landscapes experiencing
dynamic technological transformation. Empirical research will have to determine
whether the horizontal organizational form is fad or substance, and the extent to
which learning systems make it work.

The propositions suggest new ways to empirically test organizational learning
concepts. Previous work in this area has been largely theoretical or based on sim-
ulation. A difficulty in researching organizational learning is measuring the pro-
cess and in measuring the outcome. By tying organizational learning directly into
communications, researchers may use previously-developed measures of commu-
nication process as proxies for organizational learning-related variables of interest.
For example, retrieval of knowledge from organizational memory and learning
from the experience of others (Levitt & March, 1988) might be proxied by com-
munication measures such as message routing and summarizing, by characteristics
and dimensions of the kinds of communication channels used, or by content analy-
sis of communications. The extent to which an organization develops as a learning
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organization might be measured by positive changes in communication network
characteristics of the organization (Knoke & Kuklinski, 1982; Monge & Contrac-
tor, 1988; Rice & Richards, 1985).

Furthermore, the suggestion that learning outcomes may be gauged by
changes in organizational knowledge and in resources or capabilities may provide
insight for measurement in future empirical work. West (1995) implies that organi-
zational knowledge may be conceptually similar to underlying consensus among
managers regarding ways of conducting business strategically. This is because
consensus—like useful knowledge—is socially constructed, dynamic and emer-
gent, and highly dependent on the constellation of individuals involved and context
in which it is sought. As such, it represents a means through which to integrate
individual perspectives into an organizational view, a challenge which has con-
fronted organizational learning theorists up till now (Levitt & March, 1988; Lund-
berg, 1995; Rahim, 1995). Thus more sophisticated measures of management con-
sensus may hold promise for detecting the state of an organization's knowledge and
changes in its knowledge structure over time, and consequently the effectiveness of
organizational communications and the degree of organizational learning.

References

Adler, M. J. (1986). A guidebook to learning: For the lifelong pursuit of wisdom. New York:
MacMillan.

Aguilar, F. J. (1967). Scanning and strategic decisions. New York: MacMillan.

Albert, S., & Whetten, D. (1985). Organizational identity. In L. L. Cummings & B. M. Staw
(Eds.), Research in organizational behavior (Vol. 7, pp. 263-295). Greenwich, CT: JAI
Press.

Allen, T. J. (1966). Performance of information channels in the transfer of technology.
Industrial Management Review, 8 (1), 87-98.

Allen, T. J., Lee, D. M., & Tushman, M. L. (1980). R&D performance as a function of
internal communication, project management, and the nature of work. IEEE Transac-
tions on Engineering Management, EM-27, 2-12.

Amit, R., & Shoemaker, P. J. H. (1993). Strategic assets and organizational rent. Strategic
Management Journal, 14, 33-46.

Argyris, C. (1994). Good communication that blocks learning. Harvard Business Review, 72
(4), 77-85.

Argyris, C., & Schén, D. A. (1978). Organizational learning: A theory of action perspective.
Reading: Addison-Wesley.

Argyris, C., & Schon, D. A. (1996). Organizational learning II. Reading: Addison-Wesley.

Barnard, C. 1. (1938). The functions of the executive. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Barney, J. B. (1986). Strategic factor markets, expectations, luck, and business strategy.
Management Science, 32, 1231-1241.

Barney, J. B. (1991). Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage. Journal of Man-
agement, 17, 99-120.

Bartunek, J. M., Gordon, J. R., & Weathersby, R. P. (1983). Developing "complicated”
understanding in administrators. Academy of Management Review, 8, 273-284.

Bateson, G. (1972). Steps to an ecology of the mind. New York: Ballantine.

The International Journal of Organizational Andlysis, Vol. 5, No. 1, January 1997

Copynight © 2001 All Rights Reserved



G. P. WEST IIl AND G. D. MEYER 53

Blackler, F. (1993). Knowledge and the theory of organizations: Organizations as activity
systems and the reframing of management. Journal of Management Studies, 30,
863-883.

Bowman, E. H., & Bussard, D. T. (1991). Managerial agenda setting: An exploratory study.
In P. Shrivastava, A. S. Huff, & J. E. Dutton (Eds.), Advances in strategic management
(pp. 61-93). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Buitendam, A. (1987). The horizontal perspective on organization design and new technoi-
ogy. In J. M. Pennings & A. Buitendam (Eds.), New technology as organizational inno-
vation (pp. 59-86). Cambridge: Ballinger.

Burns, T., & Stalker, G. M. (1961). The management of innovation. London: Tavistock.

Byrne, J. A. (1995, January 30). Reengineering: What happened? Business Week, pp. 16-18.

Chakravarthy, B. S. (1982). Adaptation: A promising metaphor for strategic management.
Academy of Management Review, 7, 35-44.

Chandler, A. D. (1962). Strategy and structure. Cambridge: MIT Press.

Cohen, W. M., & Levinthal, D. A. (1990). Absorptive capacity: A new perspective on
learning and innovation. Administrative Science Quarterly, 35, 128-152.

Conner, K. R. (1991). A historical comparison of resource-based theory and five schools of
thought within industrial organization economics: Do we have a new theory of the firm?
Journal of Management, 7, 121-154.

Cyert, R. M., & March, J. G. (1963). A behavioral theory of the firm. Englewood Cliffs:
Prentice-Hall.

D'Aveni, R. A. (1994). Hypercompetition. New York: Free Press.

Daft, R. L., Bettenhausen, K. R., & Tyler, B. B. (1993). Implications of top managers' com-
munication choices for strategic decisions. In G. P. Huber & W. H. Glick (Eds.), Orga-
nizational change and redesign (pp. 112-146). New York: Oxford University Press.

Daft, R. L., & Huber, G. P. (1986). How organizations learn: A communication framework.
In S. Bacharach & N. Tomasso (Eds.), Research in the sociology of organizations (Vol.
S, pp. 161-180). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Daft, R. L., & Lengel, R. H. (1984). Information richness: A new approach to managerial
behavior and organization design. In B. M. Staw & L. L. Cummings (Eds.), Research in
organizational behavior (Vol. 6, pp. 191-233). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Daft, R. L., & Lewin, A. Y. (1993). Where are the theories for the "new" organizational
forms? An editorial essay. Organization Science, 4 (4), i-vi.

Daft, R. L., & Weick, K. E. (1984). Toward a model of organizations as interpretation sys-
tems. Academy of Management Review, 9, 284-295.

De Geus, A. P. (1988). Planning as learning. Harvard Business Review, 66 (2), 70-74.

Dearborn, D. C., & Simon, H. A. (1958). Selective perception: The identifications of execu-
tives. Sociometry, 21, 140-144.

Demsetz, H. (1993). The theory of the firm revisited. In O. E. Williamson & S. G. Winter
(Eds.), The nature of the firm (pp. 159-178). New York: Oxford University Press.

Dierickx, L., & Cool, K. (1989). Asset stock accumulation and sustainability of competitive
advantage. Management Science, 35, 1504-1511.

DiMaggio, P. J., & Powell, W. W. (1983). The iron cage revisited: Institutional isomorphism
and collective rationality in organizational fields. American Sociological Review, 48,
147-160.

Dixon, N. M. (1992). Organizational learning: A review of the literature with implications
for HRD professionals. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 3, 29-49.

The International Journal of Organizational Analysis, Vol. 5, No. 1, January 1997

Copyright © 2001 All Rights Reserved



54 COMMUNICATED KNOWLEDGE

Duncan, R., & Weiss, A. (1979). Organizational learning: Implications for organizational
design. In L. L. Cummings & B. M. Staw (Ed.), Research in organizational behavior
(Vol. 1, pp. 75-123). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Eisenhardt, K. M., & Bourgeois, L. J., III (1988). Politics of strategic decision making in
high velocity environments: Toward a midrange theory. Academy of Management Jour-
nal, 31, 737-770.

Farace, R. V., Monge, P. R., & Russell, H. M. (1977). Communicating and organizing.
Reading: Addison-Wesley.

Fayol, H. (1949). General and industrial management. London: Pitman.

Fiol, C. M. (1991). Managing culture as a competitive resource: An identity-based view of
sustainable competitive advantage. Journal of Management, 17, 191-211.

Fiol, C. M. (1994). Consensus, diversity, and learning in organizations. Organization Sci-
ence, 5,403-420.

Fiol, C. M., & Lyles, M. A. (1985). Organizational learning. Academy of Management
Review, 10, 803-813.

Galbraith, J. (1973). Designing complex organizations. Reading: Addison-Wesley.

Ginsberg, A. (1990). Connecting diversification to performance: A sociocognitive approach.
Academy of Management Review, 15, 514-535.

Grant, R. M. (1991). The resource-based theory of competitive advantage: Implications for
strategy formulation. California Management Review, 33 (3), 114-135.

Grant, R. M. (1993). Organizational capabilities within a knowledge-based view of the firm.
Working paper, Georgetown University Washington, D.C.

Hamel, G. (1991). Competition for competence and inter-partner learning within interna-
tional strategic alliances. Strategic Management Journal, 12, 83-103.

Hamel, G., & Prahalad, C. K. (1994). Competing for the future. Boston: Harvard Business
School Press.

Hammer, M., & Champy, J. (1993). Reengineering the corporation. New York: Harper
Business.

Hedberg, B. (1981). How organizations learn and unlearn. In P. C. Nystrom & W. C. Star-
buck (Eds.), Handbook of organizational design (Vol. 1, pp. 3-27). London: Oxford
University Press.

Hoskisson, R. E., & Hitt, M. A. (1994). Downscoping. New York: Oxford University Press.

Huber, G. P. (1991). Organizational leaming: The contributing processes and literatures.
Organization Science, 2, 88-115.

Huber, G. P, & Daft, R. L. (1987). The information environments of organizations. In F. M.
Jablin, L. L. Putnam, K. H. Roberts, & L. W. Porter (Eds.), Handbook of organization
communication (pp. 130-164). Beverly Hills: Sage.

Huff, A. S. (1982). Industry influences on strategy reformulation. Strategic Management
Journal, 3,119-131.

Hurst, D. K., Rush, J. C., & White, R. E. (1989). Top management teams and organizational
tenewal. Strategic Management Journal, 10, 87-105.

Jablin, F. M. (1987). Formal organization structure. In F. M. Jablin, L. L. Putnam, K. H.
Roberts, & L. W. Porter (Eds.), Handbook of organizational communication (pp.
389-419). Newbury Park: Sage.

Judge, W. Q., & Spitzfaden, M. (1992, August). Strategic time horizons: An empirical study
of high technology firms. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Academy of
Management, Las Vegas.

Katz, D., & Kahn, R. L. (1976). The social psychology of organizations. New York: Wiley.

The International Journal of Organizational Analysis, Vol. 5, No. 1, January 1997

Copyngnt © 200 T AT RIgnts Resarvad



G. P. WEST IIl AND G. D. MEYER 55

Kilmann, R. H., Slevin, D. P., & Thomas, K. W. (1994). The problem of producing useful
knowledge. In R. H. Kilmann, K. W. Thomas, D. P. Slevin, R. Nath, & S. L. Jerrell
(Eds.), Producing useful knowledge in organizations (pp. 1-21). San Francisco: Jossey-
Bass.

King, S. S., & Cushman, D. P. (1994). High-speed management as a theoretic principle for
yielding significant organizational communication behaviors. In B. Kovacic (Ed.), New
approaches to organizational communication (pp. 87-116). Albany: State University of
New York Press.

Knoke, D., & Kuklinski, J. H. (1982). Network analysis. Newbury Park: Sage.

Kogut, B., & Zander, U. (1992). Knowledge of the firm, combinative capabilities, and the
replication of technology. Organization Science, 3, 383-397.

Krone, K. 1., Jablin, F. M., & Putnam, L. L. (1987). Communication theory and organiza-
tional communication: Mulitiple perspectives. In F. M. Jablin, L. L. Putnam, K. H.
Roberts, & L. W. Porter (Eds.), Handbook of organizational communication (pp.
18-40). Newbury Park: Sage.

Laverty, K. J. (1993). Time preferences, time horizons, and strategic choice: Towards an
understanding of organizational myopia. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University
of California, Los Angeles.

Lei, D., Hitt, M. A., & Bettis, R. (1994). Dynamic core competences through meta-learning
and strategic context. Working paper, Southern Methodist University, Dalias, TX.

Leonard-Barton, D. (1995). Wellsprings of knowledge. Boston: Harvard Business School
Press.

Levitt, B., & March, J. G. (1988). Organizational learning. Annual Review of Sociology, 14,
319-340.

Lewin, A. Y., & Stephens, C. U. (1993). Designing postindustrial organizations: Combining
theory and practice. In G. P. Huber & W. H. Glick (Eds.), Organizational change and
redesign (pp. 393—409). New York: Oxford University Press.

Lippman, S. A., & Rumelt, R. P. (1982). Uncertain imitability: An analysis of interfirm dif-
ferences in efficiency under competition. Bell Journal of Economics, 13, 418-438.

Lundberg, C. C. (1995). Learning in and by organizations: Three conceptual issues. Interna-
tional Journal of Organizational Analysis, 3, 10-23.

March, J. G. (1991). Exploration and exploitation in organizational learning. Organization
Science, 2, 71-87.

McWhinney, W. (1992). Paths of change. Newbury Park: Sage.

Mezias, S. J., & Glynn, M. A. (1993). The three faces of corporate renewal: Institution, rev-
olution, and evolution. Strategic Management Journal, 14, 77-101.

Mintzberg, H. (1971). Managerial work: Analysis from observation. Management Science,
18, B97-B110.

Monge, P. R., & Contractor, N. S. (1988). Communication networks: Measurement tech-
niques. In C. H. Tardy (Ed.), A handbook for the study of human communication: Meth-
ods and instruments for observing, measuring, and assessing communication processes
(pp. 107-138). Norwood, NJ: Ablex.

Narayanan, V. K., & Fahey, L. (1994). High priests, disciples, and disbelievers: A political
conception of knowledge generation and utilization. In R. H. Kilmann, K. W. Thomas,
D. P. Slevin, R. Nath, & S. L. Jerrell (Eds.), Producing useful knowledge for organiza-
tions (pp. 245-265). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Nelson, R. R., & Winter, S. G. (1982). An evolutionary theory of economic change. Cam-
bridge: Belknap Press.

The International Journal of Organizational Analysis, Vol. 5, No. 1, January 1997

Copyright © 2001 All Rights Reserved



56 COMMUNICATED KNOWLEDGE

Nonaka, I. (1994). A dynamic theory of organizational knowledge creation. Organization
Science, 5, 14-37.

Ostroff, F., & Smith, D. (1992). The horizontal organization. McKinsey Quarterly, 1,
148-168.

Ostroff, F., & Smith, D. (1993). Redesigning the organization. New York: McKinsey.

Prahalad, C. K., & Bettis, R. A. (1986). The dominant logic: A new linkage between diver-
sity and performance. Strategic Management Journal, 7, 485-501.

Prahalad, C. K., & Hamel, G. (1990). The core competence of the corporation. Harvard
Business Review, 68 (3), 79-91.

Quinn, J. B. (1992). Intelligent enterprise. New York: Free Press.

Rahim, M. A. (1995). Issues in organizational learning. International Journal of Organiza-
tional Analysis, 3, 5-9.

Reger, R. K., Gustafson, L. T., DeMarie, S. M., & Mullane, J. V. (1994). Reframing the
organization: Why implementing total quality is easier said than done. Academy of
Management Review, 19, 565-584.

Rice, R. E., & Richards, W. D,, Jr. (1985). An overview of network analysis methods and
programs. In B. Dervin & M. Voigt (Eds.), Progress in communication sciences (Vol. 7,
pp. 105-165). Norwood, NJ: Ablex.

Richards, W. D., Jr. (1985). Data, models, and assumptions in network analysis. In R. D.
McPhee & P. K. Tompkins (Eds.), Organizational communication: Traditional themes
and new directions (pp. 109-128). Beverly Hills: Sage.

Rogers, E. M. (1983). Diffusion of innovations. New York: Free Press.

Rogers, E. M. (1986). Communication technology: The new media in society. New York:
Free Press. '

Rogers, E. M., & Agarwala-Rogers, R. (1976). Communication in organizations. New York:
Free Press.

Rogers, E. M., & Kincaid, D. L. (1981). Communication networks. New York: Free Press.

Roszak, T. (1986). The cult of information: The folklore of computers and the true art of
thinking. New York: Pantheon Books.

Saviotti, P. P. (1988). Information, variety and entropy in technoeconomic development.
Research Policy, 17, 89-103.

Schulze, W. S. (1994). The two schools of thought in resource-based theory: Definitions and
implications for research. In P. Shrivastava, A. S. Huff, & J. E. Dutton (Eds.), Advances
in strategic management (Vol. 10A, pp. 127-151). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Scott, J. (1991). Social network analysis: A handbook. Newbury Park: Sage.

Senge, P. M. (1990). The fifth discipline. New York: Doubleday Currency.

Shannon, C. E., & Weaver, W. (1964). The mathematical theory of communication. Urbana,
IL: University of Illinois Press.

Smith, K. G., Smith, K. A,, Olian, J. D, Sims, H. P., Jr., O'Bannon, D. P, & Scully, J. A.
(1994). Top management team demography and process: The role of social integration
and communication. Administrative Science Quarterly, 39, 412-438.

Spender, J.-C. (1993, April). Workplace knowledge as a competitive advantage. Paper
presented at AIRI Conference on Tacit Knowledge, Rome, Italy.

Stewart, T. A. (1993, December 13). Welcome to the revolution. Fortune, pp. 66-123.

Stohl, C. (1995). Organizational communication: Connectedness in action. Thousand Oaks,
CA: Sage.

Stonier, T. (1991). Towards a new theory of information. Journal of Information Science,
17,257-263.

The International Journal of Organizational Andlysis, Vol. 5, No. 1, January 1997

Copyrnght © 2001 All Rights Reserved



G. P. WEST IlII AND G. D. MEYER 57

Teece, D. ., Pisano, G., & Shuen, A. (1992). Dynamic capabilities and strategic manage-
ment. Working paper, University of California at Berkeley.

Thompson, J. D. (1967). Organizations in action. San Francisco: McGraw-Hill.

Tichy, N. M. (1981). Networks in organizations. In P. C. Nystrom & W. H. Starbuck (Eds.),
Handbook of organizational design (Vol. 2, pp. 225-249). New York: Oxford Univer-
sity Press.

Tichy, N. M., & Charan, N. (1989). Speed, simplicity, self-confidence: An interview with
Jack Welch. Harvard Business Review, 67 (5), 112-120.

Tompkins, P. K. (1987). Translating organizational theory: Symbolism over substance. In F.
M. Jablin, L. L. Putnam, K. H. Roberts, & L. W. Porter (Eds.), Handbook of organiza-
tional communication (pp. 70-96). Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Tompkins, T. C. (1995). Role of diffusion in coliective leaming. International Journal of
Organizational Analysis, 3, 69-85.

Tushman, M. L., & Anderson, P. C. (1986). Technological discontinuities and organiza-
tional environments. Administrative Science Quarterly, 31, 439-465.

Van de Ven, A. H,, & Polley, D. (1992). Learning while innovating. Organization Science,
3, 92-116.

Von Krogh, G., Roos, J., & Slocum, K. (1994). An essay on corporate epistemology. Strate-
gic Management Journal, 15, 53-71.

Weick, K. E. (1969). The social psychology of organizing. Reading: Addison-Wesley.

Weick, K. E. (1991). The nontraditional quality of organizational learning. Organization
Science, 2, 116-124,

Welch, J. (1993, December 13). A master class in radical change. Fortune, p. 82.

West, G. P, IIl (1995). Strategic renewal through knowledge creation: The impact of top
management team time orientations and communications. Unpublished doctoral disser-
tation, University of Colorado, Boulder.

West, G. P., 1II (1996, August). Collective strategic thinking: Measurement, and effects on
performance. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Academy of Management,
Cincinnati, OH.

Widalvsky, A. (1983). Information as an organizational problem. Journal of Management
Studies, 20, 29-40.

Wigand, R. T. (1988). Communication network analysis: History and overview. In G. M.
Goldhaber & G. A. Bamett (Eds.), Handbook of organizational communication (pp.
319-360). Norwood, NJ: Ablex.

Winter, S. G. (1987). Knowledge and competence as strategic assets. In D. J. Teece (Ed.),
The competitive challenge (pp. 159-184). New York: Harper & Row.

Winter, S. G. (1994). Organizing for continuous improvement: Evolutionary theory meets
the quality revolution. In J. A. C. Baum & 1. Singh (Eds.), The evolutionary dynamics of
organizations (pp. 90-108). Cambridge: Oxford University Press.

The International Journal of Organizational Analysis, Vol. §, No. 1, January 1997

Copyright © 2001 All Rights Reserved



58 COMMUNICATED KNOWLEDGE

Biographical Note
G. Page West 111
Wayne Calloway School of Business & Accountancy
Wake Forest University
Box 7285 Reynolda Station
Winston-Salem, NC 27109-7285

Phone/Fax: 910-759-4260/6133
E-mail: westp@wfu.edu

Dr. West is an Assistant Professor of Business at the Wayne Calloway School of Business
& Accountancy at Wake Forest University. His research focuses on evolutionary aspects of
strategy in technology-based companies, and in the relationship of top management coliec-
tive perception to strategic change.

Dale Meyer is a Professor of Strategic Management and the Anderson Professor of
Entrepreneurial Development at the University of Colorado, Boulder. Dr. Meyer's research
focuses on causes of entrepreneurial success and failure, and on entrepreneurial develop-
ment in Eastern European nations.

Received: November 15, 1995
Accepted after two revisions: December 10, 1996
v

The International Journal of Organizational Andlysis, Vol. 5, No. 1, January 1997

Copyrghte206+At-RightsReserved



