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I ntroduction

In the information resource management (IRM) and information systems (1S) literatures, the
quest for the dependent variable has emphasized the need to connect the information resource
and technology inputs to specific performance outcomes. In other words, research studies and
frameworks involving adoption and implementation of new technologies and busness
technology innovations need to include redigic implications for peformance outcomes.
Anaogous to the scholarly pursuit of knowledge contributions to address "So what?', research
sudies and frameworks need to address the same question from a performance outcomes
perspective. The chdlenge dbeit lies in defining the specific focus of performance outcomes. In
the business context such performance needs to be defined a the levd of the specific business
enterprise. In the context of information systems research and education such performance needs
to be defined a the level of the specific stakeholders that the proponents of 1S and IRM research
and education claim to serve.

Growing interest in the nascent discipline of knowledge management has further contributed to
pushing the emphess from the inputs sde of the peformance equation to the performance
outcomes. It is being redized that it is not knowledge archived in various technologies and
related artifacts and repodtories or human minds, but if and how it connects to the focd
performance targets that is of criticd interest. Some researchers [2] are referring to the gap
between the input side of the equation [comprised of information technologies, resources, and,
artifacts] and the projected performance outcomes as the "knowledge application gap.” IRM and
IS researchers are demondrating active interest in ther quest to bridge the knowledge
gpplication gap to better connect to the performance outcomes value proposition of such systems.
Research agenda in various programs on knowledge manegement have been defined to target the
inefficiencies inherent in knowledge processes of inter-, intra:, and extra- enterprise systems.

Ovedl intent of many such efforts is to cregte ‘frictionless flows of knowledge by minimizing
the inefficiencies inherent in the design of such human computer systems as well as the supra
systems within which they are embedded. Examples of such systems that have recently occupied
the interest of researchers and practitioners with focus on knowledge management include
enterprise resource planning (ERP) systems, customer reationship management (CRM) systems,



enterprise application integration (EAI) systems, and supply chain management (SCM) systems.
Many such sysems am to get the right information to the right individud at the right time in the
right form [8], dthough some cavests [6] about these oversmplifications must be observed. The
basic premise guiding the paradigm of developing red-time response systems is that such push-
or pull- based sysems could effectively hdp in bridging the knowledge gpplication gap. It is
presumed that bridging this ggp could help amediorate most of the problems that are attributable
for 50% to 75% failure rates of many such systems.

The Knowledge Application Gap and the Quest for the Dependent Variable

While the issues of the knowledge application ggp in enterprise information systems have
received the deserved attention of researchers and practitioners, one observes smilar chalenges
being encountered by IRM and IS research and education. However, despite the pre-eminence of
some of the most revered research journds in IRM and 1S, this knowledge application gap seems
to be on the rise. Elements of this ggp have been previoudy debated and discussed in some other
scholarly forums by IS researchers who have reconciled that rigor and relevance [in research]
can be achieved smultaneoudy. Therefore, the intent of this column is not to re-discuss the same
issue. Rather, the primary focus of this column is on understanding how specific performance
outcome targets for IRM and IS research and education should be defined. At stake is not only
the issue of intelectua independence, but dso the survivd of the IRM and IS disciplines. In
paticular, the following discusson atempts to draw atention to the existing inefficiencies in the
processes of knowledge creation, dissemination, renewa, and creation that have draitjacketed
the IRM and IS research in ganing adequate attention and regard of practitioners of these
disciplines. Another related issue is about the didog about reference disciplines started in 1980
[7]. Specificdly, aout when and if the IRM and IS disciplines would be mature enough to
contribute to the 'reference disciplines from which they have borrowed until now. It may be
argued that the very survival of the IRM and IS disciplines may depend upon ther taking an
equd role in terms of ther contributions to not only intra-disciplinary but dso intra and multi-
disciplinary research and practice. Only be edtablishing their susained vaue propodtion within
the larger bodies of disciplinary knowledge as well as in eyes of the potential users can these
disciplines hope to thrive in the future. This suggests that the quest for the dependent varidble for
IRM and IS research and education must give due consgderation to these specific performance
outcome targets that may findly determine the very survivd of IS and IRM disciplines of
scholarly inquiry. Accordingly, scholars and scientists in pursuit of technologica "know-how" of
IS and IRM as well as the research and publication processes must guide ther efforts with a clear
understanding about not only what our purposes are and how we can best accomplish them [10].

Bridging the Knowledge Application Gap in IRM and IS Resear ch

It is a dark redization that speculative research produced by commercia technology anayst
firms commands the attention of popular media as well as the practitioners of IRM and IS, Often,
the same practitioners are oblivious about the existence of most of the highly regarded research
journds in these disciplines. One of the mos distinguished research journds in IS has been
recently trying to redefine its business modd in its aspiration to get amilar vighility and gan
attention of the popuar media Ancther highly distinguished research journd in IS has launched
a separate executive edition that is hoped to primarily cater to the needs of the practitioners.



These and other smilar efforts seem to be amed a bridging the knowledge application gap
existing between IS and IRM research and practice. With ever greater dependence of business
enterprises on information systems, increasing rates of falures of complex information systems,
the ongoing shift of the software-hardware paradigm to ASP modd to web services, increasing
levels of integration sought a intrac and inter- enterprise levels, growing interest in the plug- and
play- utility computing sysems that sdf-hed and sdf-adapt, and increasingly greater
vulnerability of most criticd nationd and globa information infragtructure systems to security
and privacy threats, it seems that the need for guidance about IS and IRM design and
implementation has never been greater for developers, users, vendors, and supporters of such
systems and technologies. However, it is interesting to observe that the most prestigious research
journds arefinding it necessary to re-assesstheir priorities at thistime.

Isn't this time when dl the busness and technology users inundated with problems too complex
to be fathomed by the commercid andys firms should be turning to research journds that define
the benchmarks for the IS and IRM disciplines? My reference is to practitioners in for-profit and
non-profit corporations, as well as those in governments, academia, and al inditutions and other
organizations that are dependent upon information systems. Are they possbly unaware about the
exigence of these research journas? Are they possbly unaware about the rich ingghts that they
may possbly derive from these research literatures to help them fathom the complex problems
that determine their future surviva? Or is it that they find it difficult or impossble to connect
with indghts published by the creme de la creme of scholars of IRM and IS in hese journals?
Perhaps, the knowledge gap exids because of the exising reward and recognition systems in
academia that continue to emphasize the inputs sde of the equation regardless of if and how
those inputs redly impact reevant performance outcomes. Perhaps, there is a need for
connecting the inputs into the research and publication equation with the projected performance
outcome targets that redly matter. Given increasing dtention to such concerns, some business
and technology program rating criteria (such as Business Week's intellectud capitd score for
research supporting MBA programs) have been devised but they Hill seem to be a far cry from
addressing the dependent variable that redlly matters. Some empirical studies could possibly help
pin down the exact reasons why in these times of greatest demand for IRM and IS research, the
supply side [editors, journds, researchers| is scrambling to create new knowledge products and
re-define exising knowledge products while most revered research journds seem to offer a hit-
or-miss propogition for connecting with the dependent variable of interest. Whatever the reason,
it is gpparent that these problems are symptomatic of the critical knowledge application gap that
increesingly characterizes the doman of information systems research. Perhaps, the dStuation is
not as bleek as it seems if one takes into condderation some of the leading nationd and
international research programs tha are specificdly trying to atack many of the pragmatic
prectitioner problems listed above. Nevertheless, the same knowledge application gap concern
aoplies to the gap between the crestion of knowledge in such research centers and its
dissemination through the most vishle channds of academic research and applied practice. The
criticd issue is about the link between research and its impact on policy and practice a some
level and isrelevant to dl the above scenarios regardless of the diversity of their contexts [4].



Bridging the Knowledge Application Gap in IRM and IS Education

Another rdated issue tha is difficult to understand is why some of the information systems
education programs need to re-judify the reasons for their exisence as vaid domains of higher
education curriculum. Given increesng complexity of information sysems congdlations thet
ae more and more critical for any and dl types of organizations, how can one understand
diminishing need for related education? Or, does the problem lie esewhere? Perhaps, IS and
IRM have been gradudly lagging behind other busness and technology rdated disciplines thet
have been busy incorporaing information and technology related themes within ther curricula
However, regardless of greater integration of information and technology themes within other
disciplines, they ill cannot address the increasing complexities that charecterize the problems
and chdlenges faced by the IS and IRM practitioners. Perhaps, 1S and IRM practitioners are
finding that the curricula of most IS and IRM programs and courses have been unable to keep
pace with the tumultuous changes that characterize the landscepe of IS and IRM technologies.
Perhaps, the IS and IRM prectitioners are finding that given the evolving nature of the discipline,
some faculty may have become disconnected from the related fidds of practice and have to
themselves depend upon secondary sources of information. Nonrexisting sandards about
precticd experience and expertise of most IRM and IS faculty and increesng emphasis on prior
practical experience for most students may further compound this problem. Again, whatever the
reason(s), the knowledge application gap of IS and IRM education is apparent given that what
must be boom times for such programs are turning out to be times of status quo or chalenge for
survivd. Given the writers greter familiarity with the business programs in higher education,
these problems may or may not be as representative of educational programs that are not in
busness schools. However, given the increesngly greater context of IRM and IS practice
embedded within  multi-disciplinary contexts, dmilar chadlenges seem to characterize 4l
educationd programs with focuson IRM and IS.

Increesing agility and adeptability of other busness and technology disciplines in  quickly
learning and integrating the information and technology themes cannot be ignored. It is not
aurprising that in many business and technology research and education programs, IRM and IS
have to incessantly assess and redefine their core value propostions for ongoing subsistence as
viable disciplines of research and practice. IRM and IS research and education can perhaps take a
leaf from the lessons of success of some other business and technology disciplines. Specificaly,
the IRM and IS disciplines need to redize tha increasingly their success and competence will
depend not only on advancing their own disciplinary research and practice but also in
contributing to the advancement of inter-disciplinary and multi-disciplinary research  and
practice. Accordingly, any definition of the dependent variable as wdl as related metrics of
performance needs to take these issues into account. Apparently, the more structured and routine
aspects of information processing and decison-support that congtituted the earlier core of IRM
and IS research are redively easy to integrate into the respective curricula by other disciplines.
However, there are more chalenging nontstructured and non-routine aspects of information
processing and decison-support that have increesingly grester relevance for success of business
and technology systems as well as organizations that deploy such systems. Therefore, perhaps it
is time to heed the cdl for addressng the information and systems relaied chalenges inherent in
wicked environments that was last made about 30 years ago [3, 9].



Embracing Uncertainty as Information is Improbability

In Cybernetics of the Modern Mind, Fuchs [5] remarked: "The information is greater the less
probable it is. In this sense, information is ‘improbability. The informeation of a sgnd is the
measure for the improbability with which this d9gnd occurs in a cetan communication. The
uncertainty is adways larges when dl dgnds appear with the same probability.” It is not
aurprisng that the tradition of information sysems is embedded in making sense about
uncertainty and acting on that sense by connecting operational, tacticd and drategic systems to
performance control systems. Other business and technology disciplines have been apparently
able to asamilate and integrate issues of reatively low and moderate uncertainty and complexity
that defined traditiond IRM and IS disciplines. Perhgps, IRM and IS disciplines need to sugtain
ther focus on addressng issues of increasng uncertainty and complexity that are pertinent to
aurvival and competence of most busness and technology systems. Often, many such issues
would defy easy dructuring and would be inherently 'risky' to scope, define, or ddiver.
However, the chalenge of charting new frontiers of knowledge relevant to IRM and IS practice
[while defining its links with rigorous theories and methods] is unavoidable for IRM and IS
rescarcher and educators. In absence of innovative approaches that may have the potentia for
advancing knowledge, learning, pedagogy, and methodologies, the IRM and IS disciplines may
jus wither away having outlasted their utility. It is imperative for the pdlbearers of these
withering disciplines to redize that innovation, especidly in face of uncertanty, is inherently
risky. But, do we have another option for resuscitating these disciplines of knowledge that we so
cherish? By avoiding uncertainty at the risk of compromisng on innovation would we be truly
sarving the cause of these disciplines? It does not seem to be an atogether dtruigtic cause as the
future survivd and competence of most professond practitioners of pedagogy and research in
these disciplines may hinge upon these issues. Increasingly uncertain environments encountered
by the latest generation of complex business technology systems require that 1S research and
education make concerted efforts in addressng such issues. Markedly wicked environments [3,
9] that threaten the surviva, competence, and success of organizationd systems impose the need
for evolving the IRM and IS disciplines for standing up to the chalenge of the interesting times
ahead.

A Pragmatic Vison for IRM and | S Research and Education

One example of the interesting times characterizing the current era relates to what used to be the
success dory of Enron. One of the latest textbooks includes five mgor case studies related to
success stories of which Enron is one. The student team that had chosen this "success story” was
awe-gruck by the irony as the Enron debacle unfolded during the same semester in which they
were andyzing this case. Asked by this team about the lessons learned from this success story, |
suggested that this story was mogst interesting given that it showed the two ddes of the same
gory [one told in the case, and the other experienced live] within the publication cycle of a given
textbook. One may beieve that the lesson that they learned from this dtory in terms of re-
asessing the fundamental assumptions, and criticdly andyzing what went wrong with one of the
greatest success dories offered them more in terms of learning than would have been otherwise
possble. Given that the probability of the two stories represented such a stark contradt, this case
was characterized by the greatest uncertainty in terms of the best practices and the best business
modds. Such dynamicaly evolving success sories remind us that red life Studions faced by



busness practitioners often defy the controlled environments characterizing most research
dudies and may be more accurately described as 'messes: managers do not solve problems,
rather they manage 'messes [1]. Therein lies perhaps the key to the future of lifelong learning
and learning on demand unbounded by the condraints of increesngly ephemerd life of course
textbooks and course curricula Given the nature of the IS and IRM disciplines, these aress of
knowledge may possbly provide some of the mog interesing avenues for defining the mogt
engaging opportunities for emphasizing the paradigms of sdf-learning, learning how to learn,
citicd inquiry, and reflective thinking. Given that the future competence and survivd of IS
researchers and IS practitioners depends upon these very traits, these seem to be some possible
bases for defining and implementing the future vison of IS and IRM disciplines that is hoped to
reconcile the needs of education, research, and practice. If adopted and executed, this vison may
perhaps help these disciplines contribute to the large bodies of knowledge that need to catch on
to the paradigms of nortlinear and systems-oriented leaning in face of increesingly radicd
discontinuous change.
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