


 



● Welcome to my keynote presentation. 

● References and image credits for all of the materials used in this presentation 

can be found at the end of the presentation. 



● Do you know what this is? 

● Yes, it’s the well-known Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs. 



● Or maybe you can more readily relate to this updated version . 

● Indeed, “What’s the Wi-Fi password?” is one of the first questions I need to 

ask when arriving at a conference, rather than “Where’s the food?”. 



● Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs is widely taught as a theory of motivation in 

management studies. 



● For example, as shown in this excerpt from a management studies textbook. 



● We’ll leave Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs for the moment, and come back to it 

a little later. 

● Let’s now look at this blog post. 

● The post was published in August 2016, in the lead up to the December 2016 

United States presidential election. 

● We have a name for this type of news post – what is it? 



● Yes, we call it “fake news”. 



● That particular fake news item was also one of the top fake news stories on 

Facebook in 2016, with over 2 million shares, comments, and reactions. 



● Investigations have revealed that much of the fake news that was distributed 

in the lead up to the December 2016 United States presidential was 

deliberately spread with the intention of interfering in the United States political 

system. (For further information on this issue, see the RealKM Magazine 

article “US indicts Russians for fake news “information warfare”: can 

knowledge management help the fight?”, https://realkm.com/2018/02/23/us-

indicts-russians-for-fake-news-information-warfare-can-knowledge-

management-help-the-fight/). 

● However, large numbers of people liked, shared, and commented on this fake 

news without pausing to check if it was true. 



● For example, if people had taken the time to investigate the “Obama signs 

Executive Order Banning The Pledge Of Allegiance In Schools Nationwide!!!” 

story, they would have found within just a few minutes that it was fake news. 

● The story contains a link to Executive Order 13738, which supposedly 

introduces the ban. However, just following this link reveals that Executive 

Order 13738 is an amendment to Executive Order 13673, which deals with fair 

pay and safe workplaces. 

● The truth can also be readily found by searching fact-checking websites such 

as Snopes (https://www.snopes.com/fact-check/pledge-of-allegiance-ban/). 



● Let’s now return to Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs. 



● What if I tell you that this widely circulated management theory is really just 

like fake news? 



● An investigative research paper published in April 2018 reveals that “Despite 

gaining little support in empirical studies and being criticized for promoting an 

elitist, individualistic view of management, Maslow’s theory remains popular, 

its popularity underpinned by its widely-recognized pyramid form. However, 

Maslow never created a pyramid to represent the hierarchy of needs.” 

● Just as people have widely circulated fake news without checking if it’s true, 

people have widely circulated Maslow’s theory without checking if it’s true. 



● Contrary to the popular belief, Maslow did not endorse the hierarchical needs 

view. Concerned by what the management field had done to his theory, 

Maslow had been working on an alternate theory, but unfortunately passed 

away before it was completed. 



● But Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs is not the only popular practice that is not 

supported by the evidence. 

● If you search RealKM Magazine for the first six of these practices, you’ll see 

how a review of the evidence presents a different picture to the common belief 

(the last two practices will be covered in future articles). 



● Unfortunately, knowledge management (KM) also has a mixed track record in 

regard to evidence-based practice. 



● I’ve heard this concerning view expressed by a number of knowledge 

managers. It means that they are very likely making opinion-based decisions 

rather than the evidence-based decisions that they should be making. 

● This image comes from the Center for Evidence-Based Management 

(CEBMa), which I’ll discuss on the following slide. 

 



● The Center for Evidence-Based Management (CEBMa) is playing a leading 

role in educating the management community about evidence-based practice. 

● CEBMa offers a wide range of resources that can be readily used and reused 

as they are published under a Creative Commons licence. 



● SHRM is one of the HR organisations that is playing a leading role in 

encouraging evidence-based practice in HR. 

● For further information, see the RealKM Magazine article “Moving towards 

better evidence-based decisions in HR” 

(https://realkm.com/2017/12/08/moving-towards-better-evidence-based-

decisions-in-hr/). 

 



● Another is CIPD. 

● Think about the statements CIPD makes on this slide in the context of 

Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs, and the other practices I list on slide 17. 

● What is the evidence base for the practices that you use? 



● The following slides are a summary of key aspects of evidence-based KM. 



● The terms “evidence-based practice” and “evidence-based management” are 

used interchangeably. They essentially mean the same thing - evidence-

based management is just evidence-based practice in a management setting. 

● For more detailed information, see the following RealKM Magazine articles: 

● “The disastrous effects of opinion-based decisions, and how 

knowledge management can be better evidence-based” 

(https://realkm.com/2018/02/16/the-disastrous-effects-of-opinion-

based-decisions-and-how-knowledge-management-can-be-better-

evidence-based/). 

● “Using narrative reviews, systematic reviews, and meta-analyses in 

evidence-based knowledge management (KM)” 

(https://realkm.com/2018/05/18/narrative-reviews-systematic-reviews-

meta-analyses/). 

● “Information literacy and evidence-based knowledge management” 

(https://realkm.com/2018/08/24/information-literacy-and-evidence-

based-knowledge-management/). 



● This infographic shows the four sources of evidence and the six steps in 

evidence-based practice. 

● It’s a great basic guide to circulate to colleagues and staff. It can be 

downloaded from the RealKM magazine website (https://realkm.com/wp-

content/uploads/2018/02/Evidence-based_practice.jpg). 



● Now let’s look at the four sources of evidence. 



● Many knowledge managers don’t sufficiently consider the scientific literature in 

their decision-making and practice, and when research findings are used in 

KM, it’s evident that the quality and relevance of studies is often not being 

adequately appraised.  



● Some opinion-based decision-making occurs in KM. Also evident is a 

tendency for people working in KM to rely heavily on their professional 

expertise, to the exclusion of other sources of evidence, in particular research 

findings. Confirmation bias plays a role in this. 



● For more detailed information, see the following RealKM Magazine articles: 

● “The disastrous effects of opinion-based decisions, and how 

knowledge management can be better evidence-based” 

(https://realkm.com/2018/02/16/the-disastrous-effects-of-opinion-

based-decisions-and-how-knowledge-management-can-be-better-

evidence-based/). 

● “Information literacy and evidence-based knowledge management” 

(https://realkm.com/2018/08/24/information-literacy-and-evidence-

based-knowledge-management/). 



● I’ll now discuss some important issues for KM in regard to two of the four 

sources of evidence in evidence-based practice: evidence from practitioners 

and evidence from stakeholders. 



● The draft of the new international KM standard, ISO 30401 Knowledge 

management systems – Requirements, was released for public review and 

comment in November 2017. 

● Soon after the release of the draft, David Griffiths, the founder of UK-based 

knowledge management consulting company K3-Cubed, wrote this blog post 

criticizing the draft standard and its development process. 



● While I disagree with David’s criticism of a number of the KM professionals 

involved in the development process, the concerns he expresses in regard to 

the development process are entirely appropriate.  

● He raises concerns in regard to a lack of both practitioner and stakeholder 

involvement in the draft standard development process. 



● As we have seen, evidence from practitioners and evidence from stakeholders 

are two of the four sources of evidence in evidence-based practice. 

● The failure of the KM standard development process to adequately consider 

these sources of evidence means that the process has been seriously 

deficient.  

● Not adequately considering all four sources of evidence is likely to have 

affected the quality of the standard, as well as the extent to which members of 

the KM community feel they have ownership over it. If people feel excluded 

from the KM standard development process then they will be less motivated to 

use and promote the standard. 



● Unfortunately processes that exclude practitioner and stakeholder evidence 

are all too common, and the reaction from excluded practitioners and/or 

stakeholders is typically very similar to David Griffiths’ reaction to the draft KM 

standard. 

● Another example is Australia’s Murray-Darling Basin Plan development 

process. These men are angrily burning copies of the 2010 guide to the Plan 

because they felt that the development process for the Plan excluded them. 



● The Murray-Darling Basin covers a significant part of the Australian 

landscape, and is home to half of Australia’s irrigated agriculture. 

● As well as its agricultural significance, the Basin has high conservation and 

indigenous cultural heritage values. It also spans three states and the 

Australian Capital Territory. These factors give rise to a high degree of 

complexity. 



● A range of research shows that practitioner and stakeholder evidence is 

critical in decision-making processes for issues where there is a high degree 

of complexity. 

● However, there was inadequate consideration of both practitioner and 

stakeholder evidence, as this media release from a major farming organisation 

shows. 



● Ever since the confronting images of people burning the guide to the Basin 

Plan were splashed across the media in 2010, the Basin Plan process has 

struggled to gain acceptance. In the absence of an agreed plan, stakeholders 

have just acted in their own interests. Most recently, there have been 

allegations of corruption and inaction on water theft, the Darling River has run 

dry, and two key Basin states have threatened to quit the Plan in response to 

a highly divisive water recovery proposal. 



● It’s an appalling disaster. 



● I can say this because at the time of the release of the 2010 guide to the Basin 

Plan, I was managing a major $77.4 million recovery program for another 

nationally significant river system. This is the Hawkesbury-Nepean River 

system, which provides most of the water supply for Sydney, Australia’s 

largest city. 

● The Hawkesbury-Nepean River system has the same level of complexity as 

the Murray-Darling Basin. 

 



● Unlike the Murray-Darling Basin Plan, the Hawkesbury-Nepean River 

Recovery Program (HNRRP) established a successful partnership with the 

wides t possible range of practitioners and stakeholders. Contributing to this 

were the initial arrangements (developed by others before I was engaged), the 

program management approach I used, and the highly effective relationship 

building activities of the participating agencies. 

● As a result, the program was uncontroversial, was completed on time and 

under budget, and won two major awards. 

● For further information, see the RealKM Magazine article “KM standard 

controversy: lessons from the environment sector in regard to open, inclusive, 

participatory processes” (https://realkm.com/2018/03/23/km-standard-

controversy-lessons-from-the-environment-sector-in-regard-to-open-inclusive-

participatory-processes/). 



● I’ll now discuss some important issues for KM in regard to another of the four 

sources of evidence in evidence-based practice: the scientific literature. 

 



● It’s vitally important to use scientific literature in KM decision-making, but in 

doing so it’s essential to be able to judge the trustworthiness and relevance of 

studies. 



● To highlight the importance of being able to effectively judge the 

trustworthiness of studies, I’ll use the case study of Brian Wansink from 

Cornell University. 

● Wansink’s key hypothesis is that by eating mindfully, for example by reducing 

portion size, people can lose weight and live a healthier life. 

● He has published widely on this hypothesis and related issues, and as a result 

has appeared in television documentaries and been invited to take up 

significant positions. 



● However, a search of Google Scholar reveals a range of research concluding 

that obesity is a complex problem that can’t be effectively addressed with 

simple solutions. 



● The United Kingdom Office for Science has studied this complexity for its 

Foresight report “Tackling Obesities: Future Choices – Obesity System Atlas”. 



● This is the highly complex Obesity System Influence Diagram that is 

reproduced in the report. An interactive version of the map can be viewed 

online (http://www.shiftn.com/obesity/Full-Map.html). 

● Wansink’s hypothesis considers only a small part of this complexity, which 

calls his hypothesis into question. 



● From the work of Dave Snowden (Cynefin Framework), the KM community 

should be well aware that simple solutions don’t work for complex issues. In 

this context, the only way that Wansink could get his simple solution to appear 

to be working is through massaging data to fit his hypothesis.  



● Wansink has now had eight academic journal papers retracted. 



● Further, journal JAMA has issued an expression of concern in regard to all of 

the papers published in its journal where Wansink is an author. 



● For further information on hyped and heavily marketed research, and on 

predatory journals, see the RealKM Magazine article series “Quality of science 

and science communication” (https://realkm.com/quality-of-science-and-

science-communication/). 

● For further information on systematic reviews, see the RealKM Magazine 

article “Using narrative reviews, systematic reviews, and meta-analyses in 

evidence-based knowledge management (KM)” 

(https://realkm.com/2018/05/18/narrative-reviews-systematic-reviews-meta-

analyses/). 



● For further information, see the RealKM Magazine article “Using narrative 

reviews, systematic reviews, and meta-analyses in evidence-based 

knowledge management (KM)” (https://realkm.com/2018/05/18/narrative-

reviews-systematic-reviews-meta-analyses/). 



● Another issue that needs to be considered in regard to the scientific literature 

is the significant global North bias in the literature. 



● If the world is mapped according to how many scientific research papers each 

country has produced (across all fields of research), it takes on a rather 

bizarre, uneven appearance. 

● The global North – in particular the United States and Europe – balloons 

beyond recognition. 

● The global south, including Africa, effectively melts off the map. 



● The same unevenness is also reflected in KM research. Two-thirds of the 

mapped KM research papers were produced in the United States, the United 

Kingdom, and Europe. If the other major global North societies of Canada and 

Australia are added, the proportion rises to three-quarters. By stark 

comparison, there are very few KM research papers from much of Africa, 

South America, Central America, the Middle East, Central Asia, South-East 

Asia, and Russia. 

● This means that what many would regard as globally universal KM practices 

and approaches, can’t actually be considered as such on the basis of the 

available evidence. Further, not having researchers from the global South take 

the lead role in researching issues related to the global South increases the 

risk of incorrect conclusions being drawn.  

● Solutions to address the imbalance need to be implemented. For further 

information, see the RealKM Magazine article “How do we fix the world’s very 

unequal knowledge – and knowledge management – map? 

(https://realkm.com/2018/08/09/how-do-we-fix-the-worlds-very-unequal-

knowledge-and-knowledge-management-map/). 

 



 



 



 



 


