Monitoring and Evaluation in
Knowledge Management for

Development

IKM Working Paper No. 3
July 2009

Serafin D. Talisayon

& development research pragrammne

JUIDIDWIDIN Y



IKM Working Paper No. 3, Monitoring and evaluation in knowledge management for development. July 2009

About IKM Emergent

In April 2007, a five-year research programme was approved for funding by the Directorate General
for International Cooperation (DGIS), part of the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs. The programme,
Emergent Issues in Information and Knowledge Management (IKM) and International Development,
will be known as the IKM Emergent Research Programme.

The objective of the programme is to improve development practice by promoting change in the way
the development sector approaches the selection, management and use of knowledge in the
formation and implementation of its policies and programmes. It aims to achieve this by:

e raising awareness of the importance of knowledge to development work and its contested
nature;

e promoting investment in and use of Southern knowledge production of all types and origins;

e creating an environment for innovation, supported by research on existing and emergent
practice, for people working in the development sector to raise and discuss means of
addressing these issues; and

o finding, creating, testing and documenting ideas for processes and tools which will illustrate
the range of issues which affect how knowledge is used in development work and stimulate
thought around possible solutions.

Colophon

IKM Working Papers comprises a series of publications published by the Information and Knowledge
Management (IKM) Research Programme. Some IKM Working Papers are written by IKM Programme
members, others have been commissioned from leading experts in a given field. The content may not
necessarily be the view or position of the IKM Emergent Research Programme.

IKM Working Papers are published and distributed primarily in electronic format via the IKM Emergent
website at: www.ikmemergent.net. They are published under a Creative Commons Attribution-
NonCommercial-ShareAlike 3.0 Licence and may be copied freely for research and educational
purposes when cited with due acknowledgment.

ISSN: 1998-4340

Published by: IKM Emergent Research Programme, European Association of Development Research
and Training Institutes (EADI), Kaiser Friedrich Strafe 11, 53113 Bonn, Germany. www.eadi.org

Series Editor: Sarah Cummings
Cover image: Ad van Helmond



IKM Working Paper No. 3, Monitoring and evaluation in knowledge management for development. July 2009

Table of Contents

EXECULIVE SUMIMAIY ... . 4
A DD EVIAIONS ... £ s 5
ADOUL TN BULNOT ... e s 6
Part 1. Introduction: context and ODJECTIVES ..........oooiiiiiiiiii e 7
Part 2. Issues surrounding M&E in KMAD ..., 8
2.1 Definition Of KNOWIEAGE ... ... e s 8
2.2 Disaggregating KNOWIEAGE ... e s 9
2.3 Beyond knowledge: other elements that affect performance ..............ccoovveiiiiiiieiiiicie e, 10
2.4 A trans-disciplinal megatrend: greater importance of intangible assets.............ccccceeeciiiinnnnn, 12
Part 3. Causal MOUEL... ..o 13
3.1 Definition Of VAlUE CrEAION ...t e s 14
3.2 Attribution and separability Of IMPACT ... 15
3.3 INEraCtiVIty AN CONTEXL. ...ttt e e 15
3.4 Multiplicity of development actors, their world-views and values, and power relations.............. 17
Part 4. KM framework and its M&E appliCations ...........oooooiiiiiiii 20
4.1 High-octane KM: a simple way to show the value of KM ..........cccco, 21
4.2 Valuation of intangible @SSeIS.......ccooii i 22
4.3 Estimating benefits from organizational 1earning............ccooooiiiii 23
4.4 Ensuring ROI Of TraiNING .....ccoooieiieeeeeee e 25
4.5 Value of relationships and NEIWOIKS ..., 26
4.6 Cost Of tWO tyPes Of IGNOTANCE ......cooeiiiiiiiee e 27
Part 5. Deconstruction and reconstruction of M&E for KMAD ..., 28
5.1 Inventory of existing tools in M&E IN KM ... e 28
5.2 Proposal: generic sustainable development SCOreCard ...........ooouuuuiiiiiieiiiiiiiiiie e 31
5.3 KM is for value creation, but WNOSE VAIUE?.........coevniiiiiii et 32
5.4 Caveat: SD concepts may not completely match community values .............ccceeeiiiiiiiiiiiinnnnnn. 33
5.5 KM in administratively and culturally complex development COntexts ...........cccceeeeiinnniinnnnnnnnn. 35
5.5a Clarifying goals and VAIUES ............cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii it 36

5.5D ClarifyiNg @CHONS .....ceviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii ettt ettt e e 37

5.6 Proposed M&E guidelines and research agenda ...........cccoouiiiiiiiiiiiin i 38
5.6a Indicative Guidelines for M&E iN KMAD .........coooiiiiiiiiiiii 38

5.6b Suggested Research Agenda for M&E in KMAD...........cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeee 40

Part 6. Concluding observations in relation to the IKM Emergent Programme.............cccceeeeeeeennnnnnn. 42
RETEIENCES ... 43
TKIM WOTKING PAPEI SEIIES. ...ttt ittt ettt ettt ettt et e e e s eas e e e ee e e e e e e nn e e e e eannees 45
ENANOTES ... 45



IKM Working Paper No. 3, Monitoring and evaluation in knowledge management for development. July 2009

Executive summary

Monitoring and evaluation (M&E) of knowledge management (KM) for development is a subject that is
affected by four basic problems:

e A lack of consensus and clarity in understanding the terms ‘knowledge’ and ‘knowledge
management’ (epistemological problem);

e The complexity arising from multiple actors in development, each with their own different
world-views, interests, values, power and development agendas (sociological-political
problem);

e The large variety, as well as gaps, among the approaches and tools for measuring or
assessing the magnitude, utilization and impact of use of intangible assets including
knowledge (methodological problem); and

e How to use knowledge to demonstrably create value or other desirable development
outcomes (operational problem).

This paper seeks to address these issues. It then proposes a simple but generic KM framework to link
KM to performance of a development worker as well as to the development goals of an organization or
network. The utility and versatility of the KM framework are illustrated through a variety of examples.
An initial summary inventory of M&E tools in KM is drawn up and its uses and limitations are
discussed. In particular, the paper reviewed approaches and solutions that had been tried in highly
complex and unstable development environments such as in conflict-torn areas, in order to begin the
process of understanding if and how KM can be applied under such conditions. A set of guidelines is
proposed for applying the framework for M&E in KM for development. The paper ends by proposing a
research agenda for R&D in this area of development work to IKM Emergent.
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Part 1. Introduction: context and objectives

This paper is the output of a service contract under IKM Emergent’s Project 3.4A (Parallel 2).

Knowledge management for development (KM4D) is becoming more popular as a discourse and as a

practice among development workers and development institutions." However, it was observed that —

Knowledge strategies generally show [only] promise of future potential — rather than
conclusive evidence of success towards development efforts... However, if the value of
knowledge and knowledge management within development is to be proven, evidence needs
to be available. Evaluation and impact assessment instruments should make the value of

knowledge more concrete.?

The task of monitoring and evaluation (M&E) in knowledge management (KM) for development
depends on four larger issues. Therefore, this paper must first address them:

e A lack of consensus and clarity in understanding the terms ‘knowledge’ and ‘knowledge
management’ (epistemological problem);

e The complexity arising from multiple actors in development, each with their own different
world-views, interests, values, power and development agendas (sociological-political
problem);

e The large variety, as well as gaps, among the approaches and tools for measuring or
assessing the magnitude, utilization and impact of using intangible assets including knowledge
(methodological problem) at various levels (project, program, organizational and national
levels) and in various sectors (corporate, SME, government, development and other sectors);
and

e How to use knowledge to demonstrably create wealth or other desirable development
outcomes (operational problem).

In addition, because KM started from the private sector and not from the academic sector,® KM
practice had been well ahead of KM theory. Among KM practitioners, consensus on perspectives and
methodology remains an ideal.* The confusion and lack of consensus in concepts and theories were
carried over when KM was also adopted by the development sector. As a field of application of KM,
the development sector is more complex than the corporate sector. While the development sector can
and should learn from KM experiences in the corporate sector, it may have to evolve its own
perspective and tools suited to its own needs and contexts. This paper attempts to contribute to the
transfer of KM experiences from the corporate sector as well as to the evolution of new KM

perspectives and tools that are more appropriate for the development sector.

This paper will endeavour to (a) articulate the theoretical assumptions and conceptual issues and

gaps behind corporate KM practice, (b) clarify these issues and attempt to fill in some of these gaps,

7



IKM Working Paper No. 3, Monitoring and evaluation in knowledge management for development. July 2009

and (c) translate these theoretical assumptions from corporate practice into approaches and useful
guidelines applicable to the development sector. This part of the study is deemed essential because
M&E in KM must rest on a firm theoretical understanding of precisely how KM supports the
achievement of development objectives. Next, the study will endeavour to (d) identify conceptual and
operational gaps specifically in M&E in KM4D that require either suggested operational guidelines or
further studies or R&D.

Consequently, a set of suggested Guidelines and also a proposed Research Agenda will be

developed at the end of this paper.

For these purposes, throughout this paper, observations and conclusions will be marked with ‘G #n’
inside parentheses (‘G’ stands for guideline) whenever they lead to useful guidelines for conducting
M&E in KM4D. These will be compiled and organized near the end of the paper into a section entitled
Indicative Guidelines for M&E in KM4D. Similarly, observations and conclusions that point to
research gaps in developing an M&E in KM4D will be marked with ‘RA #n’ inside parentheses (‘RA’
stands for research agenda). Near the end of the paper, these will also be compiled and organized
into a Suggested Research Agenda for M&E in KM4D section.

Part 2. Issues surrounding M&E in KM4D

Knowledge Management (KM) is beset by a lack of conceptual and theoretical clarity and consensus
among practitioners. The purpose of this section - Part 2 - is to contribute toward clarifying concepts
and issues underlying and relevant to the task of M&E in KM4D. New theoretical contributions will also

be introduced which could fill some gaps to provide a firmer basis for M&E in KM4D.
2.1 Definition of knowledge
The first cause of common confusion in the field of KM stems from the use of the very common word
‘knowledge.’ Let us discern how leading KM practitioners use this word, starting with the guru of all
management gurus, Peter Drucker:
Knowledge is information that changes something or somebody — either by becoming grounds
for action, or by making an individual (or an institution) capable of different or more effective

action. (Drucker 1989)°

[Knowledge is] justified belief that increases an entity’s capacity for effective action. (Nonaka
1994)°

| define knowledge as a capacity to act. (Sveiby 1997)’
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Knowledge is information in action. (O’Dell and Grayson 1998)8

Knowledge... should be evaluated by the decisions or actions to which it leads. (Davenport
and Prusak 1998)°

Knowledge is the understanding of relations and causalities, and is therefore essential in
making operations effective, building business process, or predicting the outcomes of
business models. (McKinsey & Company 2001)lo

Thus, among KM practitioners, the term knowledge means capacity for effective action, which includes
information, belief and understanding of causalities that are useful for effective action. Thus,
information that is not actionable is not knowledge. Knowledge encompasses whatever helps a
knowledge worker do his or her job well. Effective action is the operational, empirical or behavioural
indicator of the results of correctly applying knowledge in a particular context. It is also commonly
accepted that an action is effective if it contributes to the result intended, desired or valued by the
knowledge worker or organization. Effectiveness is a quality of action that presupposes that the actor
— whether an individual, group, organization, network or national society — is a purposive entity. It can
happen that the knowledge worker is both the owner of the knowledge asset (e.g. her skills) as well as

the one specifying the purpose of her action.
2.2 Disaggregating knowledge

An instructive KM workshop exercise consists of asking participants the simple question: “What helps
you do your job well?” In many workshop instances, participants’ answers almost invariably fall along
four clusters. The clusters from a sample of 850 answers from 73 participants from different
organizations are shown in Figure 1.'' After clustering and studying the results of this simple
workshop exercise, it can be observed that workshop participants are often able to:

o Discern the three components of intellectual capital, nhamely, human, structural (some KM
practitioners call this ‘process capital’) and relationship capital (some KM practitioners use the
term ‘stakeholder capital,” while others use the more limited term ‘customer capital’);12

e Learn that knowledge assets is almost synonymous with intellectual capital;13

e Grasp how the meaning of knowledge assets differs from the many meanings of knowledge
among laymen;

e Realize that intellectual capital is mostly intangible;**

e See that both tangible and especially intangible assets contribute to individual and
organizational performance, which are for value creation;

o Realize that many accountants hardly ever measure intellectual capital or intangible assets;

e Recognize the link between KM and performance or value creation;

e See that an improvement in performance is the result of good KM and a basis for measuring
KM impact (G #1);

e Learn about KM terminologies;
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e Recognize that other management disciplines overlap with KM (HR is about managing human
capital; ICT is about managing part of structural capital; and CRM or customer relations

management is about managing part of relationship capital, which is linked to social capital).

Human Capital
Your character, attitude
Your knowledge, skills, experiences
Your health, recreation
Human capital of your colleagues
Self-motivation

Structural Capital

Access to infarmation (internal)

Business processes

Training, innovation and learning processes

Structures, tools, guidelines and support systems

Vision and direction; fair, caring and empowering policies

Relationship Capital

External linkages: partners, customers, suppliers, government support, Internet
Brand, reputation

Support from peers, teamwork, morale, cooperation and interpersonal relationships
Support, inspiration, recognition and trust from superiors

Support from family, friends and community

Tangible Assets

Technology, equipment, facilities, books and other commercial information
Financial resources

Physical Accessibility

Conducive workplace

Good pay, benefits, incentives, perks

Figure 1. The four clusters that consistently emerge

Note: Sub-clusters highlighted in green constitute a fifth cluster that cuts across the four clusters.

The intellectual capital framework side-steps the issue of whether or not knowledge and tacit
knowledge in particular can really be managed — an issue that largely stems from a layman’s
understanding of the word ‘knowledge’. Knowledge among KM practitioners is operationally defined
as capacity for effective action. Thus, knowledge-management can be viewed as managing
knowledge assets, which in turn are operationally defined along the same value-creation properties of
assets recognized by the accounting profession. There are KM practitioners who would rather avoid

being distracted by these semantic debates by using the term ‘knowledge-based management.™®

2.3 Beyond knowledge: other elements that affect performance

The above results reveal other, non-cognitive elements that affect performance:

1. Relationship capital includes entries pertaining to relationships within the organization (or
internal “social capital”) as well as outside the organization (the usual meaning of the KM term
stakeholder capital). Intellectual capital management and common KM practice cover the
management only of stakeholder capital (e.g., brand, customer relationships, etc.) but usually
not the management of relationships within the organization.

2. Human capital is not only about skills or expertise; it also covers character, attitude, health and

self-motivation.

10
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3. Some sub-clusters (those highlighted in green) are actually more affective or attitudinal than
cognitive or intellectual factors; they are more about motivational or energy factors than about
knowledge factors, including both intra-personal and inter-personal factors. Yet, they seem to
be a pervasive (cutting across the four clusters) factor that affects overall work performance.
Clearly, ‘willing-to’ or ‘wanting-to’ is as important as ‘knowing-how' in enhancing work
performance. In short, a mainly cognitive framework would be insufficient for understanding
and managing human pen‘ormamce.16
Knowledge assets are only part of intangible factors contributing to work performance (G #2).
The descriptive word ‘intellectual’ in the term ‘intellectual capital’ therefore fails to encompass
all the intangible factors that contribute to more effective action or work performance.

6. About 90% of the answers fall along the intangible assets category. This confirms the
observation that value creation has become more dependent on the quantity and quality of
intangible assets than on the tangible assets themselves. This is consistent with the common
observation that, in the knowledge economy, market values of many corporations far exceed
their book value (See Section 2.4 below).

7. Motivational and related factors cut across all four clusters (see Figure 2 below) and account
for 44% of the answers; this cluster is a very important one. Managing knowledge must
therefore be accompanied by managing motivational factors. KM practitioners have known
from experience that incentives (material as well as non-material) are often necessary to make
KM programs work."” For this reason, ‘buy-in’ has become part of the KM language. This is
also why KM consultants hesitate to come into an organization or company without executive
sponsorship or a KM champion from within the executive ranks. KM practitioners also note
that knowledge sharing suffers if interpersonal trust is absent. Even the term ‘motivational
factor’ appears inadequate. Therefore, a more appropriately encompassing management

model is a mix of knowledge management and management of ‘energy.’

Human Capital
p

| Structural Capital

| Relationship Capital

Motivational and other
related factors

| Tangible Assets

Figure 2. Motivational factors intersect with knowledge assets

To encompass all factors which contribute to work and organizational performance (both of which aim
to create value), the words ‘intellectual’ and ‘knowledge’ are not adequate. Managing only knowledge
is not enough; it must be accompanied by managing motivational or energy factors.

The clusters can be shown using Ken Wilber’'s categories of knowledge or the Four Faces of Truth'®
(Figure 3) which better captures intra-personal and inter-personal factors — the interior dimensions of

knowledge — that contribute to work performance or value creation. The non-cognitive and
11
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motivational factors are indicated in green text in Figure 3 below. It is interesting to note that (a) the
‘Three Jewels of Buddhism’, namely the Buddha, dharma and sangha, and (b) the ‘Four-Way Test’ of
the Rotary Club both fall along Ken Wilber's categories. ‘Ba’*® introduced by Nonaka which is the

interpersonal space that facilitates knowledge sharing, falls in the lower left quadrant in Figure 3.

Interior Exterior
Interpretive, hermeneutic, consciousness Monological, empirical-positivistic, form
I It (individual)
SUBJECTIVE: truthfulness, sincerity, integrity, OBJECTIVE: empirical truth, correspondence,
trustworthiness representational, propositional truth
_ Sigmund Freud, Carl Jung, Jean Piaget, B. F. Skinner, John Watson, John Locke
o Aurobindo, Plotinus, Gautama Buddha
'-E Experiential knowledge Empirical knowledge (objects)
._E Human Capital (embodied knowledge) Structural or Process Capital (embedded knowledge)
= Tacit knowledge: expertise, experience Individual explicit knowledge
Tangible assets: technology, financial resources
Self-motivation, personal work ethic Monetary incentives
Buddha : enlightened person Dharma : scripture
We It (systems)
INTER-SUBJECTIVE: justness, cultural fit, INTER-OBJECTIVE: functional fit, systems web,
mutual understanding, rightness structural-functionalism, social systems mesh
Thomas Kuhn, Withelm Dilthey, Jean Giebser, Talcott Parsons, Auguste Comte, Karl Marx,
Max Weber, Hans-Georg Gadamer Gerhard Lenski
g Shared knowledge Empirical knowledge (systems)
;8 Relationship capital, including Stakeholder and Structural or Process Capital (embedded knowledge)
= Customer Capital (enculturated knowledge) Tangible assets: buildings, infrastructures, factories
2 Shared meanings from stories Group explicit knowledge: intranet, databases
Organizational culture, transactive memory Codified narratives and stories, process documentation
Trust, teamwork, mutual support Workplace conducive for work
Honor, recognition, non-monetary award Workplace layout conducive for interactions
Sangha (inner): brotherhood-sisterhood Sangha (outer): organization

Figure 3. Disaggregating Human Performance Factors along Ken Wilber’s categories

It can be observed that there is a need to define/redefine KM terminologies (RA #1). For example, a
more all-encompassing word is needed to capture the entire range of factors that contribute to work

performance and value creation; the term 'metacapital’ had been proposed.*
2.4 A Trans-disciplinal megatrend: greater importance of intangible assets

A number of seemingly disparate observations and trends across various disciplines point to a single
megatrend, namely, that the contributions of intangible assets (including the intra-personal and inter-
personal factors) to value creation have surpassed those of tangible assets.

1. Starting in the 1980s, the book values of corporations around the world constitute an
increasingly smaller percentage of their market values.”* Intangible assets, including
knowledge assets, now make up around 80% of the market value of corporate stocks.
Knowledge has become the prime creator and repository of corporate wealth.

2. Corporations which excel in managing their knowledge assets (winners of global MAKE Award
or Most Admired Knowledge Enterprise) grow two times faster than the average Fortune 500

corporation.?

12
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10.

The world economy is now creating more wealth from services (69%) than from industry (28%)
or agriculture (3%).% Even products such as an automobile or laptop contain much embedded
knowledge in the form of technology.

The human capital of a knowledge worker is what generates his regular income.

Remittances from overseas workers now constitute more and more of the wealth creation in
many developing countries.

Most successful anti-poverty projects are those which leverage on existing intangible assets of
communities (Knowledge for Poverty Alleviation model in Section 2.3).

Fukuyama observed a pattern; namely, that high-income economies are often also high-social
trust societies.”*

The sustainability of community-based resource management (CBRM) projects hinges on
intangible factors: a sense of ownership, leadership, cohesiveness of the community, and self-
confidence.”®

High trust®® and managed egos®’ reduce business costs.

High social capital was found by the United Kingdom Office of National Statistics to be
correlated with better health, improved longevity, better educational achievements, lower rates

of child abuse, and less corruption in the government.?®

Part 3. Causal model

The purpose of M&E in KM is to track whether and how KM is achieving its intended results.

Therefore, an M&E procedure must be based on a causal model of how KM produces those results.

From Part 2, it can be posited that the proper goal of KM is to contribute to the achievement of

organizational goals or creating valuable results, in other words; to create value. A simple causal

model or KM framework is:*°

Context

1 2 3
Intangibles including 5 Effective 5 Valuable
Knowledge Assets Decision/Action Result

_//

Figure 4. KM Framework (G #3)

Skyrme, after surveying the plethora of KM measurement methods, concluded that these methods can

be classified into (a) measuring knowledge assets (corresponds to Stage 1 in the value creation

chain), measuring benefits (corresponds to Stage 3), measuring baselines for periodic comparisons of

effectiveness (corresponds to Stages 2 or 3), or measuring action or performance (corresponds to

Stage 2).30 A survey of best practices in KM measurements conducted by the American Productivity

and Quality Center revealed that most M&E indicators in KM pertain to either value creation (Stage 3)

or improvements in performance (Stage 2).**

13
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There are many KM frameworks that fail to show how KM (management of 1) is connected to team,
organizational or development objectives (pertaining to 3), e.g. those models based on the knowledge
development cycle and those based on maturity models borrowed from elsewhere such as the
Capability Maturity Model Integration or CMMI in the software industry. Such KM frameworks lead to
the launch of KM initiatives that are not linked to strategic business goals in a corporation or to social
results in the public or development organization. The knowledge development cycle is a very popular
KM framework, but unless it is conceived and applied as a value chain, then the alignment of the KM
initiative to a project, program or organization’s market or social objectives tends to be vague or taken
for granted. Maturity models make the assumption that the capability to innovate is the most mature
stage of KM: a fine but non-generalizable assumption. Such disconnected KM frameworks cannot be
used as the basis for designing an M&E system that can assess whether and how far KM contributes

to larger objectives (G #4).

Many KM initiatives are focused on practices such as knowledge sharing, collaborative learning,
intranet and community of practice (CoP). The unstated assumption is that these practices are
somehow beneficial. However, unless the link between KM and value creation or organizational
objectives is clearly specified, such benefits remain as assumptions and the answer to the question of

‘benefits for what?’' remains unclear.

3.1 Definition of value creation

In the private sector, value is measured in terms of how much consumers are willing to pay for a
product or service, or how much stock market buyers are willing to pay for the stocks of a corporation.
The key element is how much a consumer is willing to pay, which in turn depends on her/his level of
satisfaction. KM starts with recognizing the internal and external demands of customers. On this

criterion hinges many management decisions.*

In the public and civil society sectors, the mainstream development value is sustainable development
- which can be restated in KM language as: the development of social, natural or economic capital in
ways that are not at the expense of each other. For country-level application, the World Bank
proposed a four-pillar model of the Knowledge-Based Economy (KBE).* The four pillars are
consistent with the three categories of intellectual capital. The Asian Development Bank (ADB)
subsequently proposed a broader framework, marrying KM with sustainable development, and came
up with Knowledge-Based Development (KBD).34 However, the ADB has not come up with any

similarly practical indicators (RA #2).

Communities and social groups are the primary actors in, and the ultimate beneficiaries of
development. KM4D should start with recognizing the needs and values of a community or social
group (G #5). However, one problem with this is that there are instances when two social groups value
opposite results.®® The resulting differences can lead to conflict — a sign of eroded or damaged social

capital. When conflict erupts, development can hardly proceed. Social capital can be double-edged:

14
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some social groups achieve unity among insiders (improving ‘bonding’ social capital or exclusive
social capital) by cultivating greater enmity against outsiders or enemies (worsening ‘bridging’ social
capital or inclusive social capital).36 Another problem is the disjunct between what community

members truly want, and the development agent’s notion of what the community members want.*’

3.2 Attribution and separability of impact

Monitoring and evaluation (M&E) in KM4D is embedded in the larger issue of M&E of intangibles and

the management of intangibles for development.

In 1996, World Bank President Wolfensohn announced before the world’s finance ministers that the
World Bank is not only a lending bank but also a ‘Knowledge Bank.” Of course, knowledge assets had
always been creating value for the Bank even before 1996; but World Bank managers formally

recognized this fact only after Wolfensohn’s 