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Abstract
This research deals with a question whether new Enterprise 2.0 technologies, when adopted, can bring change
to organizational communication, information and knowledge processes, and influence the barriers to
knowledge sharing. A variety of opinions are expressed, discussions, studies and conferences are initiated in
this field. However, as became clear from the initial overview, previous research is mostly focused on either
problems of tools adoption or on the peculiarities of the use of certain technologies. The objective of this
research is to construct a grounded theory that explains how adoption of Enterprise 2.0 tools (such as wikis,
blogs, microblogs, social networks, tagging and social bookmarking) address the barriers to knowledge
sharing.
To achieve the research objective several steps have been taken. Firstly, an extensive literature review has
been done. It consists of two main parts: overview of the main theories of knowledge sharing and of the stateof-the-art research on Enterprise 2.0. Managing organizational knowledge is regarded as important for
learning and innovation processes. Organizations put a lot of efforts into motivating their employees to share
knowledge, as well as into supporting this process with all kinds of Information Technologies (IT). However,
there are different obstacles to successful knowledge sharing. According to the existing research literature the
most significant barriers are lack of interpersonal trust between organizational members, costs and
complexities of sharing knowledge (described by social dilemma theory), and settings in organizational
culture.
Second part of the literature review is devoted to the concepts of Enterprise 2.0 and the use of the tools in
organizations. After structuring the concepts defined in literature we grouped the impacts of the use of
Enterprise 2.0 tools in four groups: first, impact on communications patterns facilitating connections between
members, interpersonal trust, and work awareness; second, impact on the knowledge creation process by
making the process more collaborative; third, impact on organizational culture by focusing on participation,
collaboration and knowledge sharing; fourth, impact on visibility of knowledge sharing activities and
authors‘ reputation.
The theoretical research resulted in a set of three hypotheses that reflect how Enterprise 2.0 tools, when used
in organizations address the barrier to knowledge sharing. The first hypothesis says that the use of social
networking tools has positive impact on knowledge sharing by increasing the level of trust among group
members. The second hypothesis claims that Enterprise 2.0 implementation has positive effect on the ease of
knowledge sharing and knowledge creation process. And the third hypothesis says that Enterprise 2.0
reputation and visibility enabling tools introduction has positive influence on establishing knowledge sharing
supporting culture and encourages knowledge sharing behavior. Besides, for every hypothesis the models of
the working mechanisms are proposed.
The hypotheses were challenged by the empirical study done in the form of interviews with experts. The
interviews gave enough evidence and arguments to support the main ideas of the hypotheses and to improve
the models of the mechanisms of the influence of Enterprise 2.0 use on knowledge sharing. In addition, some
insights shared by the interviewed experts were gathered, included into the improvements of the mechanisms
and presented in the conclusions of the empirical study:
 The use of social networking functionality creates social presence, context for informal and semistructured communication, and awareness of employees about the work of their colleagues and about
the processes in an organization.
II

 In the collaborative content and knowledge creation people can take different roles and fulfill
different parts of tasks, and this process is dependent on number of collaborators;
 Collaborative tools that create discussions and awareness are good at enabling innovation; however,
Enterprise 2.0 tools still are not suitable for everybody, in spite of the fact that in general they are
regarded as being easy to use.
 Building reputation and taking leadership independently from positions in hierarchies is becoming
more important than the barrier of losing competitive advantage in case of sharing unique knowledge.
 Different kinds of rating and valuing systems can work for building personal reputation, which
motivates people to show and share knowledge; while a tendency of organizational culture to become
more open can be observed.
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1. Introduction
This introductory chapter unfolds the motivation for this research, the structure and logic of this report (subchapter 1.1) and the main objectives and research questions of the study (sub-chapter 1.2).

1.1. Research motivation
A lot is written about the importance of information and knowledge processes in organizations. The research
in this field strives to increase efficiency and effectiveness of these processes and their management to
support knowledge workers and continuous learning and innovating in companies (Boeije, Vries,
Kolfschoten, & Veen, 2009). In today‘s information society more attention is devoted to organizational
learning and knowledge as competitive advantage. The traditional perspective on knowledge management is
often on codifying, storing, and transferring knowledge, which is done with the help of IT and with a focus
on IT tools (Alavi & Leidner, 2001).
Recent appearance and dissemination of Web 2.0 technologies shifted the role of a user from consuming
content and information to creating content and being social around information (O'Reilly, 2007). And the
types of communication media which meet these social requirements have got the name of social media.
Many interesting and unexpected phenomena happened in online world – success of Wikipedia and
Facebook, Twitter and Foursquare, mobile and collaborative technologies. No wonder they gained significant
attention from both science and business. Not only the phenomena, but the potential of social media in
organizations became a very popular topic of scientific and business investigations, which aimed at seeing
how companies can benefit from social web technologies for marketing, relations with customers, partners
and employees.
In spring 2006 Andrew McAfee coined the phrase ―Enterprise 2.0‖ in his article (McAfee, 2006) in Sloan
Management Review to describe the use of Web 2.0 tools and approaches by businesses. Since then a lot has
been said and written on business and scientific blogs, web sites, in journals, and at conferences about
Enterprise 2.0. The adoption of the term and tools has become very popular. So can we talk about hype in this
case? I could not help but asking a question whether we observe one more hype, similar to the treatment of
ERP, groupware or wikis as solutions for all problems, or social media can bring some change and
improvements in organizational communications, knowledge sharing and learning.
This study is devoted to defining the main areas of Enterprise 2.0 tool influence on organizations and the
process of knowledge sharing in particular. The remainder of the report is structured as follows. The research
model and the main research questions are introduces in the following Sub-chapter 1.2. Chapter 2 is devoted
to the existing research literature review. The first part (Sub-chapter 2.1) deals with the main theories on
knowledge sharing and defines organizational barriers to successful process of sharing knowledge; the second
part (Sub-chapter 2.2) deals with concepts of Enterprise 2.0 and result in defining four conceptual areas of
Enterprise 2.0 influence on organizations and knowledge sharing. These findings are then formed into three
research hypotheses, which describe the mechanisms of Enterprise 2.0 impacts (Chapter 3). To challenge the
hypotheses and theories by practical experiences we chose the qualitative research method of expert
interviews that is described in Chapter 4. The results, arguments and conclusions from the empirical research
phase (interviews) are presented in Chapter 5. Chapter 6 contains the discussion of the findings and proposes
a unified framework of the mechanism of influence of Enterprise 2.0 tools use on knowledge sharing.
General conclusion, limitations of the research, possible directions for future research and practical impact
descriptions can be found in Chapter 7.
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1.2. Research questions
The objective of this research is to construct a theory that explains how implementation and use of Enterprise
2.0 tools (such as wikis, (micro) blogs, social networks, folksonomies) address the barriers to knowledge
sharing at individual, group and organizational levels.
Before the beginning of the research we come up with a research model which explains how the main
objective will be reached. Verschuren & Doorewaard (2007) define research model as a schematic
representation of the research objective and visualization of the steps that have to be taken in order to reach
this objective. The Figure 1.1 presents the research model for this study. The vertical arrows represent the
confrontation of two or more different ideas (theories, concepts or thoughts), and the horizontal arrows
represent the results or conclusions made on the basis of the contrasting and discussion.
At the first stage analysis of the literature on knowledge sharing, and the influence of information
technologies on knowledge sharing process is done. Then the theories and concepts from the fields of social
media and Enterprise 2.0 are derived from the existing scientific literature. On the basis of literature review
some hypotheses on how the Enterprise 2.0 tools use in organizations can deal with the obstacles to effective
knowledge sharing, and expert interview structure are designed.
The next stage is conducting the interviews. Interviews are one of the methods of qualitative research and
help to gain analytical and practical insights into the Enterprise 2.0 implementation and adoption practices, as
well as observed, perceived or expected by practitioners impact that social media may have on organizations
and on knowledge sharing in particular. The theoretical literature review and expert interviews results are
then analyzed, compared and confronted in order to support and improve a set of statements on how
implementation of Web 2.0 technologies influences knowledge sharing processes in organizations.

Figure 1.1 - Research model (based on the research model building guidelines by (Verschuren &
Doorewaard, 2007))
The general research objective can be split into the research question and sub-questions, which are more
detailed, structured and feasible to answer. The main research question can be formulated as follows:
What is the influence of the use of Enterprise 2.0 tools on the barriers to knowledge sharing and on the
knowledge sharing process in organizations?
The main question can be supported by the following sub-questions:
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1. What concepts and theories can be derived from existing literature in the field to understand the
knowledge sharing process inside organizations?
Which can be further elaborated in the following questions:
What is knowledge in organizational context and what is the role of knowledge management?
What is the role of information technologies in general and social media technologies in particular in
the knowledge process?
What are the main factors influencing the process of knowledge sharing in organizations?
What are implementation success factors of Knowledge Management Systems (KMS)? What are the
factors influencing the contribution to KMS?
2. What concepts and theories can be derived from the existing literature to understand the Web 2.0
technologies, their principles and use in the organizational context?
Which can be further elaborated in the following questions:
What is social media, what are its principles and technologies?
What are the implications of Enterprise 2.0 for knowledge sharing?
What are the impacts of the Enterprise 2.0 on organizational knowledge sharing process?
What hypotheses can be formulated, which describe the impact of the use of Enterprise 2.0 on the
barriers to knowledge sharing?
What are the models of the working mechanisms of the hypotheses?
3. What practical insight can be gained from the empirical study (interviews with expert and practitioners)
that supports or confronts the theoretical findings?
Which can be further elaborated in the following questions:
What factors that influence knowledge sharing process can be derived from the empirical study?
What peculiarities and cases of the use of Enterprise 2.0 tools for knowledge sharing can be learnt
from the expert interviews?
What types of impact of Enterprise 2.0 adoption on the barriers to knowledge sharing can be
concluded from the empirical study?
How can be the models of the working mechanisms of the influence of Enterprise 2.0 adoption on
knowledge sharing barriers improved?
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2. Theoretical background
Every new piece of knowledge or theory is built on the background of previous knowledge. In the research
process the part of gaining profound understanding of the domain is a crucial step. Literature review is done
in order to frame the problem under scrutiny, to identify relevant concepts and facts, and position the ongoing
study (Ghauri & Gronhaug, 2005). That is why for the further research of the Enterprise 2.0 technologies,
their adoption and influence on knowledge sharing, it is important to make a prior overview of the theoretical
background in the field of knowledge sharing. In this section we give a definition for knowledge, describe
knowledge sharing process and deal with questions on the role of IT in knowledge sharing and problems that
occur when introducing supporting IT systems for knowledge sharing.

2.1. Knowledge sharing theory
2.1.1. Knowledge in the organizational context
A number of meanings of the term Knowledge were proposed from the ancient to the modern times.
Knowledge can be defined in different ways depending on the context and purpose of the definition. From
the point of view of philosophy Knowledge is seen as ―justified true belief‖ (Gettier, 1963) , while from the
point of view of economic theory Knowledge is a ―critical organizational resource that provides a sustainable
competitive advantage in a competitive and dynamic economy‖ (Davenport & Prusak, 1998).
Often Knowledge is defined by distinguishing among knowledge, information and data (Alavi & Leidner,
2001). As commonly accepted, data is described as raw numbers and facts, information is processed data, and
knowledge is authenticated information. However, the distinctions between information and knowledge are
not obvious. The main aspects that help to distinguish knowledge and information are the following:
knowledge is dynamic, it is created in the social interaction between individuals and organizations and
knowledge is context specific. Without the social aspect and context knowledge become close to just
information (Nonaka, Toyama, & Konno, 2000). Knowledge also can be understood as personalized
information (which may or may not be new, unique, useful, or accurate) related to facts, procedures,
concepts, interpretations, ideas, observations, and judgments ((Alavi & Leidner, 2001), (Nonaka, Toyama, &
Konno, 2000)).
The main focus of this research is put into organizational context, so further knowledge will be discussed
with regard to the organizational and management theory. (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995) developed the
framework of organizational knowledge creation through the conversion of tacit and explicit knowledge. It is
based on the ability of organizations not only to process information, but to interact with its environment,
reshape the environment and themselves through the process of knowledge creation (Nonaka, Toyama, &
Konno, 2000).
Two dimensions are explicated in the theory: tacit and explicit knowledge ((Nonaka, 1994)). Explicit
knowledge can be expressed in formal and systematic language and shared in the form of data, scientific
formulae, specifications, manuals and the like. It can be processed, transmitted and stored relatively easily. In
contrast, tacit knowledge is highly personal and hard to formalize. Subjective insights, intuitions and hunches
fall into this category of knowledge. Tacit knowledge is deeply rooted in action, procedures, routines,
commitment, ideals, values and emotions (Nonaka, Toyama, & Konno, 2000).
The SECI model by Nonaka and Takeuci (1995) is one of the fundamental models in the field of studies
about knowledge. Its idea is that organizations create knowledge through the interactions between explicit
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knowledge and tacit knowledge. Through this interaction process organizational knowledge expands in both
quality and quantity. There are four modes of knowledge conversion. They are: (1) Socialization (from tacit
knowledge to tacit knowledge); (2) Externalization (from tacit knowledge to explicit knowledge); (3)
Combination (from explicit knowledge to explicit knowledge); and (4) Internalization (from explicit
knowledge to tacit knowledge). Figure 2.1 presents the SECI (Socialisation, Externalisation, Combination,
Internalization) model.

Figure 2.1 – SECI model of knowledge creation (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995).
Socialization is the process of creating new tacit knowledge through shared experiences. As far as tacit
knowledge is usually difficult to articulate and context-specific, tacit knowledge can be proposed and
acquired only through shared experience, such as spending time together, conversations, doing things
together.
Externalization is the process of articulating tacit knowledge into explicit knowledge. Knowledge is
crystallized, articulated and becomes ready to be codified (written down) thus it can be more easily shared by
others, and it becomes the basis for further combination of new knowledge. The successful conversion of
tacit knowledge into explicit knowledge depends on the sequential use of metaphors, analogies and models.
Combination is the process of creation of more complex and systematic sets of explicit knowledge. Explicit
knowledge is collected from inside or outside of the organization and then combined, edited or processed to
form new knowledge. The use of IT can facilitate this mode of knowledge conversion and later dissemination
of new knowledge.
Internalization is the process of consumption of explicit knowledge and converting it into personal tacit
knowledge. Through internalization, newly created and disseminated explicit knowledge is converted into
tacit knowledge by individuals. Internalization is closely related to `learning by doing'. (Nonaka & Takeuchi,
1995)
As we see from the model description, the stages of externalization and combination involve the processes of
knowledge dissemination which means bringing knowledge from one individual or group to another or many
others. That is the part where Knowledge Management will play an important role in facilitating the process
of knowledge sharing. Knowledge sharing is discussed in details in the next section.
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2.1.2. Knowledge Sharing
The definition of Knowledge given by (Davenport & Prusak, 1998) as an organizational resource implies that
this resource as any other is to be managed in the most optimal way to gain advantage of it. Thus,
organizations exploit knowledge-based resources that exist within the organization ((Davenport & Prusak,
1998), (Damodaran & Olphert, 2000)) and acquire and create new knowledge. For this tasks Knowledge
sharing is the central and critical activity, it is the means through which employees can contribute to
knowledge creation, use, innovation, and so to the competitive advantage of the organization (Wang & Noe,
2009).
Knowledge sharing refers to the provision of information and know-how to help others and to collaborate
with others to solve problems, develop new ideas, or implement policies or procedures (Wang & Noe, 2009).
It is also understood as the exchange of knowledge between and among individuals, and within and among
teams, organizational units, and organizations (King, 2006). Knowledge sharing, knowledge exchange and
transfer are different terms; however, they can be sometimes used interchangeably. Knowledge sharing
consists of sharing of knowledge by the knowledge source and acquisition and application of knowledge by
the recipient (King, 2006). ―Knowledge transfer‖ is used to indicate the flow of knowledge between different
units, divisions, or organizations rather than individuals (Szulanski, Cappetta, & Jensen, 2004). Besides,
transfer implies a clear objective, and direction, while knowledge may be shared in unintended ways multiple
directionally without a specific objective (King, 2006).
The sharing of information and knowledge is central in the efforts in knowledge management ((Hall, 2001),
(Yang & Chen, 2007), (Hendriks, 1999) and others)). In general, knowledge management is aimed at
identifying and leveraging the collective and personal knowledge, know-how, experiences, judgments inside
and outside organizations to bring additional value to organizations and help them compete ((Alavi &
Leidner, 2001), (Quaddus & Xu, 2005)). This definition shows that knowledge management is focused on
both explicit (such as know-how) and tacit (such as experiences and judgments) of aspects of knowledge.
And so, most managerial practices and efforts are devoted to facilitating sharing of these both types of
knowledge (Quaddus & Xu, 2005).
Knowledge management efforts are usually started with the aim to reach a situation when organizational
knowledge and knowledge of its employees bring maximum value to the organization. The main directions of
efforts are considered to be the following: a) making knowledge visible and showing the role of knowledge in
organizations, b) developing knowledge-intensive and knowledge sharing culture in order to free employees
from fear of losing their advantages when sharing their unique knowledge, c) building a knowledge
infrastructure, not only technical system, but also connections among people given space, time, tools and
encouragement to interact and collaborate, d) be liberated from the fear of losing important intellectual assets,
if valued colleagues leave the firm ((Alavi & Leidner, 2001), (Hall, 2001), (Davenport & Prusak, 1998),
(Yang & Chen, 2007) and others).
The knowledge processes in organizations are quite diverse: knowledge creation, storage, and transfer
between individuals, groups and across the organizational boundaries. And the performance of these
processes depends on a number of factors and mainly individuals, because knowledge as a resource is
embedded in individuals (Christensen, 2007). Similar to the performance of individuals, performance of
knowledge management depends on ability, motivation and opportunity. Organizational settings in the field
of knowledge management can impact an individual‘s ability to create, retain and share knowledge, as well as
provide motives and opportunities or tools to do this (Argote, McEvily, & Ray Reagans, 2003).
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Most knowledge management initiatives rely on IT as an important enabler (Alavi & Leidner, 2001),
however, this cannot be applied to all of the issues in knowledge management. There is a view of knowledge
management ―as a socio-technical phenomenon where the basic social constructs such as person, team and
organization require support from Information and Communication Technology applications‖. IT provides
tools and so opportunities for creating, storing and sharing pieces of information and personal insights, but it
cannot motivate people to share their personal knowledge, or teach them to express their deep implicit skills
and judgments. This is where the management part gains its vital importance to the success of projects in the
field of organizational knowledge management and sharing in particular.
Knowledge sharing process is a troublesome issue. Existing research literature defines a number of factors
that makes sharing and transferring knowledge between people in organizations a difficult task. As far as
knowledge is related to an individual who possesses it and on the other side, wants to consume it, directing
and controlling the behavior of knowledge is a challenge of directing and controlling the behavior of the
possessor of knowledge (Christensen, 2007). The theory of knowledge sharing in combination with
organizational theory defines important issues influencing knowledge sharing behavior, such as
organizational context and culture, interpersonal and team characteristics, individual characteristics,
motivations and incentives (Wang & Noe, 2009). In the following sections these factors are discussed in
more details.
2.1.3. The role of Information Technologies in Knowledge Sharing
As far as the important role of organizational knowledge is recognized for the competitive advantage and
success, companies recently have started to pursue knowledge management initiatives by making
considerable investments in implementing Knowledge Management Systems (KMSs) (Hahn & Wang, 2009).
Different IT systems are used to support and enhance the organizational processes of knowledge creation,
storage, sharing, and application (Alavi & Leidner, 2001). This class of information systems is referred to as
Knowledge Management Systems. KMSs can be primary enablers of knowledge sharing in an organization
(King, 2006).
The roles of IT in knowledge management can be quite diverse, as well as the technologies comprising
KMSs. The examples of the knowledge management tasks to be performed with the help of IT include
finding an expert or a recorded source of knowledge using online directories and searching databases; sharing
knowledge and collaborating in virtual teams; access to information on past projects; and learning about
customer needs and behavior by analyzing transaction data ((Alavi & Leidner, 2001), (Hahn & Wang, 2009)).
Taking into account such a variety of tasks one system cannot perform all of them properly.
Besides, organizations have different contexts and needs in knowledge management. The selection of the
appropriate knowledge sharing process within an organization may depends on such factors as the type of
knowledge (explicit or tacit), the routine and frequency of the sharing process, and the knowledge receiver
(individual, group or the whole organization) (Riege, 2005). Alavi & Leidner (2001) state that the type of
KMS to be chosen depends on the perspective on knowledge in an organization, either as an object to be
stores, or as a process of applying expertise, or as condition of access to information. Related to these views
two major models of KMS have been identified in the information systems literature: the repository model
and the network model (Kankanhalli, Tan, & Wei, 2005).
The repository model is focused on storage of knowledge allowing knowledge reuse through access to the
codified expertise. The KMS which support this approach are electronic knowledge repositories (EKRs). The
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network model emphasizes linkage among people for the purpose of knowledge exchange. The technologies
which support this approach are knowledge directories and networks of people, electronic forums, discussion
boards that allow people interact within communities of practice (Kankanhalli, Tan, & Wei, 2005).
Both approaches are important to the process of knowledge sharing and many researchers agree that
technology can be a facilitator to encourage and support knowledge sharing process by making knowledge
sharing easier and more effective. Yet, this can be reached in case of choosing and implementing a suitable
technology that fits people and organization (Riege, 2005). Systems that work effectively in some
organizations may not suite the context of other organizations.
Implementing a KMS is not the end of a journey, but rather the beginning. Clearly the biggest challenge for
most knowledge management initiatives is the willingness of people to share knowledge with others in their
groups and across groups (Hsu, Ju, Yen, & Chang, 2007). ―Build it and they will come‖ is defined as one of
the myths of knowledge sharing by Dixon (2000). The key elements in knowledge sharing are not only the
hardware and software, but also the ability and willingness of team members to actively participate in the
knowledge sharing process (Rosen, Furst, & Blackburn, 2007). And this is true for both repository and
network approaches to KMS.
Numerous research has been done recently in the field of discovering the barriers to knowledge sharing,
factors influencing the sharing behavior and the means to facilitate it, through the adoption of information
systems in particular ((Rosen, Furst, & Blackburn, 2007), (Ardichvili, Page, & Wentling, 2003), (Barson et
al., 2000), (Cabrera & Cabrera, 2002), (Damodaran & Olphert, 2000), (Hendriks, 1999), (Kankanhalli, Tan,
& Wei, 2005), (He, Qiao, & Wei, 2009) and others). Among the most often mentioned factors that affect
knowledge sharing behavior are the characteristics of organization and its cultural and sharing norms,
characteristics of individuals and their willingness to share knowledge, management support for knowledge
sharing and motivation. The general model of knowledge sharing process is shown on the Figure 2.2.

Figure 2.2 – General model of knowledge sharing (Hendriks, 1999).
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2.1.4. Barriers to Knowledge sharing and KMS adoption
2.1.4.1. KMS adoption
The introduction of any KMS to an organization is similar to implementation of other kinds of information
systems or innovations, but has its peculiarities. It goes through the diffusion process and is influenced by a
number of factors. The process of diffusion is defined by Rogers as ‗the process by which an innovation is
communicated through certain channels over time among the members of a social system (Rogers, 1983). In
application to the KMS, the innovation is KMS, and the social system is the group of prospective users of
KMS in an organization (Quaddus & Xu, 2005).
Rogers (1983) defined five general attributes of an innovation that influence the process of its adoption, such
as
- Relative advantage over the previous technology
- Compatibility with the existing needs, values and experiences of potential adopters;
- Complexity of understanding and use;
- Observability of the results of innovation use to others;
- Trialability of innovation before full adoption.
In the information systems research field these characteristics were used by Moore & Benbasat (1991) in
their work on the development of an instrument to measure the perception by users of the adoption of new
Information Technologies in organizations and their diffusion. The authors emphasize that more important
than the attributes of innovation itself, is their perception by potential users, and they include the constructs of
innovation perception from (Davis, 1989). The perception of innovation adoption was researched by Davis
(1989) resulting in the development of the Technology Acceptance Model. The model included two elements
– perceived usefulness, i.e. the degree to which an individual believes that using a particular system will
increase their job performance; and perceived ease of use, i.e. the degree to which an individual believes that
using a particular system would be free of physical and mental effort. At the same time perception of an
innovative technology is influenced by some external factors. Thus, (Quaddus & Xu, 2005) made a
conclusion that the generic model for a diffusion process of information systems is the following: external
factors affect the perceptions about an innovation, which in turn impact the diffusion of the innovation.
However, in addition to the similar to other information systems factors influencing the success of its
adoption, use and in the end value to the organization, knowledge management systems introduction process
has its peculiarities. First, knowledge sharing activities are usually not central or obligatory to employees, so
the use of KMS and sharing knowledge is dependent on the voluntariness of the employees. Second, KMS
are dependent on the number of users; this means that in the process of KMS adoption the network effects
arise. The more members contribute to a system, the more useful it becomes to all the member and the more
other members become willing to contribute.
Quaddus & Xu (2005) in their research of companies, who implemented IT for knowledge sharing support,
have defined the four primary factors which are significant for KMS adoption and diffusion. Those factors
are Organizational culture; Top management support; Benefits to individuals, and Dream of KMS.
Organizational culture is a significant variable affecting IT implementation, that can be successful in case of
perfect ‗fit‘ of culture and the system to be introduced ((Quaddus & Xu, 2005), (Katz & Townsend, 2000)).
Success of KMS diffusion depends on top management taking initiatives and supporting the diffusion stage
all the way through. Also, the clear understanding of benefits to individuals is important for the success of
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KMS diffusion. ‗What‘s in it for me?‘ is always a popular comment by individuals when any new venture is
initiated in an organization (Quaddus & Xu, 2005). By the ‗Dream of KMS‘ the authors meant thinking about
KMS all over organization before introduction, i.e. the internally ‗pulled‘ type KMS diffusion is likely to be
more successful, opposed to externally ‗push‖ type diffusion.
The adoption of KMS is very closely connected and dependent on the knowledge sharing activities in
organization. And as far as today almost all knowledge sharing initiatives are realized with the help of IT, it is
difficult to distinguish between the factors influencing KMS adoption and knowledge sharing behavior in
general. KMSs are characterized by duality of critical relationships: user-to-IT and user-to-user (He, Qiao, &
Wei, 2009). Clearly, when people are not willing to share knowledge, the implementation of KMS fails, no
matter what characteristics it possesses. So the adoption of KMS could not be researched separately from the
factors influencing knowledge sharing behavior and the ways of overcoming the barriers to knowledge
sharing, contributing to common storages and collaboration on creating pieces of knowledge.
2.1.4.2.

Factors influencing knowledge sharing behavior in organizations

Prior research has proved that various factors affect individual‘s willingness to share knowledge, such as
costs and benefits of sharing (social dilemma), organization climate and culture, and management
championship, interpersonal trust and incentive systems, extrinsic and intrinsic motivation ((Bock, Zmud,
Kim, & Lee, 2005), (Kankanhalli, Tan, & Wei, 2005), (Wasko & Faraj, 2000), (Cabrera & Cabrera, 2002)
and others). In their extensive research literature study Wang & Noe (2009) grouped the knowledge sharing
issues into the area related to organizational context, interpersonal or team characteristics, cultural settings
and individual personal characteristics. WhileHsu, Ju, Yen, & Chang (2007) concluded that individuals‘
behavior for knowledge sharing will be guided by personal characteristics and the environment they are in.
Thus, we describe the factors that have impact on the perception of sharing, intention to share and resulting
behavior in three groups: organizational context, interpersonal characteristics and individual characteristics.
Organizational context
The effect of organizational context on knowledge sharing was examined by a number of authors ((King,
2006), (Kankanhalli, Tan, & Wei, 2005), (Bock & Kim, 2002), (Hsu, Ju, Yen, & Chang, 2007) and others).
Those studies identify different cultural dimensions that are likely to influence knowledge sharing, such as
organizational values, norms and practices (De Long & Fahey, 2000), organizational climate of competition
or cooperation ((Willem & Scarbrough, 2006), (Wang & Noe, 2009)), and trust. According to (De Long &
Fahey, 2000) culture has a significant influence on sharing behavior:
a) It influences what is considered useful and important knowledge in an organization;
b) It defines what knowledge should belong to an organization and what can be under control of an
individual;
c) It creates a context for communication, such as rules for discussing particular topics or approaching
seniors in hierarchies, as well communication and collaboration among peers;
d) It defines how new knowledge is consumed, how knowledge from external sources is perceived.
Besides, management support of knowledge sharing initiatives is considered to have positive impact on the
sharing intention (Connelly & Kelloway, 2003). In addition King (2006) concluded that supervisory control
appears to be more important than perceived organizational support for both the frequency of submissions
and the perceived effort expended in contributing to a KMS. Related to management support, introduction of
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different incentives and rewards systems in organizations has been suggested to motivate the sharing
behavior ((Hansen, Nohria, & Tierney, 1999), (Wang & Noe, 2009) and others). Different ways of motivation
were investigated – extrinsic (higher salaries, bonuses, etc) and intrinsic (recognition, respect, etc), which in
general showed the positive effect of reward systems on sharing behavior and contributions to KMSs
(Kankanhalli, Tan, & Wei, 2005), but Bock & Kim (2002) also found that anticipated extrinsic rewards had a
negative effect on attitudes toward knowledge sharing. This exemplifies the need to balance the types of
motivations and use management influence carefully, because in any case sharing their personal knowledge is
a voluntary action of every person.
Finally, less centralized organizational structure may help facilitate the knowledge flows, as well as the open
space working environments ((Hansen, Nohria, & Tierney, 1999), (Yang & Chen, 2007), (Argote, McEvily,
& Ray Reagans, 2003)). The results of studies suggest that organizations should create opportunities for
employee interactions to occur and employees' rank, position in the organizational hierarchy, and seniority
should be deemphasized to facilitate knowledge sharing. So, properties of an organization's internal social
networks, as well as its connections to other firms affect learning and knowledge transfer (Argote, McEvily,
& Ray Reagans, 2003) .
Interpersonal relationships
The interpersonal and group relationships have several aspects that concern knowledge sharing behavior of
group members (Wang & Noe, 2009). Knowledge sharing is more likely to occur in established teams with
high level of team cohesiveness (Bakker, Leenders, Gabbay, Kratzer, & Engelen, 2006). Minority status or
diversity of team members also relates to the intention for knowledge sharing. Several studies show that
socially isolated members or sub-groups are more likely to disagree with others and contribute their unique
knowledge within a heterogeneous team (Wang & Noe, 2009). This leads to the understanding that the ties
among individuals within social networks, both organization-wide and team networks, can facilitate
knowledge transfer and enhance the quality of information received (e.g. (Hansen, Nohria, & Tierney, 1999),
(Wang & Noe, 2009)). Asking for information and sharing information with teammates can be risky (Rosen,
Furst, & Blackburn, 2007), that is why social relations and mostly trust among team members are considered
to be the major factors influencing knowledge sharing ((Nonaka, 1994), (Hsu, Ju, Yen, & Chang, 2007),
(Levin & Cross, 2004) an others).
Trust is an implicit set of beliefs that the other party will behave in a dependent manner and will not take
advantage of the situation (Hsu, Ju, Yen, & Chang, 2007). On the one hand trust is developed through
repeated interactions with time or through social network that people established, so it is the characteristic of
interpersonal relationships. On the other hand trust is dependent on so many factors that it could be
considered a feature of environment (Hsu, Ju, Yen, & Chang, 2007).
For knowledge sharing mutual trust between people is a mechanism to success. In personal relationship trust
is established with face-to-face interactions, mutual experiences, time working together, etc. As a result the
risks of knowledge sharing with other members of organizations can be perceived as lower, which results in
willingness to share and contribute knowledge to KMS. But the case is different for the computer-mediated
interaction and collaboration ((Rosen, Furst, & Blackburn, 2007), (He, Fang, & Wei, 2009), (Fang & Chiu,
2010)).
Similar to personal communication, in virtual team environment, the quantity and quality of knowledge
sharing is influenced by the levels of trust among team members. Yet, without the ability to observe reactions
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on their requests or answers team members may fear that requests might be seen as indicators of
incompetence, or shared information is not valued, overloads teammates with unwanted information (Rosen,
Furst, & Blackburn, 2007). So for virtual collaboration and knowledge exchange trust is a crucial element. IT
improves the quality of dialogue and discussion, which in turn enhances knowledge-sharing and strengthens
committed relationships, as is the case of knowledge exchange in the virtual communities (Fang & Chiu,
2010).
Individual characteristics
All people are different and so are predisposed to different thinking and behavior. There are studies which
investigate how individuals‘ beliefs, perceptions and motivators relate to the knowledge sharing behavior.
Personality traits, openness and trust to others, communication skills, social networks, attitude towards
general sharing actions, etc are the characteristics that form the perception and intention to share knowledge
((Riege, 2005), (Cabrera, Collins, & Salgado, 2006)). Among the most influential beliefs and motivators are
the loss of power with knowledge sharing and the cost and benefits of sharing ((Wang & Noe, 2009), or the
notion of community and altruism (Chua, 2003).
In the first case knowledge sharing is perceived as an economic exchange situation which should bring
sharers a worthwhile return on the scare resource they propose. In this situation knowledge sharing possesses
the elements of a strategic game where decision making on sharing behavior is defined by the perceived
payoff (Chua, 2003). From this point of view the problems of knowledge sharing most often are considered to
originate from the issues explained by game theory and in more general understanding by social dilemmas (
(Cabrera & Cabrera, 2002), (Osterloh & Frey, 2000), (Christensen, 2007)). Social dilemmas describe
paradoxical situations in which individual rationality, the desire to maximize individual payoff, leads to
collective irrationality, loss or costs (Cabrera & Cabrera, 2002). In terms of knowledge sharing this means
that not sharing knowledge is rational for an individual, and then their team or organization suffers from the
lack of knowledge, double work to be done, etc. For an individual employee it is irrational to share their
knowledge, because it is believed to result in the loss of unique knowledge and so advantage over other
employee, power and job security.
However, organizations want their members to share their knowledge and to contribute to knowledge systems
for collective good; and this should be possible only when perceived benefits (some extrinsic motivation
solutions, such as bonuses, presents, etc) are higher than perceived costs of sharing (e.g. time and efforts for
contributing knowledge). And one of the immediate ways to reduce perceived costs is to make it easier for
people who share their knowledge to do this, also with the help of IT, as well as make knowledge sharing
secure from the point of view of the loss of jobs or advantages (Cabrera & Cabrera, 2002).
The perspective of sharing knowledge in a community is focused on personal connections and commitment to
common success. The relations between individuals are based on trust and the motivation to share knowledge
is inspired by desire to do good and to contribute to the shared success of a group (Chua, 2003). This
situation can be made closer to the real life by developing knowledge sharing culture, introduction intrinsic
solutions for motivation ((Davenport & Prusak, 1998), (Dixon, 2000), (Christensen, 2007)).
In addition to the personal perceptions of costs and benefits of sharing knowledge, the ability to express and
so transfer knowledge is an important factor in the individuals‘ intentions and behavior. A number of
researchers and practitioners state that the ability to share knowledge depends much on their communications
skills (Riege, 2005). Effective communication, both verbal (common for transferring tacit knowledge), and
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written, is fundamental to effective knowledge sharing ((Riege, 2005), (Hendriks, 1999) and others). Riege
(2005) also concluded from previous studies that there is correlations between employees‘ social networks,
their direct personal contacts within and outside a company, their personality (introverted or extraverted), and
their ability to interact with other and articulate knowledge effectively.
All the factors discussed above separately are interrelated, sometimes overlapping and influencing each other
and skills to express knowledge. Organizational culture defines communication patterns between employees
and so influences relationships and trust development, which is also dependent on the personal characteristics
of every individual. In addition to those factors introduction of IT to support knowledge sharing brings new
rules and factors that effect knowledge sharing behavior. For example, the use of new technology can become
a barrier to contributing knowledge to a repository or collaborative project; working with people in virtual
environment makes it more difficult to establish trustful relationships and good understanding; for many
people it is more time and effort consuming to share knowledge in writing than in verbal face-to-face
communication; and when some piece of unique personal knowledge is written down and is available to
others to reuse, the loss of some unique benefits and power of possessing knowledge may be perceived high
as well. That is why the use of IT support for knowledge sharing initiatives is such a complex and prone to a
lot of risks task. It is proved by the previous research that knowledge management projects‘ success is
dependent on the fitting an information system into the organizational culture. But it is also possible to bring
changes into culture with the help of IT, make it more collaborative and knowledge sharing oriented. That is
why in the following chapter we look at the technologies for facilitation collaboration, communication and
knowledge sharing in organizations, which are based on the web technologies and possess the attributes and
work with the principles of the Web 2.0.

2.2. Concept of Enterprise 2.0
2.2.1. Introduction to the Enterprise 2.0
The term Enterprise 2.0 means introduction of the Web 2.0 infrastructure and tools by organizations (Levy,
2009). The starting point of this topic is the paper by A.P. McAfee (McAfee, 2006) in which he claims that
the conventional systems for knowledge management are not enough or not suitable enough for successful
knowledge sharing and knowledge creation process. He states that the newly emerged technologies, such as
blogs, wikis, instant messengers, social network tools, and folksonomies may be more effective for
knowledge management tasks, and calls a set of these technologies Enterprise 2.0.
There is no commonly accepted definition of the term Enterprise 2.0. In general, the Enterprise 2.0 describes
the use of social software tools to improve knowledge sharing and collaborate within and between firms, their
customers and partners. (Johnston, 2004). According to (McAfee, 2006) the term Enterprise 2.0 can be
applicable to those platforms that companies can buy or build in order to make visible the practices and
outputs of their knowledge workers. And such platforms should possess the following characteristics: content
should be searchable; users should have the ability to build links, that reveal importance and structure for
navigation; authorship and changes should be traceable; content classification should be based on Tags (e.g.
user-created folksonomies); there should be possible extensions based on user preferences and there should
be change alerts. Sure, with the time passing the characteristics and requirement to the social media tools
change, but the main principles remain.
Among the practitioners in the fields of knowledge management, marketing, customer relationships the idea
of introduction of Web 2.0 technologies and principles to the organizational context is quite popular. But the
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WWW open environment and organizational business environment are very different in their settings,
cultures, rules, goals, etc. Although, a number of organizations are already involved in using wiki‘s, in some
cases blogs, social networking tools and some other Web 2.0 tools, the principles of social media still should
be researched in regard to organizational readiness to shift to them and effectively use in different spheres of
business and knowledge sharing processes specifically. Thus, the given research project focuses on the
Enterprise 2.0 use and its impact on organizations.
What is Web 2.0?
Web 2.0 is a phenomenon representing a second-generation approach to the World Wide Web (WWW)
which is different from the previous way of passive content consumption by the users. The term was first
introduced by Tim O‘Reilly and comprises a ―business revolution in the computer industry caused by the
move to the internet as platform‖ (O'Reilly, 2007). So Web 2.0 represents a shifted focus from working
locally to working in a networked setting. Internet content of Web 2.0 is not just to be read, listened to or
observed. In addition, there is a shift to the end-user empowerment; Web-based frameworks allow users to
self-organize as they create, control and share content using the Web as the medium for communication
(Lazar, 2007).
New tools allow users to participate in the creation and sharing content, collaborate and communicate. The
Web 2.0 tools are web-based applications afforded by upcoming so called Web 2.0 technologies, which can
be also called social software, meaning software systems that support human communication, interaction and
collaboration in networks. Among those tools are blogs, wikis, social tagging and social networking systems,
which visualize relationships, persons and information (Blinn, Lindermann, & Nüttgens, 2009). Thereby Web
2.0 centers IT facilities around collaboration, communications, network infrastructure and applications
(Lazar, 2007).
Implications of Web 2.0 technologies in the organizational context
Enterprise 2.0 technologies use in organizations can be globally classifies according their internal of external
purpose of use. First, internal business applications that are related to internal activities focus on improving
business processes by improvements in internal collaborations; e.g. through wikis and blogs, internal
knowledge management and knowledge retrievals using tagging and folksonomy. Second, Enterprise 2.0
technologies can have external business applications and be used to involve a business and its partners such
as customers, suppliers, distributors, and the general public into constant communication, collaboration, value
co-creation (Kim, Hall, Yue, & Gates, 2009).
In her paper Levy (2009) analyses the use of Enterprise 2.0 technologies in organizations according to two
dimensions, namely technology adoption type (either adoption of underlying technologies, such as SOA,
AJAX, or adoption of end-user applications such as wiki‘s, applications with social networking, tagging,
blogging and other functionalities) and user orientation (either use by and for organizational members, or
together or for partners, customers, etc). The criterion of the user orientation is related to the distinctions
made by Kim et al. (2009). Figure 1 presents the segmentation of Enterprise 2.0 adoption modes.
It is not easy to distinct boundaries between the proposed segments, but such visualized classification can be
helpful to define the scope of the research to be done. The main focus is defined as the application use inside
an organization, i.e. the adoption and use of Enterprise 2.0 tools for knowledge sharing practices.
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Figure 2.3 - Enterprise 2.0 use segmentation (Levy, 2009).
Traditionally organizations establish intranets, data warehouses, or other static repositories, which allows the
storage and retrieval of information in the form of reports, presentations, best practices (Boeije, Vries,
Kolfschoten, & Veen, 2009). However such solutions often fail to provide information accompanied with the
line of reasoning, background or usage guidelines. In other words explicit knowledge is stored as endproducts, such as reports, etc, but the tacit knowledge dimension is lacking (Tuten, 2003). Tacit aspect of
knowledge as important as explicit for the quality of knowledge sharing and acquisition processes (Jakubik,
2007). Some recent studies ((McAfee, 2006), (Boeije, Vries, Kolfschoten, & Veen, 2009)) consider that
social software used for knowledge sharing can help overcome the disadvantages of the current IT systems
for knowledge work and to support knowledge sharing and use. Social software is found to support network
formation and information exchange processes, as well as enable communication, creating content
collaboratively, structuring and prioritizing information together (Boeije, Vries, Kolfschoten, & Veen, 2009).
These are important tasks for successful knowledge sharing process.
As far as the adoption of Enterprise 2.0 tools in organizations has its peculiarities in terms of selection of
tools, purpose of use, and management, in the upcoming sub-sections we describe the main tools from the
Web 2.0 domain used in companies for knowledge management practices and the principles of Web 2.0
which make those tools different form traditional KMS.
2.2.2. Key Enterprise 2.0 tools
The key characteristic of Web 2.0 is leveraging social networks for problem-solving and information
management, from which organizational knowledge sharing practices can benefit. So such tools as wikis,
weblogs and microblogs, social tagging tools, RSS and social networks are introduced to the enterprise
context. Here we give some more details on each of these conceptual tools.
Wikis are sets of user-editable Web pages, together with the software that manages the web pages, which
offer anyone the ability to easily create and edit pieces of collaborative content ((Wagner, 2004), (Lazar,
2007), (Levy, 2009)). This tool came to wide popularity through global sites such as Wikipedia. The ability
to easily create links between wiki pages enhances the knowledge sharing dimensions (Levy, 2009). Wikis
are designed according to the eleven principles, summarized by Wagner (2004). Wiki pages are designed to
be:
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-

Open – any reader can edit any page;
Incremental – cross citations, also to not yet written pages;
Organic – structure and content are open to editing;
Mundane - a small number of (irregular) text conventions will provide access to the most useful (but
limited) page markup;
With universal mechanism of editing and organizing pages;
Overt - The formatted (and printed) output will suggest the input required to reproduce it. (E.g.,
location of the page.)
Unified – names of web pages are self-sufficient for understanding;
Precise page names that cannot be mixed;
Tolerant - Interpretable (even if undesirable) behavior is preferred to error messages;
Observable activities on the site;
Convergence of duplications is possible by finding and citing similar or related content.

Weblogs (or blogs) are personal user pages written in the form of a diary. The peculiarities of blogs that
distinguish them from the personal pages, which were popular some years ago, are that blogs are written
continually in one page with different posts in chronological order. Weblogs and their authors are united in
communities (blogosphere) forming social networks. Blog entries can be commented by other authors and
readers, and can be followed with the help alerts, RSS technologies (Levy, 2009).
Recently microblogs became widely popular primarily through the success of Twitter (www.twitter.com).
Microblog is a smaller version of a blog; authors are limited in the volume of each entry (for example, in
Twitter each entry is limited to 140 symbols). Microblogs, similar to blogs are featured for social networking
activities, but with a strong focus on mobility (Böhringer & Richter, 2009). Microblogging has also found its
place in the enterprise environment; the most popular enterprise microblogging tool is (www.yammer.com).
Its main focus is on inspiring people to share information on ―What are you working on‖, compared to the
focus of Twitter on ―What are you doing?‖. Böhringer & Richter (2009) on the basis of a case study
concluded that microblogging helps to create awareness in a company to support collaboration,
communication and coordination.
Tagging can be explained as a process of attaching keywords to the pieces of content or media stored on
content management websites. Those keywords are called Tags and provide semantics to content ((Tapiador,
Fumero, Salvachua, & Aguirre, 2006), (Lazar, 2007), (Levy, 2009)). Tagging is widely used in bookmarking
to let users quickly mark and find later items of interest based on personal and others‘ categorization of
content. Tags build personal user categorization systems called folksonomies, opposite to well-known
taxonomies defined by organizations ((Tapiador, Fumero, Salvachua, & Aguirre, 2006), (Levy, 2009)).
Tagging has become a standard element of many blogs, wikis and websites (Boeije, Vries, Kolfschoten, &
Veen, 2009).
Social Networking in fact is a property and feature of every tool described above. It is based on the ability of
users to create personal profiles on the web, unique for particular websites or common (for example, through
the techniques such as OpenID). So the interactions such as collaborative contributing to wikis, social
tagging, commenting in blogosphere, create relationships between people (Tapiador, Fumero, Salvachua, &
Aguirre, 2006). In addition, the term Social network refers to applications that are targeted to enabling the
creation and enlargement of the social networking (Levy, 2009).
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Barnes (1954) defined social network as a social structure comprised of nodes (individuals or organizations)
that are connected by one or more specific types of relations. In general, social networks and their analysis
are important for determining the ways groups operate, how problems are solved and the extent to which
people success in attaining goals (Lai & Turban, 2008). So being already very popular in the global internet
environment, social networking tools are introduced in organizations. Profiling systems for employees, ability
to author and comment documents and pieces of knowledge in knowledge systems creates relationships
between people (Boeije, Vries, Kolfschoten, & Veen, 2009).
Table 2.1 summarizes the characteristics of the Enterprise 2.0 tools described above and point the main
functions of each of them. Those functions were defined by Blinn et al. (2009) as Authoring, Sharing,
Collaboration , Scoring and Networking, which are related to the general principles of Enterprise 2.0 defined
by McAfee ((2006) and others).
Table 2.1 Enterprise 2.0 tools (adopted from (Blinn, Lindermann, & Nüttgens, 2009)).
Enterprise 2.0 Tool

Description

Function

Weblog, Microblog

Web-based communication medium,
that is determined by the following
characteristics: chronology (of posts),
actuality (of event described or
opinions), interaction (comment
function); relations (links to other
blogs, people)

Authoring, Sharing, partially
Networking

Wiki

Collection of websites, that can be
edited by every user

Authoring, Sharing, Collaboration

Tagging

Collective indexing or tagging of
existing context to ease the indexing
of content

Sharing, Scoring

Social Networking

Maintenance and building of contacts

Networking

The described tools combine communication and personal information management, collaboration in creating
new content and authoring specific pieces of information, they make knowledge and contributions more
visible. These benefits of new social software are to be able to support different knowledge work processes
(Kosonen & Kianto, 2009).
2.2.3. Key Enterprise 2.0 principles
As was mentioned above, the Enterprise 2.0 tools being quite different in their features and purposes of use,
possess some similarities of social software. In this study for further understanding of Enterprise 2.0 tools use
for knowledge sharing it is important to define the main social media principles, which are their main
characteristics ((McAfee, 2006), (Kim, Hall, Yue, & Gates, 2009), (O'Reilly, 2007), (Levy, 2009) and
others). They are the mechanisms that allow the tools to perform their tasks and reach the goals for which
they are implemented.
The synthesis of the ideas on social software is presented by (Kim, Hall, Yue, & Gates, 2009); they propose a
layered conceptual Web 2.0 framework. As far as Enterprise 2.0 tools are in essence the Web 2.0
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technologies introduced to the organizational context, it is possible to have the Web 2.0 framework as a
starting point. The authors structure the knowledge about Web 2.0 in four layers. They are Technology Layer,
Principle Layer, Application Layer and Use/Market Driver Layer. Web 2.0 Technology layer consists of the
enabling technological concepts to realize Web 2.0 principles. Web 2.0 Principle layer refers to common
fundamental characteristics of Web 2.0 applications. Web 2.0 Application layer is about actual Web 2.0 Rich
Internet Applications that implement the lower layer principles using the enabling technologies in the
technology layer. Web 2.0 Driver layer refers to the market/social/user driving forces that pull the
fundamental shifts in technology (Kim, Hall, Yue, & Gates, 2009). Table 2.2 presents the layered Web 2.0
framework and gives examples for each layer.
Table 2.2 Conceptual Framework for Web 2.0 (adopted from (Kim, Hall, Yue, & Gates, 2009)).
(User/Market) Driver Layer
User/Market demand, Needs of Social Networks, Network Effects from User Participation, Content Sharing
Needs
Application Layer
Social Network Service (e.g., Facebook, MySpace), Sharing (e.g., YouTube, Flickr, Bit Torrent),
(Micro)Blogs (e.g. Twitter, Yammer), RSS, Mashups, Tagging and bookmarking (e.g., del.icio.us),
Collaborating (e.g., Wiki's), Rating and Recommendation systems, Others (e.g., Window Live, Google
Adsense, Skype, Web widgets), and others
Principle Layer
Harnessing Collective Intelligence, Network externality, Peer production, Authorship, Participation,
Collaboration, Social Networking, Rich User Experience, Open technology, and others.
Technology Layer
Semantic Web, Interactivity Responsiveness, Web Services, lightweight programming, AJAX, XML, Rich
Internet Application (RIA) tools, Flash, Google Gears, Growth in Computing Power (h/w, s/w, networking,
etc), and others.

The profound description and analysis of different components of layers of the framework is not in the scope
of the given research. What is important is that Enterprise 2.0 means the introduction of the social media
(Web 2.0) technologies in organizations. So implementation of any particular application (e.g. wiki, Social
Network service) or piece of functionality (e.g. user folksonomies, ratings) for the internal use leads to and
depends on the introduction of the social media principles in organizations.
Enterprise 2.0 inherits, but does not have the same principles of social software. As first proposed by
(McAfee, 2006) and later contributed by other researchers ((Bonabeau, 2009), (Levy, 2009), (Shimazu &
Koike, 2007) and others) the main principles of Enterprise 2.0 are the following:
 Harnessing collective intelligence implies benefiting from the cumulative expertise of a group, rather
than an individual, to make decisions (Lykourentzou, Papadaki, Vergados, Polemi, & Loumos,
2010).
 Authoring is important to elicit the contribution of every person to collaborative efforts or products,
and the contribution of any kind, whether it is knowledge, insight, experience, a comment, a fact, an
edit, a link, and so on, is important (McAfee, 2006).
 Folksonomies are user generated classifications enabled by tagging. They reflect the information
structures and relationships that people use, not the ones that were planned. Besides, user tags reflect
the popularity of subjects, identify most used by employees knowledge pieces. But generated without
control and planning they can be redundant, and are flat (one level classification) (McAfee, 2006).
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 Reputation (McAfee (2006) calls this principle Links, by analogy with Google PageRank system) of
an author or an object (a wiki article, blog, etc) is defined not by some set of characteristics, but by
the number of links directing to the object or number of followers. In order to make this principle
work many people have to be given the ability to build links. So this principle is dependent on the
number of participants in a network.
 Extensions (recommendations) are used to propose to users the items most relevant to their interests
based on the previous behavior (McAfee, 2006).
 Signals (RSS, notifications) notify users when new content of interest, comment, new post, reply
appears.
 ―Wisdom of crowds‖ effect implies that large number of people making small contributions can
create a quality product (Kittur & Kraut, 2008).
 Network Externalities or network effect in this case means that the more users a system has the more
valuable it becomes for every single user (Kim, Hall, Yue, & Gates, 2009). It is true for the principles
of creating classifications by tagging, defining most interesting objects by the number of links to
them, for creating good recommendations based on the history of all users‘ behavior.
Thus, Enterprise 2.0 tools give organizations an opportunity to benefit from the main social media principles.
They help to overcome the disadvantages and difficulties in use of traditional knowledge information systems
for supporting knowledge sharing and application (Boeije, Vries, Kolfschoten, & Veen, 2009). Harnessing
collective intelligence and ―wisdom of crowds‖ effect facilitates valuable content creation with small and not
time and effort consuming contributions from users. Authoring, reputation systems and alerts on new
contributions make knowledge contributions visible to others, as well as make experts in particular
knowledge domains known. Introduction of tagging functionalities to information and knowledge repository
can create a natural, user-friendly content structuring and make search and knowledge discovery easier.
Extensions functionalities also make knowledge discovery more effective.
However, all described above effects are still proven to be true only for the open internet environment which
is different from the organizational settings and intranet rules. It is free of risks of work evaluations, job
security, it is the platform for many million collaborators where everybody can contribute to the field of their
personal interest and not what is necessary for the organizational development and learning. As mentioned by
McAfee (2009) and is supported by statistical data that only a very small percentage of Web 2.0 users write
content and make minor contributions, such as adding tags, comments, voting, etc (‗in most online
communities, 90% of users are lurkers who never contribute, 9% of users contribute a little, and 1% of users
account for almost all the action‘). This becomes obvious from the statistical data of Wikipedia contributions
((Rafaeli & Ariel, 2008), (Adler, Alfaro, Pye, & Raman, 2008)). So in the organizational context Enterprise
2.0 collaboration and communication tools adoption is different from the Web 2.0 tools. In the next section
we summarize the previous research outcomes in the area of Enterprise 2.0 implementation and its
implications for knowledge sharing.

2.2.4. Implications of Enterprise 2.0 tools for Knowledge Sharing – Structured
Literature Review
Search Engines
The literature search and review was aimed at defining the existing theories and studies specifically in the
scope of the impact of social media implementation on organizations. Search engines used are Scopus and
Web of Science, as far as these databases cover most of the top IS journals (Rainer & Miller, 2005),
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(Schwartz & Russo, 2004). But there were not so many results found for the chosen keyword combinations;
that is why the results from all journals and conference proceedings were included into the next step analysis
of the literature review. This seems reasonable, because the topic of Enterprise 2.0 is quite new and may not
have wide coverage in highly ranked academic journals yet. At the same time descriptions of case studies,
statistical data and research in this field is already in discussion at conferences.
Keywords selection
Keywords for the search process are derived from the initial article and are summarized in the Table 2.3
Table 2.3 Keywords Selection.
Initial Keyword
Enterprise 2.0
Knowledge sharing

Enterprise 2.0 implementation
Influence

Related Keywords
Web 2.0, social media, enterprise
social media
Knowledge Management
Strategy; Knowledge Sharing,
Knowledge Distribution;
Blog; Wiki; MicroBlog; Social
Network; messaging
Impact; Result; Success;
Performance Metric

Actual Used Keywords
2.0, social media, enterprise
Knowledge Management;
Sharing
Blog; Wiki; MicroBlog; Social
Network;
Impact;

The article that influenced the field of social media for the enterprise use was written by McAfee in 2006 for
MIT Sloan review. As far as this paper is considered to be one of the most influential in the field of
Enterprise social technologies, the literature review started with analysis of the relevant papers, which cited
by the initial one. According to Scopus database the article published in MIT Sloan Management Review was
cited 59 times, and the article with the same name published in IEEE Engineering Management Review was
cited 3 times. After first selection (title-based relevance) 29 papers were selected for further review and 33
are excluded from further analysis. Abstract based review and quick scan of the papers comprise the second
phase of the selection process. After the second phase 7 papers were included into the final set of papers for
the analysis. For other papers found in the databases by defined earlier keywords the selection algorithm was
the same.
Synthesis of papers
The synthesis of the concepts from the selected papers is presented in the Concept Matrix in the Table 2.4.
The main concepts extracted from the chosen papers are:
A – Enterprise 2.0 technologies use has impact on communications patterns facilitating connections between
members, interpersonal trust, and work awareness.
B- Enterprise 2.0 technologies use has impact on the knowledge creation process by making it more
collaborative.
C - Enterprise 2.0 technologies use has impact on organizational culture by focusing on participation,
collaboration and knowledge sharing.
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D - Enterprise 2.0 technologies implementation has impact on visibility of knowledge sharing activities and
authors‘ reputation which enhances the importance of intrinsic motivation of employees for knowledge
sharing.
Table 2.4 Concept Matrix.
Article
(He, Xu, Means, & Wnag,
2009) –
(Angehrn, Luccini, &
Maxwell, 2009)
(Böhringer & Richter, 2009)
(Boeije, Vries, Kolfschoten,
& Veen, 2009)
(Costa et al., 2009)
(Levy, 2009)
(Kosonen & Kianto, 2009)
(Jing & Fan, 2008)
(Shaohua & Fan, 2008)
(Wan & Zhao, 2007)
(King, 2007)
(Li, 2007)
(Böhringer, Gluchowski,
Kurze, & Schieder, 2009)
(Blinn, Lindermann, &
Nüttgens, 2009)
(Marfleet, 2008)
(Cress & Kimmerle, 2008)
(Müller, Meuthrath, &
Baumgraß, 2008)
(Dave & Koskela, 2009)
(John & Seligmann, 2006)
(Lykourentzou, Papadaki,
Vergados, Polemi, &
Loumos, 2010)
(Yu, Lu, & Liu, 2010)
(Chatti, Klamma, Jarke, &
Naeve, 2007)
(Bothos, Apostolou, &
Mentzas, 2009)
(Zhang, Vogel, Chen, Tian,
& Guo, 2009)

Concepts
A

B

x

x

x
x

C
x

D

x
x
x
x

x

x
x
x

x

x
x
x

x
x

x

x
x

x

x
x
x

x
x

x

x
x

x
x
x
x

From the literature overview we see that recently it has become a common opinion that Enterprise 2.0 tools,
such as wikis, blogs, microblogs, social network tools, etc and their adoption in organizations influence
knowledge management practices and strategies. We defined four most widely mentioned and researched
aspects of Enterprise 2.0 and knowledge sharing interaction: communication patterns, when improved, lead to
increasing awareness of work and trust among organization members (Concept A); knowledge contributions
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become collaborative products supported by the power of collective intelligence (Concept B); there should be
a fit between organizational knowledge sharing culture and supporting information system (Concept C); and
motivation for sharing knowledge through the Enterprise 2.0 systems is mostly intrinsic, based on the
increased visibility of knowledge contribution of authors and the increased importance of reputation systems.
Communication is one of the most important elements of knowledge work and indispensable for successful
knowledge sharing. It helps to build relationships between people, establish trust among organizational
members; create awareness of the importance of tasks colleagues work on ((Böhringer & Richter, 2009),
(Boeije, Vries, Kolfschoten, & Veen, 2009), (Angehrn, Luccini, & Maxwell, 2009), (Li, 2007)). And social
software is considered to be able to trigger sociality and communication. Social networking tools give
opportunities for building identities and provide information about interests and areas of expertise. User
contributions in wikis, blog posts and comments, tagging and bookmarks become a starting point for
discussions and relationships and communities establishment ((Angehrn, Luccini, & Maxwell, 2009),
(Kosonen & Kianto, 2009), (Li, 2007), (Dave & Koskela, 2009)). The availability of profiling systems and
the principle of authorship facilitate identification of expertise communities, credible sources of information
and connection to experts ((Marfleet, 2008), (John & Seligmann, 2006)).
Many authors agree that Web2.0 concepts and tools can have a positive impact on innovation in general, and
in particular on new idea generation and knowledge creation ((Angehrn, Luccini, & Maxwell, 2009), (Li,
2007), (Cress & Kimmerle, 2008) and others). Software provides collaborative field for innovation-related
ideas and their inceptors, as well as a brainstorming arena which includes commenting, discussions, rating,
network visualization and navigation ((Dave & Koskela, 2009), (Angehrn, Luccini, & Maxwell, 2009)).
Those activities are aimed at benefitting from the effect of collective intelligence, which means drawing out
relevant information from each individual and combining it in a way that makes it useful ((Bothos,
Apostolou, & Mentzas, 2009), (Lykourentzou, Papadaki, Vergados, Polemi, & Loumos, 2010). Wikis,
content recommendations, collaborative tagging and folksonomies, social networks are the mechanisms that
bring collective intelligence into action.

Figure 2.4 – SECI model with mapping of Web 2.0 tools (Chatti, Klamma, Jarke, & Naeve, 2007).
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In addition, some authors see the fit between the SECI model of knowledge creation cycle and Enterprise 2.0
technologies ((Chatti, Klamma, Jarke, & Naeve, 2007), (Wan & Zhao, 2007), (Costa et al., 2009) and others).
Figure 2.2 shows the SECI model with suitable supporting tools for each knowledge transformation phase. In
the process of socialization groupware, expert location system and communities are suitable to transfer
implicit knowledge from one person to another. In the process of externalization wikis, blogs, forums and
news groups help translate implicit knowledge into explicit knowledge. In the process of combination
bookmarking, tagging and recommendation features are helpful to combine different pieces of already written
explicit knowledge to create new explicit knowledge. In the process of internalization online training, games,
feedback possibilities help people to reflect on new knowledge and gain new tacit knowledge from already
existing explicit knowledge and practices.
One of the most critical barriers to successful knowledge sharing is organizational culture that does not
support free communication, sharing, help between members. Many authors agree that for successful
knowledge sharing process in organizations there should be a correspondence between cultural settings,
collaborative and knowledge sharing tasks and tools to support the tasks ((Yu, Lu, & Liu, 2010), (Levy,
2009), (Shaohua & Fan, 2008)). He, Xu, et al. (2009) concluded that deploying social media tools facilitates
and encourages a culture of participation and collaboration, as well as enables a knowledge community of
users to share their own views. Researchers define different aspects of organizational culture that should suit
collaboration and knowledge sharing tasks, such as creating awareness of work, developing connections and
socialization, giving more power to employees in their knowledge work, focus relationships on partnerships
instead of hierarchies, promoting understanding of sharing, positive values and sharing choice ((Boeije,
Vries, Kolfschoten, & Veen, 2009), (Costa et al., 2009), (Jing & Fan, 2008), (Shaohua & Fan, 2008),
(Müller, Meuthrath, & Baumgraß, 2008), (Marfleet, 2008)). However, in spite of the fact that social media
principles are very close to knowledge management ones, cultural norms of Web 2.0 cannot be brought to
enterprise context as they are. Mainly the centralization, controlled attitude of knowledge management
confronts with the uncontrolled, decentralized Web 2.0, so the Enterprise 2.0 introduction can positively
influence the knowledge sharing, but should be adjusted for more controlled environment (Levy, 2009).
The previous research has shown that visibility of knowledge sharing activities and the contributions of every
individual encourages the intention to share knowledge (Zhang, Vogel, Chen, Tian, & Guo, 2009). Enterprise
2.0 tools have more functionalities to increase the visibility of knowledge sharing compared to traditional
KMS ((Kosonen & Kianto, 2009), (Costa et al., 2009), (Shaohua & Fan, 2008), (John & Seligmann, 2006)).
The results of this can be considered from different points of view. First, visibility of knowledge
contributions is improved with the introduction of authors‘ profiling systems, and in addition rating and
scoring functionalities, allows to easily know the authors of pieces of knowledge, rate the contributions and
so appreciate the authors‘ work. It is argued that such a reputation system can become a strong motivator for
sharing knowledge ((Zhang, Vogel, Chen, Tian, & Guo, 2009), (King, 2007), (Shaohua & Fan, 2008)). Other
aspects of increased visibility include making experts in particular knowledge domains better known (for
example, by authoring a blog or wiki article, giving comment or tagging) and making the organizational
knowledge gaps obvious (for example, in the wiki articles structure some pages are missing that shows the
lack of knowledge or experts in this area) ((Müller, Meuthrath, & Baumgraß, 2008), (Costa et al., 2009),
(John & Seligmann, 2006)).
This overview of existing research was done in the field of Enterprise 2.0 technologies implications in
knowledge management and their influence on knowledge sharing process in particular. This overview was
summarized in four statements that express the main ideas on how social media tools (blogs, wikis, social
networks, social tagging etc) can be beneficial in addressing the organizational barriers to effective
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knowledge sharing. The following chapter comes up with a set of hypothesis for further empirical evaluation
based on this research literature review.
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3. Theory Development
In the Chapter 2 the following barriers were identified that are considered to be the most influential based on
the previous research:
lack of interpersonal trust between group members (Chapter 3.1);
personal characteristics such as individual understanding and ability to express insights in
combination with the task complexity of sharing complex and tacit knowledge (Chapter 3.2);
centralized and insecure organizational culture that does not support the values and norms of sharing
or does not address the perceived risks of losing power and job security after sharing unique valuable
knowledge by employees (Chapter 3.3).
It is possible to say that all the factors mentioned above are interconnected, and are quite difficult to
distinguish in terms of their influence and outcomes. For example, trust and the feeling of safety between
organizational members are parts of organizational cultural settings, as well as such individual characteristic
as being a good communicator effects the ability of organizational members to build broad social networks,
strong connections with others and in the end trustful relationships. Some researchers address trust as a
personal ability of every individual, others as an interpersonal relationship and general environment
characteristic. Here we propose a set of hypotheses that show how the barriers to sharing knowledge between
people identified in the previous chapter on the basis of existing literature review, are addressed by the main
characteristics and features of Enterprise 2.0 tools. The following subchapters are organized as explanations
of the theoretical background for a hypotheses, visualization of the mechanism of the Enterprise 2.0 tools
usage influence on knowledge sharing and the resulting hypotheses. The references like (A1.1) in the text
make explicit the link between an argument in the explanation and a particular part of the mechanism on the
corresponding figures.

3.1. Lack of Interpersonal Trust
From the literature review done in the previous chapter we derive the statements that are proved to be true.
The following axioms are used for further explanations and support the proposed hypothesis:
 Trust between organizational members has positive effect on knowledge sharing intentions (among
others ((Nonaka, 1994), (Abrams, Cross, Lesser, & Levin, 2003), (Rosen, Furst, & Blackburn, 2007),
(He, Fang, & Wei, 2009), (Fang & Chiu, 2010)).
 Closer and more frequent communication has positive effect on establishing trust (Cheng, Hailin, &
Hongming, 2008).
 More information available about colleagues helps establishing trust (Dignum & Eijk, 2005),
(Argote, McEvily, & Ray Reagans, 2003).
 Social networking tools provide more information about members of organizations (Angehrn,
Luccini, & Maxwell, 2009), (Kosonen & Kianto, 2009), (Li, 2007), (Dave & Koskela, 2009)).
 Enterprise 2.0 tools provide facilities for communication between organizational members
((Böhringer & Richter, 2009), (Boeije, Vries, Kolfschoten, & Veen, 2009), (Angehrn, Luccini, &
Maxwell, 2009), (Kosonen & Kianto, 2009), (Li, 2007), (Dave & Koskela, 2009), (O'Reilly, 2007)).
From the statement above and related theories we derive the main constructs to be uses for the hypothesis
development. The following paragraph presents the list of constructs and their definitions:
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 Social networking - is a phenomenon that exemplifies Web 2.0, an important form of user
participation in which the goals are to build and maintain social connections for satisfying social,
career and personal needs (Kim, Hall, Yue, & Gates, 2009).
 Communication is
sign-mediated
interactions
between at
least
two agents
for
transferring information from one entity to another. Communication is commonly defined as
"the imparting or interchange of thoughts, opinions, or information by speech, writing, or signs‖.
 Social presence can be understood as the degree to which the medium facilitates the awareness of
other people and the development of interpersonal relationships ((Short, Williams, & Christie, 1976)
(Bente, Rüggenberg, Krämer, & Eschenburg, 2008). Communication media differ in their degree of
social presence.
 Awareness means an understanding of the activities of others which provides a context for your own
activity (Böhringer & Richter, 2009).
 Trust is the result of long history of mutual experiences and the mutual confidence in the good
intentions and actions of the other party (e.g. (Mcknight, Cummings, & Chervany, 1998), (Jarvenpaa
& Leidner, 1999)).
Trust and altruism are important facilitators of knowledge sharing between people. This is true for both faceto-face interaction and technology mediated teams working. Researchers agree that knowledge sharing
happens more efficiently if there is a certain high level of trust existing between employees (e.g (Dave &
Koskela, 2009), (Dignum & Eijk, 2005)). Being engaged in trustful relationships people are more willing to
provide useful knowledge to others or to their team. On the other hand, people are more willing to listen,
absorb and use each other‘s knowledge, when trust exists (A1.1). In addition to trust openness, availability
and use of communication channels support knowledge sharing within organizations (Cheng, Hailin, &
Hongming, 2008).
The next statement concerns the process of establishing trust which is important for both collocated
communication and knowledge sharing via some IT media. Trust is commonly considered to be the result of
long history of mutual experiences and the mutual confidence in the good intentions and actions of the other
party (e.g. (Mcknight, Cummings, & Chervany, 1998), (Jarvenpaa & Leidner, 1999)). In the case of computer
mediated groups there are more difficulties experienced than in collocated teams because of the difficulties of
establishing social presence (King, 2006).
The social presence can be understood as the degree to which a medium facilitates awareness of other people
and the development of interpersonal relationships (Bente, Rüggenberg, Krämer, & Eschenburg, 2008). Lack
of social presence is a common problem for knowledge management information systems. As far as
knowledge owners prefer to share their expertise within a controllable, trusted group under predictable
conditions, users of IS need a more personal means of interaction to make them comfortable exchanging
knowledge (Dignum & Eijk, 2005). Such personalization can be reached most effectively through the
profiling systems, authorship tracking, and diverse communications means (A1.1, A1.2, A1.3).
Social networking tools with their profiling systems give people more information about each other and in
such a way create social presence even in the dispersed computer-mediated groups. In addition to the tools
that have social networks building as their main function, social networking elements can be identified in
almost all the modern Enterprise 2.0 tools. Wikis, blogs and microblogs can be used effectively only after a
user profile is created. Users provide some personal information, which creates more informal environment
where participants can express themselves freely. Also professional information is useful in social network
profiles; descriptions of specialties, areas of expertise and professional interests give opportunities to find
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colleagues with similar interests, experts in particular area, etc. (A1.1, A1.2, A1.3) (Angehrn, Luccini, &
Maxwell, 2009).
Social presence is created not only by static information in profiles, but also by facilitating awareness about
other people and their work. Awareness means an understanding of the activities of others which provides a
context for your own activity (Böhringer & Richter, 2009). Enterprise 2.0 tools allow everybody to become
an author of a particular piece of knowledge (McAfee, 2006). Connecting a real person through his/her
profile to a wiki article, a blog entry or just comment, edit provides a context for further connections,
communication and collaboration (A1.5, A1.6). (Böhringer & Richter, 2009) have researched the case of
introduction a microblogging tool; as a result organizational members posted their updates on the tasks and
projects they worked, problems they encountered and solutions found. The authors came to conclusions that
having information about a person to share knowledge with, and knowing the purpose for what the shared
knowledge will be used, influence the willingness to share personal unique knowledge and pieces of work.
Being asked for help by a concrete person or being willing to help with solving an urgent problem makes the
aspects of social dilemma (described in chapter 2) less important for the final decision about sharing (A1.4).
The last statement deals with the importance of communication for establishing interpersonal trust. Enterprise
2.0 tools provide plenty of communication means. Discussions on forums and of wiki entries, blog and
microblogs posts and following comments to them, commenting and messaging functions in social
networking tools, etc. are widespread and easy means of communication. They create structured (e.g.
discussion of a particular topic in comments of a blog post), visual (e.g. comments on status update) and
searchable communication (O'Reilly, 2007). All this aspects contribute to the creation of communication
history and mutual communication experiences that are essential to trust establishment, according to the
definition of trust presented in the beginning of this section (A1.7, A1.8).
From the above discussion we come up with the Hypothesis 1. The proposed underlying working mechanism
of the hypothesis is visualized in the Figure 3.1

Figure 3.1 - The mechanism of the impact of Social networking tools on knowledge sharing.
H1: The use of social networking tools has positive impact on knowledge sharing by increasing the level of
trust among group members.
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3.2. Complexity of expressing and sharing knowledge
The following statements are considered to be true for the knowledge sharing and collaboration process based
on the existing research literature review:
 Reducing perceived costs of knowledge sharing has positive effect on knowledge sharing intentions
(Cabrera & Cabrera, 2002).
 Making it easier to express knowledge has positive effect on reducing the perceived costs of
knowledge sharing (Cabrera & Cabrera, 2002).
 Enterprise 2.0 tools make it easier to express knowledge and create pieces of knowledge from small
individual contributions.
 Enterprise 2.0 features (e.g. folksonomies, commenting) can facilitate implicit knowledge sharing
((Chatti, Klamma, Jarke, & Naeve, 2007)).
The statements above lead us to defining the main constructs to be used to come up with the theory on the
barrier of complexity of expressing knowledge. The main constructs and their definitions, as used in the
current research are:
 Collaboration is a process in which two or more people or organizations work together for achieving
common goals by sharing knowledge, learning and building consensus (M.-W. Dictionary, 2010).
 Costs of sharing knowledge – is the amount of resources used for sharing or contributing knowledge
as perceived by the person who shares knowledge (Cabrera & Cabrera, 2002).
 Implicit knowledge – sometimes described as latent, implicit knowledge is highly personal, is hard to
formalize and therefore difficult to communicate to others (Nonaka, 1994); this type of knowledge is
kept in a person‘s mind without necessarily being expressed in words and is often acted on
instinctively.
 Folksonomies are user generated classifications enabled by tagging. They reflect the information
structures and relationships that people use, not the ones that were planned (McAfee, 2006).
 Knowledge contribution is defined here as pieces of unique content or documents, that contain
personal insights, know-how‘s or pieces of the performed work, added to the IT systems of common
organizational or team use or knowledge repositories.
As was discussed in chapter 2 one of the most critical barriers to sharing knowledge is the predominance of
costs for sharing over the benefits. The situation of cost and benefits balancing is researched under the topic
of social dilemmas. What should be emphasized is that the perceived costs and benefits of the sharing action
are most important for sharing decision (Wang & Noe, 2009). The argumentation on the perceived costs of
sharing is based on the following existing researches.
Kankanhalli et al. (2005) state that the higher the time and efforts, required from an individual to codify
knowledge in order to share it with others the higher the costs are and so it is less likely knowledge is
contributed to a Knowledge IS. Thus, one of the ways to facilitate knowledge sharing is to reduce the
perceived cost for individuals of giving away their personal unique knowledge. One of the most effective
ways to reduce the perceived costs of sharing is to make this process as easy as possible (Cabrera & Cabrera,
2002). Using IT to help people collaborate for creating pieces of knowledge, to give more opportunities for
communication can make sharing process easier (A2.3, A2.4), for sure, under the condition of the ease of use
of an IT tool itself.
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Nevertheless, before defining measures to make the process of knowledge sharing easier for individuals, we
should understand the underlying cause of the difficulties that make knowledge sharing a time- and effortconsuming process for many people. The difficulty of expressing thoughts, insights, relations, reasoning
clearly, and so creating knowledge that can be understood and used by others is a critical individual barrier to
making a positive decision to share (A2.2, A2.3) (Riege, 2005). So, effective communication both verbal and
written is fundamental to effective knowledge sharing ((Riege, 2005), (Hendriks, 1999) and others). Besides,
the diverse nature of knowledge itself, being explicit and relatively easy to express and pass, or being
implicit, stuck in personal experiences and insights, and hard to express and pass, adds to the difficulties of
knowledge sharing.
People differ in their communications skills and abilities to express freely their thoughts and knowledge,
which is especially critical for the attempts to share implicit knowledge. But both skillful and less skillful in
communication or, in relation to knowledge IS, in writing people possess valuable knowledge for an
organization. This means that the efforts to make knowledge sharing easier, i.e. less effort- and timeconsuming for everybody, should be devoted to establishing the processes for knowledge sharing supported
by IT that do not require considerable skills and time to make a contributions to a common organizational
knowledge repository or help a colleague with solving a concrete problem (A2.3, A2.7).
While wikis and folksonomies are highly effective forms of collaborative information management, they also
are used for collaborative content creation. This process can be mapped on the SECI model as the one
corresponding the knowledge combination phase (Chatti, Klamma, Jarke, & Naeve, 2007). At this phase
reconfiguration of existing explicit knowledge through adding, reorganizing, and combining, can lead to new
knowledge, possibly more complex. Here is where social software (Enterprise 2.0 tools) is beneficial to
knowledge sharing and creation tasks by giving opportunities to harness collective intelligence. Looking at a
well researched example of wiki use for content creation and storage, we can see that this technology is not
just easy to be used, but also may require less time and efforts from collaborators (A2.1, A2.2, A2.3). In the
wiki-style knowledge creation and combination the contributions of everybody is valuable, either it is several
pages of content, a small edit, adding a reference or a mistake deletion. The collective intelligence decides
what is valuable through filtering, rating, feedback, reviews, criticisms, and recommendations (A2.5, A2.6,
A2.7) (Chatti, Klamma, Jarke, & Naeve, 2007).
However, what is considered a more difficult task is expressing and sharing implicit knowledge. It is
considered to be a non-trivial task, which requires unique approach in every situation, type of knowledge to
be shared, personality characteristics of those who share and who receive knowledge. In relation to the SECI
model (Nonaka, Toyama, & Konno, 2000) these tasks correspond to the externalization phase. It is essential
to knowledge creation, because it creates new, explicit concepts from implicit knowledge. According to
(Chatti, Klamma, Jarke, & Naeve, 2007), blogs, on the one hand, can be an example of an Enterprise 2.0 tool
that supports the externalization process by giving opportunity to everyone to comment and ask questions and
providing friendly environment to capture personal knowledge, distribute it, have this knowledge reflected.
On the other hand, blogs facilitate discussions, sharing insights in comments, and so documenting thoughts
and reasoning (A2.6). Besides, as we mentioned earlier the context is crucial for effective implicit knowledge
sharing. Social tools help to provide context to collaborative knowledge creation and sharing. As an example
discussions around a blog post in comments and trackbacks to related and answering posts give more context
to the codified knowledge (A2.5).
Figure 3.2 visualizes the above argumentation on the process of how knowledge sharing initiatives can
benefit from collaborative Enterprise 2.0 tools. When introduced and used in an organization, collaborative
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tools make knowledge sharing and new knowledge and content creation easier by allowing the creation of
valuable content by small (not time- and effort-consuming) contribution from collaborating individuals, and
providing opportunities for expressing implicit knowledge more easily by facilitating discussions in
comments, trackbacks to knowledge entries (e.g. in blogs), classifying knowledge objects in categories that
reflect user insights, etc. Figure 3.2 consists of the nodes, which represent the main constructs defined and
used in the argumentation above, and arrows, which represent the causal links between the arguments.

Figure 3.2 – The mechanism of the impact of Enterprise 2.0 collaborative tools on knowledge sharing.
H2: Enterprise 2.0 implementation has positive effect on the ease of knowledge sharing and knowledge
creation process.

3.3. Lack of Supportive Culture and Contribution Visibility
For the problem of knowledge sharing culture the following axioms are extracted from the existing scientific
literature:
 Supporting knowledge sharing culture has positive effect on knowledge sharing behavior of
individuals (e.g. (De Long & Fahey, 2000), (Argote, McEvily, & Ray Reagans, 2003)(Yu, Lu, & Liu,
2010), (Levy, 2009), (Shaohua & Fan, 2008)).
 Visibility of individuals‘ work and contributions of knowledge has positive impact on the intentions
to share knowledge (e.g. (Zhang, Vogel, Chen, Tian, & Guo, 2009), (King, 2007) ).
 Enterprise 2.0 tools (such as ratings, tagging and other popularity indicators) introduction has
positive influence on visibility of contributions ((Zhang, Vogel, Chen, Tian, & Guo, 2009), (Shaohua
& Fan, 2008), (Dawson, 2008), (Newbold & Azua, 2007)).
 Enterprise 2.0 features and paradigms have positive effect on establishing the organizational culture
that facilitates knowledge sharing ((Boeije, Vries, Kolfschoten, & Veen, 2009), (Costa et al., 2009),
(Jing & Fan, 2008), (Shaohua & Fan, 2008), (Müller, Meuthrath, & Baumgraß, 2008), (Marfleet,
2008)).
From the statements above the following constructs are derived and their definitions are given in the
following list:
 Knowledge sharing visibility can be defined as the extent to which employees‘ knowledge sharing
behavior can be identified and monitored by other participants (e.g., their supervisors and peer
knowledge reviewers) (Zhang, Vogel, Chen, Tian, & Guo, 2009).
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 Authoring is the process of contributing to collaborative efforts or products the contribution of any
kind, whether it is knowledge, insight, experience, a comment, a fact, an edit, a link, and so on
(McAfee, 2006).
 Reputation means overall quality or character of a person or an object (in the researched case it can
be a wiki article, blog, etc)) as seen or judged by people in general by voting, answering,
commenting, reusing, etc ((McAfee, 2006), (M.W. Dictionary, 2010).
 Awareness is the state or ability to perceive, to feel, or to be conscious of events, objects or
sensory patterns, in this research it means an understanding of the activities of others which provides
a context for your own activity (Böhringer & Richter, 2009).
 Organizational culture describes the psychology, attitudes, experiences, beliefs and values (personal
and cultural values) of an organization and its members.
Many authors agree that organizational culture that does not support free communication, help, sharing
between members can become a critical obstacle to successful knowledge sharing (among others (De Long &
Fahey, 2000), (Willem & Scarbrough, 2006), (Wang & Noe, 2009), (Kankanhalli, Tan, & Wei, 2005)). The
impact of organizational culture can become apparent in social climate, availability of opportunities for
communication between peers and across hierarchical levels, power and independence of knowledge
employees in performing tasks, the organization wide values of sharing, mutual trust and help (A3.4). So
established by organization‘s management norms and rules of behavior are reflected in the ways employees
communicate, in the ways they can reach managers in higher positions, in how the risks of sharing unique
valuable knowledge with colleagues are perceived ((Hasan & Crawford, 2003), (Kankanhalli, Tan, & Wei,
2005)). When an organization promotes knowledge sharing values and culture, the goal is to raise the
awareness of knowledge management, reinforce the idea that participation in knowledge sharing and creation
process is a duty for all members ((Mignon & Janicot, 2009), (Akiyoshi, 2008)). For the realization of these
ideas the supporting environment and tools should be available in organizations, such as means of
communication, recognition of knowledge sharing as an official task, low competition among employees, and
gaining of reputation and respect according to knowledge and contributions and less due to the position in
hierarchy.
The literature review in Chapter 2 showed that knowledge sharing visibility is considered to be an important
factor adding to success of knowledge management initiatives (A3.4, A3.3). The visibility of individuals‘
sharing activities and personal contributions is related to the enhanced reputation of contributors as an aspect
of intrinsic motivation and so encourages knowledge sharing behavior (A3.7) ((Zhang et al. 2009), (Newbold
& Azua, 2007)). In general, visibility can be understood as the environment in which people‘s work efforts
(knowledge sharing contributions in particular) can be identified, monitored and appreciated. As far as
knowledge sharing is a non-trivial task with initially low visibility, there is a high probability of free-riding in
KMS use (King & Marks, 2008). So contribution visibility is important for both monitoring and preventing
free-riding in KMS use, as well as for motivating people to use the systems and contribute their knowledge
by respecting, increasing the reputation and prestige of those who make the most valuable contributions.
Visibility of knowledge contributions to KMS was always an issue to be worked on. IS that use Enterprise
2.0 features and follow its principles can offer quite a number of elements that help increase the visibility of
work in knowledge and content creation and sharing, and so make knowledge sharing more effective
(Kosonen & Kianto, 2009), (Costa et al., 2009), (Shaohua & Fan, 2008), (John & Seligmann, 2006).
Currently there is a number of different tools and platform for organizations that use Enterprise 2.0 paradigms
and propose Enterprise 2.0 tools use (e.g. Jive, Yammer, etc). They address the visibility issue form different
sides at the same time (A3.1, A3.2).
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First, Enterprise 2.0 functionalities make it possible to build personal reputation, which is an important
positive intrinsic motivating factor in knowledge sharing decision (A3.3) ((Rafaeli & Ariel, 2008), (Oreg &
Nov, 2008)). The principle of authoring and profiling creates an obvious connection between a person, its
identity in the virtual organizational environment (e.g. profile in organizational social network creates social
presence) and the items s/he authors in the system (such as blog entries, microblogs status updates,
comments, wiki articles and edits, tagging, etc). Such a connection in combination with rating, liking,
trackback, reposting functionalities can become a background for a person‘s reputation (A3.5, A3.6) (Zhang,
Vogel, Chen, Tian, & Guo, 2009), (King, 2007), (Shaohua & Fan, 2008). The ever increasing importance of
the reputation in the virtual environment adds to the cultural shift in organizations (A3.4). The respect and
appreciation of individuals‘ works and contribution are shown to those whose posts have the highest ratings,
number of reuse or reposts and popularity. And this has nothing to do with the holding position and hierarchy
in an organization.
Second, the enhanced visibility of personal contributions can make experts in a particular domain better
known (A3.2) (Matteucci, Marcellin, & Gonella, 2009). In some contexts the main idea of knowledge
management and IT usage is to communicate knowledge, not store it (Hansen, Nohria, & Tierney, 1999). In
this situation the main tasks of IT systems are to make the experts, the most knowledgeable people in
particular domain or people with specific experiences known to others. Enterprise 2.0 social networking
environment facilitates the visibility of people‘s expertise, their work and knowledge contributions. However,
it is not only important to identify domain experts, but also to encourage them to share their knowledge. The
source of encouragement is related to employees' beliefs that their shared knowledge is useful to others
((Wasko & Faraj, 2000), (Wang & Noe, 2009)). In addition, microblogging, blogging, status updates can
increase work awareness and facilitate knowledge and content reuse, as a result of the situation when people
know for what purposes their knowledge contributions are used (Böhringer & Richter, 2009).
As was noted in the previous hypothesis argumentation, Enterprise 2.0 tools allow creating content from
relatively small contributions from community members. This fact is considered to lead not only to the
simplification of knowledge sharing tasks, but also to lowering the perceived risks of losing power as a result
of sharing unique knowledge and insights. In an environment of socially connected individuals, participation
may be an evidence of competency, a way to feel more engaged in the daily job or a way to be engaged in
interesting tasks and networking (Bughin, 2008). People can also be motivated by the enthusiastic feeling that
appears in the process of collaborative work, effect of mutual reinforcement and motivation. By the example
of using wikis and other Enterprise 2.0 elements for collaborative patent reviewing case Noveck (2009) found
that enthusiasm for collective actions is bolstered by the ability to be effective and powerful, and that power
is in turn created by a shared enthusiasm for working together, the so called ―oceanic feeling‖ (H3.7).
The visual representation of the mechanism of organizational culture and knowledge sharing visibility
influence on the knowledge sharing behavior of organizational members is shown in the Figure 3.3.
H3: Enterprise 2.0 reputation and visibility enabling tools introduction has positive influence on establishing
knowledge sharing supporting culture and encourages knowledge sharing behavior.
The upcoming chapters report on the empirical investigation of the proposed hypotheses. We have searched
for examples and arguments related to the hypotheses in general and to the parts of the working mechanisms
in particular. Evidences and reasoning that both support and questions the arguments embedded in hypotheses
and mechanisms are of great interest for the research. Besides, we aim at identifying new insights and
arguments, which were not found in the overview of previous research. The result of the empirical validation
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of the hypotheses proposed here should be the improvement of the models of the working mechanisms and
conclusions about the hypotheses being true of false.

Figure 3.3 – The mechanism of the popularity indicator and awareness building tools on knowledge sharing
behavior.
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4. Research Method and Empirical research process descriptions
In this chapter we describe the process of the data gathering and data analysis research phases. The process of
selecting professionals for the interviews and conducting the interviews with experts to get the perspective
and insights from practice, the settings of the interviews and the main concepts touched in every interview are
described in chapter 4.1. Chapter 4.2 is devoted to the data qualitative analysis process, which is summarized
in the form of conceptually clustered matrix presenting the preliminary conclusions on the proposed research
hypotheses.

4.1. Research Method Selection
Verschuren & Doorewaard (2007) defined two types of research, namely theoretical-oriented studies and
practical-oriented studies. Theoretical-oriented studies are focused on developing or testing theories, practical
research is focused on developing, testing, and evaluating solutions for practical problems. The research to be
done can be primarily defined as a theoretical-oriented study. The ultimate objective is to develop and
elaborate a set of hypotheses that describe the Enterprise 2.0 use for knowledge sharing and the possible
changes it brings to sharing practices.
Research methods refer to systematic, focused and orderly collection of data for the purpose of obtaining
information from them, to solve or answer a particular research problem or question (Ghauri & Gronhaug,
2005). Methods can be historical review and analysis, surveys, field experiments, case studies. In business
studies the main methods used are structured, semi-structured or unstructured interviews, surveys and
observations. Those methods can be considered either qualitative or quantitative research. The main
distinction between qualitative and quantitative research is that quantitative researchers employ
measurements and qualitative researchers do not. But also different perspectives of knowledge and research
objectives are considered when choosing a particular research method.
In the given research the problem is new, it was not previously well-researched and so it is yet not completely
structured. To create a good theoretical model all the constructs have to be identified and described. In the
situation of the given research problem after a preliminary literature review we see that not all theoretical
constructs are defined clearly and it is quite probable that not all of them can be identified at once based on
the literature review.
That is why for this research the qualitative exploratory research method is chosen (Ghauri & Gronhaug,
2005). This type of research can be performed with the help of the research method of expert interview. The
method can imply unstructured interviews in order to enable flexibility and give a researcher a possibility to
adjust questions in the process of interviewing and so get better insights and find out some additional reasons,
causes or influencing factors which can lead to formulating missing constructs and improving the theoretical
framework.
So, at the first stage a structured literature review was performed which than becomes a basis for proposing a
set of hypothesis that answer the main research question. At the second stage a number of interviews are
conducted to get the opinion of industry experts and practitioners on the problem and on the relevancy and
plausibility of the proposed hypothesis. The interviews will be conducted with experts in the area of
knowledge sharing and Enterprise 2.0.
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Open expert interview is the method of qualitative study, which can have a particular goal of coming up with
a theory. The essence of the theory-generating interview is that its goal is the communicative opening up and
analytic reconstruction of the subjective dimension of expert knowledge. The researcher seeks to formulate a
theoretically rich conceptualization of (implicit) stores of knowledge, conceptions of the world and routines,
which the experts develop in their activities (Bogner, Littig, & Menz, 2009).
The research method of expert interviews has its peculiarities compared to other interview types. Such
interviews are conducted for collecting data about processes or situations in which the interviewee
participated and about which he has specific information. Experts can be considered those persons who are
responsible for and have significant experience in development, implementation or control of solutions,
strategies or polices in knowledge management and Enterprise 2.0 specifically. From the expert interviews it
is possible to get different types of knowledge about the researched problem, as well as to look at the problem
from different points of view. In exploratory interviews with domain experts, information about technical
aspects, process peculiarities, and what is most important, insights and explanations about the reasons and
motives of some decisions and actions can be obtained. Besides, interviewing people from different
companies and with different backgrounds and experiences, allows the researcher to view the explored
problem from different angles.
However, there are some difficulties in this research method that a researcher should be aware of from the
very beginning ((Yin, 2003), (Bogner, Littig, & Menz, 2009)). First, the information received from experts is
not neutral, people tend to have their own opinions and stick to them during interviews. Besides, interview
settings also influence the information obtained. Second, there is a rather high possibility that the interaction
during interview influence the answers of the interviewee. Procedure of interviews is not strictly
standardized, it is performed in the form of open semi-structured dialog in which the interviewer actively
participates as well. To eliminate such influence the interview questions should be designed as neutral as
possible and the interviewer should abstain from expressing his/her own opinions.

4.2. Research Reliability and Validity
The current research, as was addressed above, is considered to have an exploratory nature, which implies that
its process to come to conclusions cannot be seen as strict, and the results cannot be generalized or repeated
that easy. However, it is useful and necessary to address issues of reliability and validity, because they
provide some indications of the overall quality of the study. To address the issues of reliability and validity,
definitions and approaches by Yin (2003) are followed. Table 1.1 is adopted from (Yin, 2003) and shows the
strategies to address construct validity, internal and external validity and research reliability in case studies,
which can be applied to open interviews as well.
According to Yin (2003) construct validity deals with ―establishing correct operational measures for the
concepts being studied‖. In the current research to increase the construct validity, multiple sources of
evidence were used, for getting both theoretical and empirical data. Structured literature review was done,
and during the data collection stage two groups of experts were interviewed, which allowed taking three
different perspectives in the research – from the point of view of theoretical findings, of external consulting
settings and of the internal company settings. In addition, data collection and analysis are described in detail,
which makes it possible to replicate this study. However, the study deals with quite abstract constructs, such
as knowledge, trust, visibility, collaboration, which a complex, can have different definitions and are difficult
to operationalize. To eliminate ambiguity we present definitions of the main concepts used before starting the
explanations and argumentation on hypotheses (in Chapter 3).
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Internal validity refers to ―establishing a causal relationship, whereby certain conditions are shown to lead to
other conditions, as distinguished from spurious relationships‖ (Yin, 2003). To increase internal validity it is
necessary to consider as more as possible causal relationships in the theoretical and empirical findings. In this
research the relationships between the concepts in theory are linked with arguments (in Chapter 3 marks like
―A1.1‖) in explanation of the proposed hypotheses and later in analysis of the empirical results, coding and
making conclusions about the hypotheses. Besides, structured qualitative analysis was done using one of the
qualitative analysis software and empirically clustered matrix was created to structurally present the results of
the expert interviews and their links to the theoretical findings and proposed hypotheses. Nevertheless, it is
close to impossible to address all the relations and test their validity. To make the risks of false or not
supported conclusion lower the process was documented in details, summaries and conclusions made from
the interviews were send to the interviewees for approval, and the argumentation was proofread by key
informant.
External validity deals with the ―establishing the domain to which a study‘s findings can be generalized‖
(Yin, 2003). Literature review on the main concepts in the domains of both knowledge sharing and social
media was done in a structured way. The interviews for gathering data were conducted with experts with
different backgrounds and experiences, which makes possible comparison of different organizational
environments and knowledge sharing and Enterprise 2.0 use there. All data gathered is related to the
Netherlands‘ cultural and business peculiarities, as well as to some industries. But as a far as the topic of the
research is the use of the social media tools, which are by their nature global, open, don‘t have territorial or
cultural borders, the research results could be interesting for professionals and researchers from different
backgrounds.
Reliability deals with ―demonstrating that the operations of a study – such as the data collection procedures can be repeated, with the same results‖ (Yin, 2003). To increase the reliability of the results the interview
questions guide was created and used during the interviews (Appendix A), the interviews recorded,
transcribed, coded according to the structured coding scheme Table 4.1 in Appendix C, and the process was
described and explained explicitly. But, because of the open, unstructured nature of the expert interviews it
was not possible to strictly follow the interview guide. The interviews turned out to be quite diverse; they are
the result of the background knowledge, opinions, and experiences and the collaborative process of the
interviewees and interviewer. To address this risk, the topics of the proposed hypotheses were discussed on
every interview. During the analysis stage the strategy to improve the reliability of the coding is to reread
coded transcripts periodically to check whether one still agrees with the coding behavior (Miles & Huberman,
1994).
Table 4.1 Guarding reliability and validity, adopted from (Yin, 2003 p.34).
Tests

Case study and interview tactic

Construct
validity

Use multiple source of evidence
Establish a chain of evidence
Have key informants review draft case study report
Do pattern matching
Do explanation building
Address rival explanations
Use logic model
Use theory in interviews
Use replication logic in multiple interviews, case

Internal validityExternal validity-
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Phase of research in which a
tactic occurs
Data Collection
Data Collection
Composition
Data Analysis
Data Analysis
Data Analysis
Data Analysis
Research Design
Research Design

Reliability

-

studies
Use interview, case study protocols
Develop interview, case study database

Data Collection
Data Collection

4.3. Description of the Data Collection Research Phase - Expert Interviews
4.3.1. Finding experts
As we discussed above one of the suitable research methods for an exploratory qualitative research is indepth interviews with experts in the problem domain. According to Bogner et al. (2009) in scientific research
an individual is addressed as an expert because a researcher assumes that she or he has knowledge, which she
or he may not necessarily possess alone, but which is not accessible to anybody in the field of action under
study. Additional value of the knowledge of experts in a certain field is that their knowledge is contextual,
gained from experience and not only from observation, but also from positions of defining a situation and
having the possibility to make decisions.
For the current study experts were selected according to their experience in the field of knowledge
management and related projects, and their experience and interest in social media tools introduction and use
in organizations, based on recommendations, professional profiles in LinkedIn social network and other types
of professional activities. Expert knowledge is defined as special knowledge which an expert clearly and
distinctly is aware of (Bogner, Littig, & Menz, 2009), that is why, being first contacted via e-mail, they were
asked about their experiences and interest in the main research topic, and if the answer was positive an
appointment (of usually one and a half hour) was arranged.
The resulting set of interviewees consisted of eight experienced practitioners in the field of knowledge
management, who turn their current professional focus to the area of social media implementation in
organizations. Four of the interviewees are consultants and four of the interviewees are responsible for
knowledge sharing projects inside companies. The details about the settings and peculiarities of every
interview will be given in the next sub-chapter.
4.3.2. Interviewing Experts
The interviews were held as face-to-face conversations based on the open questions prepared in advance
which addressed the hypotheses under research (Appendix A). But because by nature a considerable part of
expert knowledge is non-explicit, it is tacit, pre-theoretical experiential knowledge (Bogner, Littig, & Menz,
2009), the interviews did not always directly follow the questions list. In open interviews the answers
discovered decisions‘ reasoning, provided examples, and gave experts‘ own outlooks and reflections on their
personal experiences and on general trends and events in the field under research. In the process of the
interviews after hearing an open question interviewees discussed a lot about relevant issues, things connected
to their positions and functions and described their activities.
However, qualifying question were required to get more information close to the hypotheses and their
underlying mechanisms, as well as some real life examples addressing the issues related to the research
subject. The questions were focused on the ―how‖ and ―why‖ of decision making and acting. Besides, as far
as "an expert is a man who has made all the mistakes which can be made in a very narrow field" (by Niels
Bohr (Mackay, 1991)), in the end of interviews the interviewees were asked to share their professional
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―lessons learnt‖ about knowledge sharing and social media adoption. This provided a lot invaluable insights
to add to the theory in the research field.
Because of the different settings of the interviews with consultants and knowledge management professional
who are permanent employees of companies, the sets of questions varied considerably. The aspects discussed
with consultants required both abstract general questions and qualifying question about examples. The
interviews with people who are internal in companies were devoted to one organization, its settings, projects
in knowledge management, etc; and the questions in these interviews were aimed at getting as much as
possible details about the organization, its activities and decisions in knowledge management aspect.
4.3.3. Results of the Expert Interviews Conducted
As we mentioned in Chapter 4.1 due to the explorative nature of the current research the goal of the
interviews was twofold: first, interviews were aimed at supporting or questioning the proposed hypotheses;
second, the semi-structured conversations are suitable to get additional perspectives and insights to improve
the theory. The interviews fulfilled these two goals and provided arguments to deal with all three proposed
hypotheses as well as new thoughts and examples to come up with improvements to the theoretical domain
and clarifications to the mechanisms of the influence of Enterprise 2.0 tools use on knowledge sharing in
organizations.
Further in this chapter we describe the peculiarities of the data received from the expert interviews. As far as
the interviewees belong to two different groups – consultants and internal company employees, we find it
reasonable to briefly address the differences in perspectives, and types of data received from those two
different groups of interviewees.
Interviews with consultants
In total four of eight interviews were conducted with experts who provide consulting services for the projects
in the area of knowledge management and IT implementation for knowledge sharing and storage in
organizations. Besides, it was important that all of the interviewees had experiences in working with and
introduction of Enterprise 2.0 tools in organizations. But inside this group of interviewees there is also some
diversity in settings.
Interview 1 (Appendix B-B1) was conducted with a consultant from a big consulting company,
which provides services to industrial and marine enterprises around Europe.
Interview 2 (Appendix B-B2) was a conversation with a person, who is an independent consultant
and provides services in the areas of organizing Communities of Practice, social learning processes in
organizations, and learning in Communities of Practice, and Enterprise 2.0 tools introduction to
support these learning processes.
Interview 3 (Appendix B-B3) was conducted with a freelance consultant, who specializes in helping
non-profit organizations to benefit from the use of social media technologies in the projects related to
knowledge sharing in dispersed groups.
Interview 5 (Appendix B-B5) was arranged with two persons from a small consulting company, who
have their professional focus in making information processes in organizations effective, i.e. sharing,
structuring, organizing information and knowledge by introducing innovative technologies and
Enterprise 2.0 technologies in particular, by analyzing and optimizing knowledge and information
processes and making them findable and accessible.
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The conversations with this group of interviewees resulted in gaining a lot of insights related to the
researched questions. The interviewees reasoned about general trends in industries and in the field of
knowledge management, the advantages and disadvantages of knowledge management systems and social
media tools, and shared their lessons learned from their personal professional experiences. Besides, during
these interviews, after being asked specifically, they gave examples from their experiences, which supported
the claims they made. These examples can be further used as evidence and arguments in the process of
hypotheses validation.
Interviews with internal knowledge management professionals in companies
The second group of experts consists of the people who work permanently in companies and as part of their
daily jobs deal with the issues of knowledge sharing in organizations, take part or run projects of IT
implementation for knowledge management and deal with Enterprise 2.0 tools adoption in their companies or
have interest and plan to start such projects. This group, similar to the interviews with consultants, was quite
dispersed in terms of the organizational settings, ranging from the purely technical engineering to consulting
companies.
Interview 4 (Appendix B-B4) was conducted with a person responsible for information architecture
and information and knowledge processes in a big production company, which provides a diversity of
services in the printing and information and document management fields. This organization is a
good example of successful adoption of all kinds of social media tools for knowledge sharing around
the company, as well as for helping people organize their personal knowledge and learning processes.
Interview 6 (Appendix B-B6) was held in an engineering aerospace company with a person in a
position of Knowledge Sharing Officer, who is responsible for the initiatives and activities aimed at
capturing the organizational knowledge and experiences and sharing them. In the organization there
is no previous history of usage of any of the Enterprise 2.0 tools for these purposes, but this interview
is valuable for the research in terms of gaining evidences of barriers to knowledge sharing and the
gaps in knowledge sharing process that can be addressed by social media.
Interview 7 (Appendix B-B7) was a conversation with a head of the company that provides sports
data services to all kinds of mass media. This is not a big company, their business processes are very
information intensive, but in general, they are quite strictly regulated in guidelines and handbooks, so
there is not much room for learning, experiences sharing. The interview is useful for the current
research by giving insights of the use of social media tools, their principles and peculiarities and their
use for internal and external communication, community and reputation building.
Interview 8 (Appendix B-B8) was done with a head of one of the business units in a big consulting
company. This person in his job deals with a big organizational change project, which touches the
whole organization; and a significant part of the project is devoted to facilitating knowledge sharing.
The organization had a long history of knowledge management initiatives and IT systems use for
this. Several years ago they implemented a wiki and now are in the process of introduction of all
kinds of social tools, such as social networking functionality, microblogging, tagging and social
bookmarking, and tools for collaborative content creation.
Thus, the interviews with the knowledge management professionals inside companies provided a background
for detailed and thorough case description for analysis. The questions were devoted to the very details of
organizational settings and peculiarities. So this set of interviews will be able to provide supportive situations
and case studies for the theoretical or high level conclusions of the research. Besides, the interviewees were
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always willing to reason about the situations in their organizations, compare them and make grounded
conclusions on the challenging questions proposed to them.

4.4. Description of the Data Analysis Research Phase
The process of analysis of expert interviews is slightly different from the approach to case studies. In the
initial analysis of the interviews attention is focused on thematic units that are passages or phrases with
similar topics, which can be in different order in different interviews (Bogner, Littig, & Menz, 2009). After
that when all the relevant units are identified and structured, analytical approach, similar to the one taken for
the analysis of case studies (Yin, 2003), (Bogner, Littig, & Menz, 2009), will be used. In this chapter we
present the description and a report on the initial processing of the interviews data, which are the recordings
and notes made during the interviews.
The main important actions in the initial interview data processing are:
-

Transcription – this is the prerequisite for the further analysis;
Coding – establishing correspondence between terms and phrases in every interview transcript and
the research question, main constructs or variables;
Thematic comparison - grouping together the thematically comparable passages from different
interviews;
Theoretical generalization - arranging the categories according to their internal relations; when
representing the result of research the empirically generalized findings are framed by the theoretically
inspired perspective (Bogner, Littig, & Menz, 2009).

Transcription
In the data analysis phase recordings of the interviews were transcribed, the summaries of the transcripts were
made and approved by the interviewees. Further thematic analysis was done with the help of qualitative
analysis software (Atlas.ti). In total, 50 codes were created, which were linked to 196 paragraphs and
statements (Quotes). As far as often statements referred to several concepts from the researched domain, or
examples given can be used to support several arguments, Quotes were assigned to more than one code each.
Coding
A coding scheme was developed based on the proposed hypotheses and the arguments used to describe the
working mechanisms of the hypotheses (Chapter 3). The results of the literature review and proposed theory
were kept in mind. Table C.1 (Appendix C) presents the coding scheme used for the interviews analysis
according to the hypotheses researched. Some codes are related to the axioms defined during the literature
review and used for hypotheses, some codes reflect the most questionable statement and parts of the
hypotheses, that is why codes with positive and negative meaning (with + or -) are created. All codes can be
traced back to the arguments used in the explanations of the hypotheses in Chapters 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3, which
are the marks like ―A1.1‖ in the text and Figures 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3.
Besides the codes related to the hypotheses, it was reasonable for further analysis to create codes that reflect
which Enterprise 2.0 tools were discussed, what barriers to knowledge sharing were mentioned by the
experts, and what new insights, ideas and lessons from practice can be learnt from the interviews in order to
be able not only to support or question the theoretical statements derived from literature, but also to improve
the theory. Table 4.2 presents the code families of barriers to knowledge sharing and Enterprise 2.0 tools
discussed, and additional findings gained.
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Table 4.2 Coding scheme for supplementary code families.
Code Group
Codes and Explanations
Enterprise 2.0 Tools

Additional Insights

Barriers to Knowledge
Sharing

-

Social Networking
Wiki
Blog/ Microblogs
Tagging

-

Make knowledge sharing an official task
Business Need
Simplicity
Openness
SM create context
Proper Tooling
Learning to Learn
IT Combined with Organizational Change
Game-Fun feeling

-

Lack of Trust
Not a Core Task
Complexity of Task of Knowledge Codification
Loss of Competitive Advantage +
Loss of Competitive Advantage -

Thematic comparison and Theoretical generalization
As was explained above all codes correspond to hypotheses, and with the help of qualitative analysis software
we have grouped the codes to families according to hypotheses or other groups. This allowed us to see how
many quotes are related to certain hypotheses or to certain arguments. Besides, the relationships between
codes were established. For instance, we say that Additional insights – Openness is associated with the
construct of the Hypothesis 3- Organizational culture. The details of grouping of codes according to the
researched hypotheses and other groups can be found in the Appendix C. Figures 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3 show the
networks of concepts (codes) related to the Hypotheses 1, 2 and 3 correspondingly with the number of quotes
for every concept in the interviews with consultants. In the figures the numbers in brackets (e.g. Social
Networking {12-4}) show the number of quotes corresponding to this code (first number) and the number of
relations to other codes (second number).

Figure 4.1 – View of the family of associated codes for Hypothesis 1(Set of the interviews with consultants).
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Figure 4.2 – View of the family of associated codes for Hypothesis 2 (Set of the interviews with consultants).

Figure 4.3 – View of the family of associated codes for Hypothesis 3 (Set of the interviews with consultants).
Figure 4.4 presents the network view of the group of codes that refer to the new ideas, findings and insights
gained for experts. We can see that they are well-grounded (have enough supportive quotes) and several of
them are linked with other and other codes, which is useful for the further analytical argumentation about the
questions under research.

Figure 4.4 – Additional ideas and insights gained from the interviews – view of the family of codes (Set of
the interviews with consultants).
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The figures above present the results of grouping of codes for the set of interviews with consultants. Similar
grouping for the set of interviews with representatives of companies can be found in Appendix D. The results
of the qualitative analysis of the expert interviews data are summarized in the form of conceptually clustered
matrix. A conceptually clustered matrix is a data display, which is ordered according to concepts or variables
(Miles & Huberman, 1994). It has its rows and columns arranged in the way that shows how grounded the
theoretical concepts are. We take the understanding of groundness from the process of transcripts analysis in
the qualitative analysis software used. The more linked quotes a code has, the more grounded a concept
represented by this code can be. That is why the conceptually clustered matrix has the codes (which reflect
the main arguments and concepts used in theory - hypotheses) and the number of corresponding quotes in
each interview. Table E.1 (Appendix E) represents the resulting conceptually clustered matrix. The cells of
the table are filled with the numbers of quotes in every interview that correspond a certain code – concept
from theory.
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5. Argumentations and Conclusions Based on the Empirical Results
In this part the research hypotheses are discussed with respect to the empirical results; for every hypothesis
arguments are provided, which allow prove or modify the statements about the role and influence of the
Enterprise 2.0 technologies on knowledge sharing in teams and organizations. In the process of interviews
analysis and hypotheses argumentation we see that it is not easy and even no more reasonable to distinguish
between three separate mechanisms of the influence of Enterprise 2.0 tools on knowledge sharing, as was
proposed in the theory development part (Chapter 3). In the following subchapters we discuss the research
hypotheses about trust, organizational culture and collaboration in knowledge sharing separately, but with a
lot of interlinks to each other.
The chapters 5.1, 5.2 and 5.3 are structured as follows. First, the arguments about the existence and
importance of the barriers to knowledge sharing are given, such as lack of interpersonal trust, complexity of
codifying knowledge and organizational culture as a major factor influencing sharing behavior. Second subchapters are devoted to the discussion on the implementation and use of different Enterprise 2.0 tools in
organizations. And in third sub-chapters the analysis of influence of Enterprise 2.0 tools use on the barriers to
knowledge sharing is presented, which provides the answers to the research hypotheses. Besides, the
improved models of the influencing mechanism (which were proposed in Figures 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3 for every
hypothesis respectively) are developed taking into account the findings from the interviews.

5.1. H1: The use of social networking tools has positive impact on
knowledge sharing by increasing the level of trust among group
members.
All the experts interviewed agreed that trust is an important factor in knowledge sharing. However, it can be
seen from the interviews analysis that trust can be addressed from different perspective. On the one hand,
interviewees discussed trust in interpersonal relations between colleagues, team members, etc; and on the
other hand, trust can be understood as a factor in relations between employees and an organization. The latter
aspect is related to organizational culture, to how open an organization is in its communications. This aspect
was mentioned as an emerging change in organizations‘ corporate cultures and structures and is closer to the
concepts of Hypotheses 3, so it will be discussed in more details in the paragraph 5.3.
5.1.1. Lack of interpersonal trust as a barrier to knowledge sharing
Lack of trust between colleagues, team members was mentioned quite often as a barrier to effective sharing
of knowledge in organizations. Several examples of the situations when trust is critical for the decision to
write down and share pieces of content were given by experts. Some refer to group dynamics and feeling
confident in a group of other people to open up and to present your knowledge, which is not an absolute truth,
but subjective experiences and opinions.
―To expose what you do in a really honest manner, to share what matters to you applies in the
networks you trust, for example, one person is very dominant and you feel that if you say something,
he will become angry, or you think that others are more confident than you.‖ (Interview 2)
―It is scary to show what you know especially in the area which you are not very certain about.‖
(Interview 3)
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Another possible underlying cause of lack of trust is related to the feeling of safety, need to be able to predict
reactions and behavior of other organizational members, to be sure that nobody will appropriate the
knowledge or content shared.
“There should be the feeling of safety - to feel safe when saying that this is my knowledge and I
shared it, and to be safe enough that another colleague reads it, and does not start laughing,
expressing dominance. Then it does not make any sense. You always have to be sure that you have
your back covered.” (Interview 5)
One of the examples to illustrate such a situation given in the Interview 5 referred to the experience of
collaborating in Google Wave. This tool allows collaborators to see what others type in real time, which was
mentioned as a reason for people to stop using this tool. The possibility of typing in real time requires from
collaborators a very high level of mutual trust, understanding and respect. In teams that don‘t have a long
history of working together these tools can be not appropriate, because it does not provide the opportunity to
rethink or rewrite contributions. This is very different from what people used to have in e-mail, people tend to
rethink and reread the emails they write before pressing the button ―Send‖, even if it is an e-mail to a person
they know well.
―Numerous times we had people stopping using Google Wave. When they are not quite sure what to
add and start typing, then it was not what they thought and they had to rethink their contribution.
And because everybody can watch typing in real time, people started commenting on the other
people’s contributions that were still in the thinking process, somebody responded “That is a very
dump answer, why do you say this?”(Interview 5)
This goes in line with the existing research findings which investigate the importance of psychological safety
and confidence between employees and find that there is a link between these factors and knowledge sharing
behavior (Siemsen, Roth, Balasubramanian, & Anand, 2008). Psychological safety is defined as ―sense of
being able to show and employ one‘s self without fear of negative consequences to self-image, status, or
career‖. And the previous research suggests that knowledge sharing and learning initiatives are more likely to
be successful in the organizational environment that is perceived to be safe. Another aspect of trust in for
knowledge sharing is the feeling of confidence, which can be defined as ―an employee‘s belief that his or her
―undocumented,‖ work-related knowledge is accurate and justified‖. These aspects are critical for the
decision to share knowledge, because eventually the motivation to share is the employee‘s inner drive to do
this, to transfer some particular, work-related knowledge to a coworker (Siemsen, Roth, Balasubramanian, &
Anand, 2008).
The feeling of safety and trust is important not only for such new possibilities as real time typing. As far as in
a considerable part of cases we deal with knowledge sharing via some IT medium, we often lack the context,
which in real life communication is added by non-verbal level of communication, previous experiences or
some settings in the environment.
One more aspect related to trust in organizations is the perception or attitude towards the future reuse of the
shared documents, content, and experiences. There can be an attitude that if you share specialized
information, others can misunderstand it or further use in a wrong way. So, there should be trust in the
expertise of colleagues and their intentions.
“I am an IT governance expert and if I share a document about governance and someone else who is
not a governance expert use it, then he will use it wrongly. It can be trust issue, because you do not
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trust the expertise of a colleague, but it can also be an attitude issue, sharing attitude: if I think that
someone else is not going to use a document in a right way, then he knows that himself and then he
will contact you.” (Interview 8)
And the last, but still quite important aspect identified is trust of employees to their management. On the one
hand, some employees can think that if they share something publicly inside an organization, they would be
judged by their management according to the content they shared.
“You see people looking at it that way, but what is going to happen there and if I am open and
transparent and my boss can read that, higher management can read that, does this have
implications?” (Interview 4)
However, this should be a reciprocal process. As we have mentioned above and will discuss in the following
subchapter, management should also be able to trust their employees, be sure that they don‘t share sensitive,
ungrounded or critical commercial information (as was discussed in interviews 7 and 8). These considerations
allow conclude that the use of social media in organizations may require from organizational members
changes in the relationships between hierarchical levels (e.g. (Levy, 2009)), to more unstructured, based on
trust, which is considered one of the difficulties in the process of Enterprise 2.0 tools adoption.
So, we see that trust as a factor influencing knowledge sharing can be seen from different perspectives: as a
feeling of confidence in a team, as a feeling of safety in a group of organizational members, and as a
perception of the expertise of colleagues and the right to reuse the shared knowledge.
5.1.2. Use of Social Networking tools
Organizations have realized the need to make their corporate knowledge, as well the knowledge of their
employees visible and so useful. For this purposes traditionally some database-like tools are used, yellow
pages of employees and their expertise areas are created. However, the interviewed experts expressed some
possible difficulties of such an approach to work:
“Sometimes database can also work, but there is a huge danger that people fill in their profiles once
and then they never get updated.” (Interview 2)
Social networking tools when used in organizations can, actually, have either just similar function, i.e. to
provide structured information about employees, or provide means for people to connect and communicate.
Most Enterprise 2.0 tools used in companies have social networking functionalities – user profiles with the
possibility to follow each other or add to networks, in blogs and microblogs the possibility to follow, as well
as to see who is the author of a wiki article and track changes. In addition, all this functionalities can be
aggregated in or supplemented by one enterprise system or environment, for instance MS SharePoint. This
creates context and background for all semi-formal or unstructured communications and information
exchange in organizations.
As we can conclude from the expert interviews, it is most critical for medium and large organizations to
create organization-wide context for knowledge sharing and to bridge the gap between formal hierarchical
communications and communications at informal events, coffee breaks, in chats, etc. In a case of a large
engineering and consulting company there was a gap identified between the structured information processes
occurring in organization-wide production systems, such as ERP, document management systems, etc, and
the unstructured communication and information and knowledge exchange.
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“If you look at the organizations from information perspective there are basically two types of
information that is used in an organization: more structured information processes and more
unstructured ones. Information management usually in most businesses has money and focus on the
structured side of the organizational information - product data management systems, very structured
and detailed decomposition of how our products are designed and in the end this information goes to
the manufacturing side… On the other hand you have unstructured information and information
processes and tools to support it. That is basically the rest - e-mail, file-shares, collaboration tools.”
“But between e-mail, the document archive for documents and memos and the formal tools for
structured processes there is a whole area in-between where the interaction is going on which is
basically not supported. And social media, it fills those gaps, it helps people to share the information
that does not fit in e-mail, does not really fit in a formal report management system. It is context to
all the other information going around in e-mail, document management tools and supporting
product data management and ERP tools.” (Interview 4)
Thus, we see that it is important for big organizations to create context and facilitate with tools the
unstructured information processes. In the unstructured communications there is a lot of knowledge exchange
going on inside, as well as between organizations; and some organizations use this for their knowledge
management strategy of personalization (Hansen, Nohria, & Tierney, 1999). And Enterprise 2.0 technologies
are considered to support it by providing connections and communication opportunities in an informal
manner.
Social networking tools are essential for connecting people and helping them stay in touch and communicate.
Rettie (2003) in her research of communication channels found that the feeling and the need for
connectedness is one of the most important factors influencing a choice of a means of communication.
Moreover, Kuwabara et al. (2002) proposed the term ―connectedness orientated communication‖ and define it
as exchanges that allow people to be aware of each other and contribute to maintaining social relationships.
The authors say that it can be observed in network communications, for example in text messaging.
The main difference and advantage of Web 2.0 tools for social networking is that they can considerably lower
costs (such as time, efforts) of connecting and networking.
“I think the whole concept of networking has changed and now you can network with much larger
number of people online and you don’t have to invest in one to one contact. For instance, I met
people in an online course, normally you would lose contacts, but through blogs, Twitter, LinkedIn I
am still in touch with them and we can keep relationships. This is a big difference with face-to-face
communication.” (Interview 2)
“There is also a real life social network in the organization. And people refer to each other and find
each other in that way as well. But one of the reasons that we have technology to support this is that
we are a large world-wide organization.” (Interview 4)
But technology support for connecting people and networking can be critical not only for large organizations.
The situation in a medium-size engineering company, that does not use any particular supportive IT tools,
illustrates that being able to connect to different people, and also across social networks, thus establishing
weak ties, is important for success of the knowledge sharing initiatives. In the company there are several
distinct real life social networks, which was caused by some historical reasons like projects done and waves
of hiring people. So, the main distinct characteristic of the networks is the age of their members.
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Communication between the networks is quite difficult, and the main problem is that not all networks have a
need and want to communicate. The network with the oldest organizational members is quite self-sufficient,
the middle-aged group has connections all over the organization and the network of the youngest employees
has limited access to the expertise of the older colleagues, because they are not acquainted with them. When
somebody needs advice, an older employee would know who to ask, directly or for a reference. For younger
employees the case is more difficult, they always have to ask for a reference. But nobody can be always sure
that they ask for advice a most knowledgeable person in the problem domain. After seeing this situation in
the company the decision was made to support knowledge and expertise visibility and communication with
knowledge maps.
“We made knowledge maps - knowledge areas and persons and put this in the system. I like it and I
know that younger generation loves it, too. The older generation says they know everybody. But it is
interesting to have this discussion between the older and the younger people, saying “You know
everybody, but I can’t get into your network” - “Then just call me”. But then he (an expert in some
field) starts complaining that he is constantly being questioned about trivial things. Then he realizes
that it is interesting to write it down. Besides, I can always say that if you have a question about
manufacturing engineering ask “Jan”, because he knows everybody, who knows something about the
question. But then Jan will start to complain for constantly being bothered by people with some
questions. And then they agree on writing down who knows what.” (Interview 6)
Another interview provided the case of a big consulting company, which is active in their knowledge
management initiatives and introduction of social media tools. For them social networking tools also provide
information about the members‘ contributions on blogs, shared document storages, comments and the ratings
of the contribution. This can influence the reputation and the social position of a person, as well as ratings can
create the feeling of game and competition. These issues are related to the concepts of organizational culture
and personal motivating factors and will be discussed in the upcoming chapters.
“All the activities are linked to authors and their profiles; I can see how many documents you
uploaded, ratings for them, etc.” (Interview 8)
Thus, we can conclude that in organizations, that use social networking software tools, they have the goal to
effectively connect people and groups of people, providing means of communication, filling in such a way
the gap between formal and informal information processes in organizations, and making experts and
knowledgeable people in different domains visible and easier to find and contact.
5.1.3. Building trust in organizations
We have discussed above how trust as a factor influencing knowledge sharing is understood by the
professionals, the situations and purposes of the use of social networking software in organizations. This
actually is comparable and gives some insight in addition to the axioms and explanations given in the chapter
3.1 devoted to the development of the hypothesis 1. In this chapter we analyze and present arguments which
address the hypothesis itself and the most important and questionable parts of the mechanism illustrated on
the Figure 3.1 and marked by A1.3, A1.4, A1.7, A1.8 and A1.9.
From the theoretical study we have learnt that establishing trustful interpersonal relationships between
organizational members has positive effect on their attitude towards and leads to sharing knowledge and
learning in organizations. We were interested in the process of establishing trustful relationships and found
out that mutual experiences (A1.8), awareness and social presence (A1.4), which means having clear context
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and information about people you communicate and share with, are important for building trust in
organizations. We have also found in theoretical research and logically supported the statements that social
networking tools give context, communications opportunities and information about users, which leads to
social presence and mutual communication experiences (A1.3, A1.7).
From the empirical research phase we gained the evidences to support the proposed mechanism, as well as
some additional factors influencing trust, that are enabled by the use of social networking tools usage. From
the interview analysis we see that social networking tools use in organizations create the following effects:
 creates awareness among employees about the work of their colleagues and about the processes in an
organization;
 creates social presence and context for communication;
 enables informal communication, enables networking and connections between people;
 makes personal and corporate knowledge more visible and accessible, which is especially important
in regard to implicit and experiential knowledge.
Social presence in the computer-mediated groups is important for establishing trustful relationships, which
means having some information about a person you communicate with, collaborate, share experiences, and
rely on in fulfilling tasks. Such information can be a profile picture, people you know in common and are
friends or colleagues with, previous projects done, as well as defined by a person himself specialties, interests
and hobbies. However, it can be a problem for people to reveal such information about themselves publicly in
companies. On the one hand, this is related to the issues of privacy, which is becoming a burning topic in the
open environment of internet, but also in intranets. Some people just do not tend to open by nature; others are
consciously concerned about their privacy.
If there are trust issues or privacy issues for people, I can use an example from their private lives.
When you are going to be taken to a hospital and you need help in your house, you ask the people
you trust for help. I ask: “How do you know who to trust?” – The answer is: “Well, I have known
them for a while” – “How do you know that?” – “I see them.” So I say: “If you show your face
online you get more people you can trust and then you get safer, too.” I tell everybody that online is
the same as in real life, it is just bigger. And it works.” (Interview 3)
On the other hand, experts noticed a ―cultural shift‖ occurring in companies towards more open and
transparent relations. This is happening not only in virtual worlds but in real life too. It is possible to say that
the interaction of virtual and real life creates a virtuous circle that leads to a more open organizational culture
and trustful relationships between people. This is how the information and knowledge management
professional from a major production and service company describes the processes happening in their
company.
“Social media has to do with mentality, basically when you move into social media and use it
personally within or outside an organization, you also say that you have certain expertise, but you
don’t know everything and you also have a lot of questions, you still learn. You give other people an
opportunity to answer and to ask their questions. It is some kind of a knowledge sharing eco-system
that emergently comes up. Other systems can’t do this: e-mail is a closed system, product data
management systems and ERP systems are basically too heavy to support true knowledge sharing.
We are pretty social and open organization; it is not a problem at all for you to go to a colleague and
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ask to talk and for help on a certain topic. There is hardly any colleague who will say No.”
(Interview 4)
But from the interviews we see that in spite the fact that social media can help provide social presence to the
working environment and interactions, it is not the same as ―looking somebody into the eyes‖. We are human
beings and mostly rely on the feelings, intuition, subconscious processes, physical appeal, when it comes to
trusting people. No any mediator can transfer this, and even long communication history can‘t build such
strong links as real life experiences.
“I don’t meet many of those people I work with online, a couple of them I saw for the first time years
after I worked with them. The way of interacting changed dramatically after I met them - I felt safer, I
knew their opinions more than with only conference calls, WebEx sessions, and sharing documents. I
had context, more than a profile or a resume, I looked someone in the eyes and I had my opinion
based on impression, based on a story. Those were the things blocking me from being open to them in
collaborative environments.” (Interview 5)
“It is really important to reconnect face-to-face, but because people are just living in other countries
or working on other projects, it doesn’t mean that I don’t want to talk to them or share knowledge
with them. I ask many people for advice and they ask me for advice.” (Interview 1)
Another effect of Enterprise 2.0 tools use and social networking in particular is awareness about the
corporate knowledge, colleagues‘ works and different aspects of company life. From the interviews with
experts we see that awareness can be brought to organizational life with a number of different tools –
corporate and personal employees‘ blogs, updating about the important events and findings, different content
aggregators, wikis, tagging, tag clouds and social bookmarks, where everybody can see the most read or
commented articles, microblogs, which explicitly indicate the most trendy topics when everybody posts what
they are thinking, doing or working on. So we see that awareness increase can be attributed not only to social
networking tools, but to different social media and traditional enterprise systems, and their combination with
real life activities. This to some extend contradicts the arguments in the theoretical explanation of the
Hypothesis 1, which considered that social networking functionality of Enterprise 2.0 tools was essential to
creating awareness, social presence and so trust.
The Enterprise 2.0 tool that was most times mentioned and discussed in the interviews in regard to facilitating
awareness and trust is microblogging. There have been several different opinions proposed and each of them
touches different aspect of the usage of the tool and facilitating awareness. Even though messages in
microblogs are limited in length, the ease and little time needed to post – thus, low entry and adoption barrier
- make the tool gain popularity in organizations.
Some interviewees say that microblogging can do more or less the same as ―looking somebody into the
eyes‖. This emphasizes the difference between microblogging and more formal forums, discussion boards or
collaborative environments, because in a microblog a person can share not only professionally relevant
things, but also any thoughts on different topics, share links, post some personal updates. All this can create a
feeling that you know a person quite well, if you follow him or her in a microblog.
“In microblogs the context is there that is missing in other environments. That is the value of microblogging
to support the personal side of things, make people feel confident, make people feel safe, because they think
they know each other, because they share more personal information. Especially if you look at multinational
companies, when you work together with somebody you don’t meet, only call or e-mail, you never really
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know the person, but if you see him tweeting about buying a puppy today, then you are connecting. The coffee
room breaks online.” (Interview 5)
In one of the examples given by a consultant from her professional experience the implementation of
Enterprise 2.0 tools in some division of Belgium government was described. In the case wiki and blogs were
introduced to facilitate collaboration, and at the same time microblogging functionality (via Yammer) was
added to stimulate their adoption. The surprising thing was that people started to use microblogging
immediately, without any support or motivation. The main reason for this, as also emphasized not once by
other experts, can be the presence of the real life organizational need for such a tool that helps people stay in
touch.
“Exchanging on the daily basis of what you are doing can build trust. In a team in some time, if you
exchange short messages about what you are doing, you will get to know people, and it is definitely
will build trust. … There are people in the department who are often on conferences and events, and
they yammer a lot. Usually they didn’t have a clue what others were doing. Through Yammer
exchange they got much better understanding of what their colleagues are doing. So I think if people
are open to sharing and can process a lot of information, it helps to avoid communication problems.
If you are aware of what others are doing and the way they are doing this, then there are no
problems that you forget about colleagues, you forget to inform them and collaboration improves.”
(Interview 2)
As we see from the quotes above availability of some personal information and regular communication are
really the factors that positively influence trust and further collaboration. But there are some more effects
provided by social networking functionalities, such as connecting people, making communication easier, and
making personal knowledge (“who knows what”) visible. Those things may seem quite obvious, and were not
explained in detail, only implicitly throughout the theoretical part and in relation to all three hypotheses.
Nevertheless they are indispensable for building trust and sharing culture, and were many times accented
during the interviews and some illustrative examples were given.
One of the practitioners from major production and service providing printing company (in Interview 4)
expressed a thought that social media in their company help people to connect to each other on an expert
level. They use a microblog, blogs, which everybody in the organization can follow and read. In this way the
organization makes the expertise of its employees explicit; people ask and answer questions, so connecting
and sharing knowledge with each other. However, tools themselves are just tools. Without human facilitation
and interaction with offline world they have much less value. What is done in this organization is information
and knowledge management professional (the interviewee) takes the role of a connector and, also with the
help of social tools, refers people who have questions or help in some knowledge domain to those people who
are most likely to possess the knowledge.
“In the social media area people are very willing to refer to each other and this is a very important
part of knowledge management. Basically, helping people find each other, even when it is hidden,
even when the person who is an expert does not have a blog, twitter account, whatever, he is still a
knowledgeable person, because I know him as a knowledgeable person.” (Interview 4)
“We want people to find relevant knowledge fast and find relevant expertise fast. Basically, we were
providing tools that enable them to do that. So, we had a wiki, file shares and Groove, but not
blogging or other systems. Now we are rolling out a new system.” (Interview 8)
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Hence, we can conclude that the general idea of the hypothesis 1 is supported by the empirical study,
interviews with experts. As far as this is an exploratory study, we paid a lot of attention to the possible new
explanations and relations between constructs. From the above interviews results summarization it is possible
to say that Enterprise 2.0 tools and social networking functionality contribute considerably to the establishing
of trustful relationships in organizations by providing communications opportunities, context and social
presence. As was described by one of the interviewees the experience in communicating online can build
trust.
In some networks I’ve been communicating with people and I’ve never seen them. Based on their
behavior on-line for a certain period of time I started trust people. I think, it takes more time, than in
real life, but yes, I trust a lot of people I’ve never seen, because they demonstrated in their way of
communicating that they are interested; they help me, I help them and they appreciate it. These tools
can support trust. (Interview 1)
“Also [LinkedIn, Google Wave, microblogs, SharePoint] are all pending towards knowledge sharing,
discussion facilitation. All areas are blending and if you look at this eco-system there are a couple of
things that are important to address the question of trust, credibility and who is who (the LinkedIn
kind of profile), and feeling safe within those people you know in real life or only online.” (Interview
5)
In addition to the arguments already found in literature review, some complemetary explanations of how trust
is built appeared. The importance of creating work awareness, of connecting people around their work and
professional knowledge, which allows making knowledge visible, was emphasized. There is no way to have
trustful relations, if any, if you don‘t connect with others or if you don‘t know what your colleagues are
working on or thinking about. Fugure 4.3 shows how the findings from the expert interviews change the
theoretical model of the mechanism of the process of building trust in the situation of using social networking
tools in teams or organizations. We see that the awareness about colleagues and their work is the result of the
established social presence online, the ability to know ―who knows what‖ and mutual communication and
collaboration experiences. In the existing research the concept ―awareness‖ is referred to as an understanding
of the activities of others, which provides a context for your own activity (Dourish & Bly, 1992). Besides,
social networking tools create a sense of connectedness or feeling of being in touch, which also influences
awareness. Connecting by awareness may be as important for building trust as the content of the
communication.

Figure 5.1 - Mechanism of the impact of Social networking tools on knowledge sharing improved base on the
empirical study results.
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What else has become obvious after the thorough analysis of the first hypothesis is that everything is
interconncted. It is not easy, or not possible at all, to distinguish separate mechanisms of the influence of
particular tools, or one particular social media principle on the barriers to knowledge sharing. Trust and
privacy issues may be seen as part of organizational culture, while awareness about colleagues‘ work is
important for effective collaborin ation, etc. That is why we consider it reasonable to present this new aspects
in one resulting theoretical model together in Chapter 6.

5.2. H2: Enterprise 2.0 implementation has positive effect on the ease of
knowledge sharing and creation process.
This chapter is devoted to the discussion of the hypotheses 2 about the collaborative Enterprise 2.0 tools and
how they can facilitate collaboration and knowledge creation processes in organizations. Here we follow
similar structure as was presented in the previous chapter. First we describe how the experts reflect on the
central to this hypothesis barrier of the complexity or high personal costs of contributing knowledge, then the
use of the collaborative tools is discussed, and finally, the arguments and general conclusions about the
hypothesis and its mechanism are presented according to the insights gained from the interviews.
5.2.1. Complexity of contributing knowledge as a barrier to knowledge sharing
In the empirical research phase we have encountered quite a number of supporting arguments and examples
of the complexity of codifying or making explicit knowledge as a barrier to knowledge sharing. In the
theoretical part we concluded that this barrier and the difficulty of making implicit experiential knowledge
can prevent professionals from contributing it to structured electronic knowledge repositories (A2.7). In
addition, this is a task that requires devoting time to it, which is usually a scarce and valuable resource for
people (A2.3). As was noted in one of the interviews, the main problem in making people share their thoughts
and knowledge is not their unwillingness, but the difficulty of how to do this.
“People do want to share knowledge, but they have difficulties in how to do it. They will say:”Well, if
I explain what a solution is, then people don’t understand what I mean”. So, the problem is not about
the willingness, it is about knowing how to - an expert is not a teacher. Many experts are not really
thinking about what they know, they just do their job.” (Interview 1)
So it is possible to look at the problem from two perspectives. First, it can be really not easy to express, to
externalize (in terms of SECI model) knowledge gained from experience, based on feelings and intuitions.
This situation is most often observed in consulting or not technology oriented industries or departments,
where an organization‘s main asset is the knowledge of its employees, their experiences, know-how‘s, etc.
Second aspect of this barrier is the time and efforts needed to write down some piece of content so that it can
be shared with others, be clearly understood, and so be valuable. Here again the interviewees noted that
people want to share knowledge, but they are always busy with their primary tasks, they have deadlines and
projects to be done. That is why writing an article or making a presentation about, for example, lessons learnt
from some projects will always have lower priority, than starting a new task or meeting a deadline. In the
end, it is always about the whole unit or company producing its product and being profitable.
The situation in an engineering company, from which one of the knowledge management professionals was
interviewed, can illustrate this problem quite well. The company‘s top management is aware of the need to
devote time and resources to knowledge management and there are a number of initiatives started in this
direction. After every project the ―lessons learnt‖ are captured, knowledge maps and the base of different
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materials are created, as well as a lot of work is done for changing the attitude of employees towards sharing,
asking questions, helping each other. However, the main obstacle for the success of the initiatives is that the
activities devoted to knowledge management usually have a lower priority than all other daily tasks for
middle managers, and so they can‘t assign time for these activities. That is why among engineers and other
employees sharing experiences, helping, etc. does not work well, in spite of the fact that they see the
importance and value of this.
“Middle management gets the targets, they have to make sure that a project is done in time with
correct deliverables; they get the budget for this. So they need somehow to make these investments to
knowledge sharing. That is one of the biggest barriers at the moment. That is what they say - time
and money, “what’s in it for me” are the obstacles.” (Interview 6)
The solution for such a situation, as seen by all the experts interviewed, is the participation and support of the
high levels of management in knowledge management projects and assigning certain time, creating official
tasks for every employee, so that there is no feeling that when you write some piece of content to share, to
contribute to a repository, you waste your time that should be spent on primary projects. But this solution is
related to the organizational side of knowledge management and is not entirely in the scope of the current
research. What we are interested in here is whether the collaborative opportunities provided by the Enterprise
2.0 tools can help in communicating implicit knowledge and reduce the time and efforts needed for
knowledge codification - the costs of sharing, and how they can do this.
5.2.2. Use of collaborative tools
Based on the empirical study we are able to say that a number of social media tools are used for collaboration
in organizations, as well as across organizational boundaries in professional communities, mutual projects,
etc. The specific Enterprise 2.0 tools mentioned in the context of collaboration were quite diverse, from
already traditional wikis, to discussions in blogs and microblogs, collaborative tagging, creating content
collaboratively in such tools as Google Wave or MS Word 2010.
Different reasons for the need to collaborate were discussed by the experts. Collaboration across companies is
today indispensible for innovation and successful functioning. As was coined by one of the interviewees in
an example of a food company, which wanted to create a new product and at the same time to keep the trade
secret, it is not possible to lock a team of fifteen people to work together for many years and still expect them
to invent a new type of yogurt. Another expert explained why his big consulting company needs to
collaborate.
“When you innovate, you can do this by yourself. But most smart people do not work within your
organization. A lot of people at universities or other companies are also very smart. So we want to
attach ourselves to that knowledge. Therefore we are actively pursuing and building partnerships
with other organizations. And also we are trying to innovate together with our customers, because
they are the people who are actually having the real world problems that we, as consultants, are
trying to solve. So, that is basically trying to bring together the wisdom of the crowds, things like cocreation.” (Interview 8)
Sure, such types of collaboration and innovation require mostly activities on organizational and management
level, as well as personal interaction. Software tools can help in coordination of common activities and
support the lower levels of collaboration, for example, writing an article together. The use of wikis and other
technologies for collaborative writing (e.g. Google Docs) is spread in communities of professionals, of people
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united by common goal or interests. The situation can be a bit different in a closed corporate environment,
because people are used to having meetings to discuss their work, and they feel no need to change this or to
learn to use new tools. And it is quite understandable as there may be no real need to look for new means and
medium when the people you collaborate with are always in the room next to yours.
“In our company we work in a global environment, we tend to use a lot of collaborative facilities that
are free and open. In the corporate environment what we see is that collaborative settings are
different, for example, a team has to write a project plan, and they tend to use services like WebEx,
the sharing functionality. And they try to virtualize meetings basically.” (Interview 5)
And when there is a need to do a piece of work together, to collaborate, software tools are not just making it
easier, their usage becomes inevitable.
“We use wikis, Google Docs, etc., because otherwise collaboration does not happen. If I make a
presentation and send it via e-mail it ends up in a pile of hundred other e-mails that need attention.
And if you globally arrange a timeslot call or Skype each other and collaboratively work on a
document, then you’re much more effective.” (Interview 5)
A week before I reviewed a document in SharePoint 2010, and I just reviewed it in the document and
my colleague could see that I was editing it and he could see in real time what changes I was making.
So you can really work together on the same document, it is so much faster, it works really well , it
makes work more efficient and you really can work together on one document. (Interview 8)
The most popular collaborative Enterprise 2.0 tool lately was wiki. Companies have implemented it for
different purposes – knowledge structured storage, content co-creation, facilitation of innovation, etc. As was
described by one of the interviewees from a big consulting company, in their organization wiki was
introduced a couple of years ago with an intent to create and share knowledge. Now it is considered to be a
starting point for the new organizational philosophy and focus on knowledge sharing and expertise building
in an open manner, facilitating employees in collaboration and personal learning, and collaborating with other
organizations and customers. In the company, similar to other organizations as we know from the expert
interviews and literature review, wiki was a success for one group of people, who use the tool often and
effectively, and was not suitable for other employees. One of the explicit reasons for some people not to use
wikis is that the software itself is not that easy and user-friendly, as it may seem at first. The underlying
concept of a wiki ―I start with a document and then you add a little part‖ works well for collaboration, but the
process of adding a contribution or editing (in some wiki software it requires some skills in HTML) is not
intuitive for everybody.
“Collaborative writing and wikis support getting more people to write, even if they are dispersed,
because it supports reacting to the things that other people wrote down. You even can send to some
people an invitation “Please, reply to my contribution”. May be then they will. If there is no wiki
technology, those people do not write and you would like them to write down, then wiki makes a
difference in 5% in getting them to write down. And there are still 95% of other things that you have
to solve. So, it’s not a magic tool, and it is a big problem in organizations at the moment.” (Interview
1)
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5.2.3.Facilitating collaboration in organizations
Above in this chapter we have addressed the barrier of the complexity of knowledge codification and the
peculiarities of the use of collaborative software. In this part we discuss the insights gained from the
empirical research and present the arguments related to the hypothesis 2. Through the text there are marks in
brackets (e.g. ―A2.1‖) which connect the argumentation here to the parts of the hypotheses as presented in the
theoretical part (Chapter 3.2).
During the interviews with experts in the questions about collaboration, co-creation and technologies used for
this the main attention was devoted to the statements proposed in the theory: collaborative Enterprise 2.0
technologies can reduce time and efforts needed for content creation and writing down knowledge (A2.1,
A2.2, A2.3); and Enterprise 2.0 technologies use can make it easier to express and transfer implicit
knowledge (A2.5, A2.6, A2.7). These statements have gained both supportive arguments and alternative or
specifying explanations.
In addition, some complementary perspectives and points have been arisen at the interviews. They touch
some aspects of collaboration and knowledge creation in organizations in general, and this related the
discussion of this hypothesis to the next hypothesis 3 about organizational cultural settings. The findings also
reveal some new aspects of the process of collaboration in teams and across teams and the use of Enterprise
2.0 tools for this. So the main findings of the expert interview analysis are summarized in the following list
and explained in details further in this chapter:
 In the collaborative content and knowledge creation people can take different roles and fulfill
different parts of tasks;
 The success of the collaborative process is to some extent dependent on the number of collaborators;
 There should be a real life need for people to use some means to collaborate;
 Enterprise 2.0 tools still are not suitable for everybody, in spite of the fact that in general they are
regarded as being easy to use;
 Collaborative tools that create discussions and awareness are good at enabling innovation;
 Different Enterprise 2.0 tools to some extent can be a means of expressing and transferring implicit
knowledge.
In the theoretical part we defined that collaborative content writing, writing in a ―wiki-way‖, i.e. with small
contributions from many different people can make the creation process less time- and effort-consuming for
every individual. From the empirical study we see that collaborative writing can be more effective not only
because collaborators write many little pieces, but because they write a part or do the task they are good at.
So people may take different roles during the collaboration process.
“Some people are good at starting a story, others are good at finishing, some are good at fact
checking, others are good at checking grammar or checking the structure of the story.” (Interview 3)
Besides, some people are good at generating content, but can be not comfortable with technology. The
situation observed by one of the interviewees in the company where he takes the role of information and
knowledge manager, illustrates this. One person writes an article and another person can help in putting it
online, on a wiki, for instance, thus collaborating and dividing the tasks. And later yet somebody else can
read and check grammar in the article, so that it becomes a ―perfect piece of text‖.
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Experts agree that writing in such a manner can help to create better texts or make the process more efficient.
But people still have to write, to devote some time and efforts for this, to be willing to structure their thoughts
and put them on paper. No tool can solve the problem if a person just does not like writing or is not willing to
express their thought.
However, as was mentioned in one of the interviews (Interview 1), when somebody starts writing, it is much
easier to respond or to add, than to have a blank page in front and start from the very beginning. In
organizations the process of engagement into collaboration was describes as follows:
“If you look at the process, there is always a relatively small group of people, who just want to write
down the things they are keen on doing. Then there is a group of people who might want to write
something down, but they always doubt if it is right or wrong, or maybe they think they will look stupid if
they write something down. So they tend to wait to see somebody else writing down, then they respond.
And this first group pulls in the second group, they get them working. Then the third group, a big group
in organizations, after a year or two may get interested, too, because something is happening and they
are not part of it. And they would like to become part of it, because it starts to be the new way of
working.” (Interview 1)
Collaborative writing can be useful and make more people contribute their knowledge. But during the
interviews another factor was mentions not once – collaboration can be effective with a certain number of
people. This is the aspect that is different for open Internet environment and closed corporate intranets. While
for Wikipedia the principles of wisdom of crowds and collective intelligence work perfectly, organizations
don‘t have such an amount of people to benefit from these effects. And they don‘t need to, because
collaborative activity there usually has a concrete goal, a deadline and a certain group of people to whom the
task is assigned. And for example, if a group of twenty people has to collaborate writing some text, it is
unlikely to be effective, because the process would be difficult to moderate, to arrange a timeslot suitable for
everyone, and a lot of other normal project management challenges would apply. But as was noted in the
interviews, collaboration with several people usually results in deliverables of better quality and in shorter
term.
In one-to-one or one-to-three kind of setting, a collaborative way is much more effective, because in
one hour you’ll have much more result then when a person works for half hour, sends the document
to two others, then they read it, then they don’t have context and cannot ask questions. So based on
assumptions they give feedback, the feedback is half of time correct and half is based on wrong
assumptions. So it is a long process. Real time and distributed in time collaborative working is
effective. (Interview 5)
In addition, some of the experts looked at the collaborative process from a different angle and expressed an
opinion that for a piece of text, an article, chapter, book, etc., to have value and quality in the end there has to
be one author and his wisdom added. During the process many people can work together collecting and
checking facts, bookmarking, expressing ideas in shared collaborative environments (e.g. Google Docs or a
wiki), and the result of this process is factual information, structured, checkable and reliable. But it is very
difficult or even impossible with a lot of people to make a story that has a purpose and is unified under one
idea. So, one or two persons then make a complete story, to be put on a blog or to become an article, etc.;
they add their personal opinions, visions and wisdom, and the text has their signature. Further discussions and
responses take place in comments, but not in the text any more. Thus, we see that in organizational settings
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the principle of wisdom of crowds is not fully applicable, because collaboration is more effective in relatively
small groups, in which collaborators take different roles (Interview 3).
Even though collaborative tools can optimize the process of writing and knowledge co-creation, and make it
possible for more than one person to work on one piece, it requires from people some change in the usual
ways of working, of organizational cultures. For people to start using some tools and means to collaborate
there should be a real life organizational need to do so. There is no much use from a wiki in a small
company, in which all employees are in one building, anybody can always ask colleagues for help, and
collaboration takes place in meeting rooms. While in dispersed teams and communities, there are no other
opportunities for collaboration, but with the help of social technologies.
In an example given by one of the consultants during the interview, in healthcare sector in the Netherlands a
certain institution provides training, networking, communication, and collaboration opportunities for quality
managers. To facilitate those specialists collaborate on the content online was not a goal of the institution.
But people had a need, they started writing protocols together, do the critical part of their job at the time even
without any particular tools at their hands, just using shared Word documents (Interview 3). Another situation
was observed in a big production company (Interview 4) there was a need to manage project information and
it was suggested to use a wiki for this. After some time they saw that the tool did not fit for managing project
information. But people have learnt about the value and peculiarities of wikis and realized that another type
of information – process information can be shared and stored in there.
“At a certain point I said “We are going to use wiki, but we are only going to use it for process
information, the information about what processes look like, how they are described and working
methods”. More encyclopedia kind of information is being shared in the wiki. I don’t say that you can’t
use it for other types of information, if you want to, you can, but I just say that wiki is best for this type of
information. We do this overtime, we learn how blogs and microblogs, etc. are being used and then at a
certain point we’ll say that microblogging can be used in that way for the best sharing of a particular
type of information, and e-mail is best used to share another type of information.” (Interview 4)
So, if there is an objective necessity in collaboration or in using a tool, it will be adopted and will add
efficiency to the process. However, the idea of proposing the technologies as easy to use, as intuitive and
friendly as possible was one of the central in all interviews. People are different in their skills in technologies
usage, young generation is native with computers and don‘t really see the difference between discussing and
writing an article together in one room or doing it from different places in a shared document, for example.
Older generation would prefer not to use technological medium, if it is possible to avoid this.
“Collaboration requires certain skills also from people to be able to cope with it. I am not sure that
everybody can still learn it. The new generation will not have any problems with it, because they
simply grow-up with it. I am not saying that it is not for people of 55 or 60, because I see and use
social media a lot myself and I know a lot of people who are very enthusiastic about it. But I see that
there are some people who may not really get enthusiastic about e.g. Yammer, who would feel like it
is information overload. I am not sure if everybody can cope with it and can change.” (Interview 2)
Thus, it is possible to see that for collaboration to be successful there should be two main conditions in place.
On the one hand, people have to write, to know what to contribute, and this is true no matter if you write an
article, a wiki page or just a comment to a blog post; on the other hand, to contribute some piece of content
you use some software tools, e.g. wiki, blog, and it should not be difficult to work with it, so some skills are
required.
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“If you look at blog platforms, their text editor function is very simple. These new technologies are
really down-to-earth, they are very simple, basic. It is just that you make a heading and a title and
then you start writing. So if you know how to write something, if you know what to write, it is a very
easy way to put something to the intranet or to internet.” (Interview 1)
Most interesting for the current research is what additional value these tools bring to collaboration and
knowledge sharing process and how they do this. From the literature review research phase we have learnt
that Enterprise 2.0 tools improve the development of innovative ideas and improve explicating and
transferring implicit knowledge. However, in the empirical research we have not gained significant evidences
for these statements. The main reason for this may be that the conclusions about the social media influence on
innovation and implicit knowledge externalization may seem quite abstract and require long analytical chains
to come to, which is natural for the scientific area, but may not be interesting for practical field.
What we have observed during the interviews is that experts describe a lot of situations when social
collaborative tools make connections, communication, and idea generation faster and more productive. Also
it was mentioned that social media is changing the view on innovation. Understanding of the process of
innovating migrates from forcing internal R&D department and trying to keep commercial secrets to the way
to do innovation by learning from experiences in other areas of expertise, collaborating in communities of
practice, with other organizations and customers.
“Yes, we have our own group of consultants around social media. We have set up a Yammer group
and quickly discovered that we were invited by the same clients, we help each other when we have
certain client questions. So we can easily pool different ideas and resources together. And it makes
you think also. Without the tool we would not have as much inspiration and new ideas as with the
tool.” (Interview 2)
Besides, setting a proper organizational culture is important for facilitating innovation in organizations.
Recently this has started to mean working in a networked way, across department boundaries. For the culture
of continuous innovation it is considered to be necessary to stimulate and to market learning and knowledge
sharing inside a company, to create a tension for workers to invest time and efforts in sharing knowledge
(Interview 2). However, the examples given just described the usage of Enterprise 2.0 tools for knowledge
capturing, sharing and learning, and sometimes some indications were presented that this makes collaboration
and learning more effective and productive.
One of the reasons that we have technology is that we are a large world-wide organization. Flying
around the world is expensive and you can’t do that every day. We also need technology mediated
interaction. For instance, we have a microblogging platform, in Yammer everybody can collaborate
with everybody. And what you see is that there are all kinds of interesting collaboration over certain
company parts, locations, but also all over the world. People from USA, from Australia, Vietnam are
joining and helping each other, solving problems, finding answers, and speeding up, improving
productivity in that way. (Interview 4)
Another supposition from the theory was that Enterprise 2.0 technologies when used create an environment
for colleagues in organizations to share implicit knowledge (A2.5, A2.6). Theoretical research states that
social media has potential to help explicating and transferring experiential knowledge. However, no
explanations how this can be achieved are given. During the empirical phase of the research in the interviews
with experts not much attention was paid to this question. Interviewees discussed the problem of sharing
implicit knowledge in regard to different situation and use of tools. In Interview 1 it was mentioned that the
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main problem of sharing implicit knowledge is that experts, experienced professionals don‘t think about what
they know, they do their jobs. When it comes to sharing knowledge, it could be difficult to define most
important experiences, or it may not be always appropriate to go into very deep details. But being asked
about some aspects in particular or participating in a discussion, experts can come up with relevant examples
and detailed explanations.
In the Interview 6 the problem with sharing non-explicit knowledge in a technical engineering company was
described. There are different kinds of documentation describing the designs of products, but there is no
attention or any mechanism for capturing the design decisions logic and rationale, which can be considered to
be different for every individual or situation, and really not explicit. And in the company it was found that
having such information about the decision making process, can considerably decrease time for developing
new similar designs and facilitate reuse of knowledge about designs and parts of designs. The company does
not have a final solution to this situation.
From other interviews we see that the illustration of the use of social media tools can bring some elements of
transferring implicit knowledge into daily routine. Blogs and microblogs were mentioned in this context as
tools that facilitate discussions and asking questions, and so encourage people to give examples, to reason
and to go into details. Besides, tagging was labeled by some interviewees to be able to transfer some
underlying logic. When people tag some piece of content, by doing this they say that they find the piece of
information important. The effect is similar to highlighting key ideas in a book with a marker (from Interview
1). Another effect of tagging is making the organization or industry specific terminology explicit. One of the
interviewees has shared such an example from her professional experience.
During one of the government projects I was searching for some information about a particular topic
on agriculture. I was looking in their database of scientific studies. And there was no any documents
for the keyword I searched for. The people who are in scientific area don’t use the same lexicon as
people who are in the government. And probably they don’t use the same words as farmers. But
people write about the topic in their blog post and their wiki, use tags in del.isio.us. … And a tool
(guus.net) is aggregating them, and there is a tag cloud generated automatically around information
and around people. So everybody learns which words are used to identify a certain kind of
information and that makes the discovery of the ways it is understood by people really clear and
useful. (Interview 3)
Hence, from the discussion of the interview results we can conclude the Enterprise 2.0 tools are used for
collaboration on content more and more and they start to be a precondition for collaboration to happen. We
have defined some differences in the collaborative process in organizations and in open internet environment,
such as collaboration coordination, number of collaborators and roles taken in the collaborative process in
companies. Some insights were gained in relation to the mechanism proposed in the research Hypothesis 2:
empirical study fully support the theoretical arguments (A2.1, A2.2, A2.3), which say that Enterprise 2.0
tools make collaborative content creation less time- and effort consuming by providing opportunities to coauthor texts, and other types of content. The second part of the theoretical argumentation about facilitating
sharing implicit knowledge (A2.5, A2.6, A2.7) has not gained considerable proof and evidence for us to be
possible to accept it. But we saw that the features of Enterprise 2.0 collaborative tools, such as comments,
replies to status updates, posts, etc. can encourage discussions. The real time collaborative writing tools
(Google Docs and others), that are constantly gaining popularity reduce the time for editing and content
discussions (that usually took place in e-mail conversations). The insights discussed above are reflected in the
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improvement of the theoretical model of the mechanism of influence of collaborative tools usage on
collaborative knowledge creations and codification. The improved model is presented on the Figure 5.2.

Figure 5.2 – Mechanism of the influence of collaborative tools on knowledge co-creation and codification,
improved based on the empirical research.

5.3. H3: Enterprise 2.0 reputation and visibility enabling tools introduction
has positive influence on establishing the knowledge sharing
supporting culture and encourages knowledge sharing behavior.
This hypothesis turns out to be the most general and high level. In the previous two chapters while explaining
the results on the Hypotheses 1 and 2 we have several times referred to the analysis in this chapter. Here the
ideas and arguments from the interviews with experts are presented on the topics of organizational culture,
what it should look like for successful knowledge sharing, and how it changes with social media introduction
in companies.
5.3.1. Organizational cultural settings as a factor influencing knowledge sharing
behavior
In contrast to the previous hypothesis we address organizational culture as an influencing factor, but not a
barrier. Environment in companies can be favorable or not for learning, but it is not appropriate to call it a
barrier. During the expert interviews all the interviewees expressed opinions that organizational culture,
communications patterns, hierarchies and management leadership are important for creating an environment
suitable for effective knowledge sharing and learning. When talking about organizational culture it is
impossible to leave out different other aspects and factors related to knowledge sharing in organizations. We
have already discussed trust, feeling of safety, environment for collaboration and innovation in the
hypotheses above and have left some issues to be addresses here.
One of the main difficulties for companies to create an environment of constant learning and knowledge
sharing is the existence of formal hierarchies. It is much more difficult to build trust and openness in
organizations across the boundaries of hierarchies and departments, than, for example, in communities or
networks of professionals with similar background, industry, specialty and interests. Not every company has
and strives to have open culture, and it is not possible to define what kind of companies would be most
successful in it. From the interviews we see that the more technology oriented companies tend to have an
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open culture towards knowledge sharing. This can be explained in a way that technical knowledge is
objective, not much dependant on personal experiences, than, for instance, knowledge of consultants,
marketing specialists, etc., and so this knowledge is not associated much with personal value, and in addition,
is easier to express.
Besides, an important point to consider is the aim of knowledge sharing. If a company realized the need to
innovate and so to create a culture of continuous innovation, it is important to stimulate knowledge workers
to share, to invest time and to collaborate across departments and even across organizational boundaries. For
such global initiatives and changes one of the critical success factors is support of management. Their
leadership, participation and investments into knowledge sharing and change initiatives make a difference in
companies.
5.3.2.Use of social media and organizational culture
When Enterprise 2.0 software is introduced in an organization, similar to any other intervention with IT, it
requires from employees and organization some efforts to change the ways of working, some daily routines.
In the case of social media, in addition, even to start an initiative in implementing a wiki, or a social
networking tool, etc, a certain open culture, willingness to experiment in an organization is necessary.
Usually consultants and knowledge managers in companies combine interventions from the IT side with
workshops, trainings, motivating activities to make people start using the tools.
Sometimes I do sessions in organizations and I see that some people are very reluctant, because they
work in a certain manner and they are not open to new ways of working. So I think it helps. So
indefinitely speaking, but not exclusively it helps. (Interview 2)
On the other hand, from the interviews we see that a certain level of an open organizational culture is
required for social media to grow. In examples of successful social media introductions we see that in a team
or organizational initiatives from employees are welcoming, a bottom-up approach can work well. In an
example of big production company described by the information and knowledge professional in Interview 4,
the cultural settings are open and employees are encouraged to try new tools in their work. So, a lot of
supporting technologies for knowledge sharing came to the organization from bottom-up. There are two main
reasons we can see for this to be possible. First, social media tools are cheap or free and open source, so there
is no need to start a long journey to get investments and approvals; as well as they are easy to set up.
“Now in knowledge management, and social media, of course, there is lots of technology going on
there, but it hardly has anything to do with IT department as such. I mean you can set up a Twitter
account or a blog in three seconds and you don’t need any IT person. You select a template and you
have a name and you’re there. And I find this very interesting what they call consumarization of IT. It
is that all of a sudden you and I have very complex technologies at our finger tips in seconds.”
(Interview 4)
Second reason is that employees, especially young people, already use the tools a lot in their private lives and
many also can‘t imagine their professional communication without them. So, people want the technologies
that they are used to and that make their work more productive at their working places.
Some companies follow this trend and experiment with integrating the things people are already doing in
their personal lives, for instance, share links, bookmarks, upload pictures and movies, post on blogs, etc. into
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organizational environments. One of the examples of such initiatives was discussed in the interview with a
representative of a big consulting company (Interview 8). For them these activities related to making their
organization more open and social are critical for several reasons. First, they support the strategic focus on
innovation and thought leadership in industry. Second, social communication technologies, either commercial
SharePoint 2010 used in this case, or free and open tools, used in the big production company (Interview 4),
can address the problems of work of dispersed teams and the feeling of detachment experienced by
consultants or other professionals who often work out of office.
One of the results of these trends noticed by experts is that people who are using social media are becoming
more independent, which is especially true for knowledge workers. Organizations start to value the
knowledge work on the output basis, the deadlines and deliverables, not based on the hours spend in office, as
was reasoned by the experts (Interview 8, 3 and others).
They want their own laptops, they want unlimited Wi-Fi, unlimited access to the internet, they want to
use social media that they are using in projects. And they don’t want to use systems that are too
restrictive any more. So, they are becoming very autonomous. (Interview 3)
This can be quite distracting for organizations and the smooth working processes and require being flexible
and open minded. When people find and start using their own tools, communicate about jobs while doing
their jobs, collaborate across departments, it questions organizational structured and brings chaotic processes.
Some people can feel good about these processes, for other, who are conservative, this may be scary.
The difficulty of the adoption of social media tools in organizations, which are not used to open, trustful ways
of communication and working, is in the mentality aspects. Traditionally, knowledge sharing means
somebody telling or writing something that he or she knows well, has a lot of experience in, and so can be
considered an expert. It was not a purpose of knowledge management to generate discussions and new
questions. Social media makes the focus on interactions, discussions and asking questions, not just fixing
some pieces of knowledge in a repository.
Social media is typically about telling a bit about what you know and asking questions, saying “I
need help, I want to learn, I want to interact with people and in that way I want to become a nicer or
a smarter person”. And you have to understand that and show that in daily practice to have social
media become a success. If you don’t want a conversation, don’t go for social media, you will be very
disappointed in a couple of weeks. (Interview 4)
5.3.3. Creating organizational culture favorable for effective knowledge sharing
The main idea of this hypothesis is that Enterprise 2.0 tools by providing means of communication,
authoring, and valuing individual contributions (A3.1, A3.5) give opportunities for people to build their
reputation based on their knowledge and work (A3.2, A3.3, A3.6), with less focus on positions in
hierarchies. Reputation building in the scientific literature is considered one of the means of intrinsic
motivation for knowledge sharing. Expressing respect to and admitting leadership of colleagues not based on
their formal position, helps create an environment where sharing knowledge is considered to be positive and
useful for career (A3.4, A3.7).
In general, the interviews with experts provided supportive arguments for the hypothesis. Experts agree that
employees consider their reputation inside companies important and regard answering question from
colleagues, writing articles, blogs, etc. as means to connect, to create a good image. The link between
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personal reputation and the whole organizational culture is not quite clear. Actually, along with trust and
collaborative settings, recognition of personal image inside organization as a reward for sharing valuable
knowledge is a part of organizational culture that can be considered favorable for sharing and learning.
In addition to the summary above the following points were mentioned by experts, which contribute insights
to the discussion of the organizational culture importance and the relations to Enterprise 2.0 technologies use.
 The barrier of losing competitive advantage in case of sharing unique knowledge is becoming less
influential;
 Building reputation and taking leadership for people independently from positions in hierarchies is
more widespread;
 Different kinds of rating and valuing systems can work for building personal reputation;
 There can be observed a tendency of organizational culture to become more open.
All the interviewed experts were aware of the loss of competitive advantage as a factor that can keep people
from sharing knowledge. However, everybody expressed the opinion that it is becoming less influential for
decision about sharing some documents, knowledge, etc. Besides, this factor can have different importance
depending on the type of knowledge to be contributed and professional surrounding. On the one hand,
professionals for whom experiences, know-how‘s create their ―market value‖ are still reluctant to spend time
on sharing their experiences, and the feeling of losing some value is there. But recently they start to realize
that their ―market value‖ increases not only through possessing knowledge, but through connecting with
others and showing what knowledge they have. On the other hand, for people with more technical and
engineering professions the feeling of losing competitive advantage was never regarded as an important issue.
Their knowledge is objective, and engineers are usually so keen on their work and on talking about it, that the
most important thing is to come to a solution. But, as mentioned by several interviewees, engineers don‘t tend
to advertise what they can or celebrate victories, they are focused on the puzzles to solve, don‘t pay much
attention to such things as reputation, so it is very difficult to motivate them share knowledge.
A very illustrative example was given by one of the consultants interviewed (Interview 1). In a knowledge
management project in one technical company there was a need to capture knowledge about using a certain
machine. One of the employees worked with the machine faster and more productively than others. But when
he was asked to explain how he worked, he refused. The explanation to his refusal was that he did not want to
give away his unique advantage; if he explained the way he worked, others could also become more effective
and he would not be valued so high by his manager any more. The solution to this situation was following –
this person was proposed to answer some questions from a question list, and then those answers were put on a
blog so that other people could look at them and give responses. The person agreed to do this. When
knowledge is given to somebody, and not just to a faceless system, and people respond, discuss and thank for
sharing valuable knowledge, a good feeling of being important appears.
I think the experts who have a feeling that giving knowledge away only costs something and does not
bring any benefits, may change their opinion when people respond to them. (Interview 1)
Other interviewees referred to this effect as a ―paradigm shift‖. Previously a knowledgeable and experienced
person could be regarded as an expert and be important for others by not sharing his knowledge. But while
the environment is becoming more transparent, people create connection and want to benefit from them, it is
no more possible to stay relevant and important without sharing, may be just some part of knowledge and
experiences.
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If I look ten years ago within a consulting company where I worked then, it was more that people had
their own field of expertise and didn’t share that, because that was not good for their market value.
Now this is the other way around. (Interview 8)
However, there are still a lot of concerns about the content and knowledge used by somebody else without
referring to the author.
Some people find it very difficult to be open about the things they do, because they think “If I share,
then somebody else can use it.” Others think it is not an issue, because as soon as you share it in
social media you name is there and the date and time are there. So you can always say that your idea
was there before somebody else’s idea, and somebody else used your idea to make it an even better
idea. (Interview 4)
Social media provide many opportunities for building reputation and creating some influence in
organizations, teams or communities of professionals. Literature and interviewees sometimes relate personal
image and influence to the number of readers of a blog, or number of connections in social networks.
However, what was emphasized is that good reputation is built only by valuable and high quality
contributions. In wikis, blogs, microblogs, social networking tools there are discussions going on and the
content shared is always in one way or another valued by other people, in such a way filtering information.
So the process is open and transparent.
“Simple things like Thumb Up-Thumb Down on postings are extremely helpful. We have run a pilot
with a microblogging platform; this kind of functionality was used a lot. Just one person answer a
question and people naturally without being asked click Thumb Up or Thumb Down options a lot.
And this helps, because if there are 20 Thumb Up and 3 Thumb Down, then the answer should be
good.” (Interview 5)
What was described in the interviews explicitly is the increasing importance of personal branding both inside
and outside the boundaries of companies (Interview 5). Compared to some years back, companies now
subcontract, hire flexible workforce more. For these people it is extremely important to do proper personal
branding, to make sure that companies and managers know what their expertise is, what their experience is
and what they can be hired for. But also within companies successful people are those who are aware of their
reputation and put some efforts in it.
“In a classic environment you talk about sharks that do succeed at the costs of others, but in a sense
what people now do with LinkedIn profiles, giving recommendations to others there. By sending emails to whole teams - we see this a lot within Philips - managers complementing their teams, put
everybody in the CC, especially higher management, and say “My team is doing a great job and I am
very proud of you” in a sense “I did a great job”.” (Interview 5)
“There is something else that is now important - it is more about the number of followers you have,
than about the expertise you have. You have expertise and share it and create noise around - you
have more followers; and if you have more followers - your impact increases. So now it is more about
making sure that people know about your expertise, that they see you as an expert in the field. If you
do that well, then you have a lot of followers and if you have a lot of followers then your value
increases.” (Interview 8)
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So it is important to support people in making visible what they know, and Enterprise 2.0 technologies make a
step towards this. As was noted in one of the interviews, this can be done not just by making available rating
systems. Ratings may work in young organizations, where people enjoy a game and competition
environment. On the other hand, giving knowledge sharing and creation a scent of fun or game is regarded by
some organizations as good and appropriate for creating an open culture favorable for sharing and learning.
“If you look at how people work, it is more output oriented now; this can also be applied to
knowledge management. Basically in the system you can see how many documents you have
uploaded, how your documents are rated and how many followers you have, and how many reactions
you placed in comments. And making this transparent is one of the mechanisms, you have something
like achievements in a game, e.g. Xbox.” (Interview 8)
However, it does not make a person knowledgeable if he or she starts a blog, because everybody can start a
blog, everybody can act like a guru in a certain subject. But if they get followed, if their contributions are
valued and generate discussions, they create an image of an expert.
Thus, we see that making contributions visible and allowing people rate content leads to the creation of
authors‘ reputations. But for people to perceive a reputation building a motivating factor that can overweight
the feeling of loss of advantage or insecurity when sharing unique knowledge, there should be a certain
organizational environment and organizational norms. Some interviewees pointed to changes in culture and
communication patterns going on in their organization. But it is impossible to say whether these changes can
be attributed to starting using social media tools, or they are triggered by some other environmental factors.
From the interviews we can conclude that the shift to more open and flat culture is occurring not in all
organizations. As far as from the set of the professionals interviewed we can compare organizations more
focused on engineering and technology, and organizations (or just parts of organizations) that do less specific
tasks, or governmental organizations. So, engineering organizations don‘t observe changes in their ways of
working and interaction. For consulting, service companies, for some governmental organizations the experts
described considerable changes in culture and communication. The reason for this may be the necessity to
innovate, to come up with new business models, services and products in order to stay in the market, because
customers are constantly gaining power and becoming more demanding. So, collaboration between
organizations, innovation and networking is critical for all organizations and for ―soft‖ sectors in particular.
“We came from the area of “Knowledge is power” and information is power. And we see that
sharing and connecting, and knowledge, of course, is power.” (Interview 4)
One additional insight gained front the interviews concerns the issue of trust in organizational culture. We
have dealt with an issue of interpersonal trust in the explanation of the hypothesis 1 (chapter 5.1). But there is
another aspect of trust, trust between organization in general and its employees. With the introduction of
Enterprise 2.0 tools in companies, and also with more and more people using social media in their daily lives,
companies start to be concerned about the security and confidentiality of their internal affairs. If every
employee can post any details about a project he is working on, then it is difficult to predict the
consequences, and this is what worries companies‘ management. Different decisions are made to deal with
this situation. Some organizations close access to certain external websites from the corporate IP addresses,
etc., others decide to be progressive and trust their employees in terms that they are loyal to their company
and would not do anything to harm its wellbeing. The main point is that communications departments cannot
any more control all the internal and external communications. And organizations are leaning towards being
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open and transparent in their relations and communications with employees and establish some guidelines or
norms for sharing sensitive information.
The discussion of the interview results gives us a possibility to say that hypothesis 3 brought up an important
aspect of knowledge sharing and use of social media. The main assumptions and relations in the model of its
working mechanisms are true, but some relations, like the relations between reputation building and
organizational culture (A3.4), are very general and difficult to prove. Organizational culture is a complex and
multidimensional concept, and it would be useful to make the causal link between reputation building as a
motivating factor and organizational more precise. That is why the mechanism of the influence of the use of
Enterprise 2.0 tools on organizational culture and knowledge sharing is improved by including the concept if
building leadership in organizations beyond the existing formal hierarchies. This makes culture more open,
based on trust and respect and reflects the main principle of social media – the importance of networking,
connections and flatness. Figure 5.3 presents the theoretical model of the mechanism of the influence of the
use of Enterprise 2.0 technologies and principles on the organizational culture and the role of knowledge
sharing.

Figure 5.3 – Mechanism of the influence of Enterprise 2.0 tools use on organizational culture and knowledge
sharing, improved based on the empirical research.

5.4. Research Conclusions
In this chapter we summarize the discussion and findings presented above and make conclusions about the
whole research. The conclusions on hypotheses are given in Table 5.1. The results and conclusions of the
research are presented in Table 5.2
In the previous chapters we have discussed in details the findings from the interviews with experts in relation
to the proposed hypotheses. The observations and opinions of the experts were summarized in the
argumentation on the influence of the use of social networking functionality in the establishing of trust, the
use of collaborative tools for content co-creation and knowledge codification, and the influence of Enterprise
2.0 tools on the organizational culture and communication norms. The arguments and quotes from the
interviews made up a line of reasoning that allows us to draw conclusions on whether hypotheses are true or
not.
The conclusions on every hypothesis are presented in the Table 5.1. Results are given for hypotheses
(whether they are supported or not), for the mechanisms which are visualized in chapter 3 and some possible
improvements for these mechanisms are named. More detailed formal conclusions for every step of the
influencing mechanism (marked ―A1.1‖ in Figures 3.1, 3.2, 3.3) are provided in Appendix F Table F.1. There
we say which parts of the mechanisms are addresses by the empirical study and have enough arguments to be
left in the theoretical models or to be excluded.
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Table 5.1 General conclusions from the empirical research – expert interviews.
Hypothesis
Formulation
Research result
Hypothesis is supported;
Hypothesis 1 Social networking tools introduction has positive
impact on knowledge sharing by increasing the level
Mechanism (Fig. 3.1) is
of trust among group members
supported;
Additional concept to be added.
Hypothesis is addressed and
Hypothesis 2 Enterprise 2.0 implementation has positive effect on
the ease of knowledge sharing and creation process
partially supported;
Mechanism (Fig. 3.2) is partially
supported;
Some concepts are not addressed
properly to be proved true or false.
Hypothesis is supported;
Hypothesis 3 Enterprise 2.0 reputation and visibility enabling tools
introduction has positive influence on establishing the Mechanism (Fig. 3.3 ) is
knowledge sharing supporting culture and encourages supported;
knowledge sharing behavior
Some concepts need to be
reformulated.

However, the current study is of an exploratory character, the statements for hypotheses are formulated in
general words and a qualitative research approach is used to address them. That is why the main research
outcomes are not a statistical proof of the validity of the research statements, but the analytical reasoning and
the new insights and findings that help to improve the theory, to describe the mechanism of the influence of
Enterprise 2.0 use on knowledge sharing in organizations. Table 5.2 contains the summary of the findings and
our conclusions from the research done on the use of Enterprise 2.0 for knowledge sharing in organizations.
The findings and conclusions are grouped according to the topics of hypotheses.
Table 5.2 Summary of the research results and conclusions.
Hypotheses
Findings from the expert interviews
 Trust is an important factor influencing the decision to share knowledge;
Hypothesis 1
The influence of the
 Trustful relationships can be understood as feeling of safety, ability to
use of social
foresee the actions of other members, the confidence in good intentions of
networking
others in reusing knowledge;
functionality of
 There are different social networks between and inside organizations,
Enterprise 2.0 tools on
communication barriers between social networks are the obstacles for
knowledge sharing.
knowledge sharing and reuse;
 The use of social networking tools creates some effects that influence
positively the decisions of individuals to share knowledge;
o The use of social networking functionality creates awareness of
employees about the work of their colleagues and about the
processes in an organization;
o The use of Enterprise 2.0 tools creates social presence and context
for informal and semi-structured communication and information
flows;
o The use of Enterprise 2.0 tools enables informal communication,
enables networking and connections between people;
o The use of Enterprise 2.0 tools makes personal and corporate
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knowledge more visible and accessible;
 The use of social networking tools influences positively the establishing of
trustful relations between organizational members.
Hypothesis 2
The use of Enterprise
2.0 collaborative tools
influence positively the
efficiency of
knowledge
codifications and
creation

Hypothesis 3
The use of tools that
support knowledge
visibility has positive
effect on establishing
favorable
organizational culture
for knowledge sharing.

 The complexity and the costs (time and efforts) for knowledge sharing
(writing down, contributing to an IS) is an important barrier for
organizational employees to share knowledge;
 There should be a real life need for people to use some means to collaborate;
 The following observations were discussed in the expert interviews in regard
to the use of Enterprise 2.0 collaborative tools (blog, wikis, microblogs,
shared documents, etc.):
o In the collaborative content and knowledge creation people can take
different roles and fulfill different parts of tasks;
o The success of the collaborative process is to some extent dependent
on the number of collaborators;
o Enterprise 2.0 tools still are not suitable for everybody, in spite of
the fact that in general they are regarded as being easy to use;
o Collaborative tools that create discussions and awareness are good at
enabling innovation;
o Different Enterprise 2.0 tools to some extent can be a means of
expressing and transferring implicit knowledge;
 Different collaborative tools can have different purposes, such as wikis are
suitable for data and facts storage, blogs – for discussions generations,
shared documents (e.g. Google Docs) – for collaborative writing;
 The use of collaborative tools make the costs of writing down knowledge
lower and the codification process easier to some extent, but people still
need to have the desire and skills to write.
 The relations between the collaborative content creation, use of collaborative
tools and explicating implicit experiential knowledge are not possible to
define based on the current study.
 Organizational culture is an important factor defining the success of
knowledge sharing initiatives in companies;
 Communications patterns, hierarchies, management leadership, average
employees age, company industry specifics (e.g. production, engineering,
consulting, etc) define the organizational culture, which can be seen as an
eco-system, environment for the information and knowledge processes;
 The main observations discussed by the experts in regard to the use of
ratings and visibility functionality of Enterprise 2.0 tools are the following:
o The barrier of losing competitive advantage in case of sharing
unique knowledge is becoming less influential;
o Building reputation and taking leadership for people independently
from positions in hierarchies is more widespread;
o Different kinds of rating and valuing systems can work for building
personal reputation;
o There can be observed a tendency of organizational culture to
become more open.
 Trust is becoming more important in organizational context with the
adoption of social media tools in working environment and private lives;
communication inside and outside organizational boundaries are hard to
control, so trust to employees and openness become part of new strategies;
 The use of the ratings and contribution visibility functionality is a
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controversial issue: on the one hand, for some people or environment these
tools bring the fun, game and competition feeling, which facilitates
knowledge processes; on the other hand, the ratings and visibility tools do
not necessarily spotlight the actual knowledge and knowledgeable
employees.
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6. Discussion
In the section of theory development we made distinctions between the mechanisms of Enterprise 2.0 tools
influence on knowledge sharing via building interpersonal trust, facilitating collaboration and changing
organizational culture. In the empirical phase analyzing the results of the expert interviews we have seen a lot
of interactions of the arguments from different hypotheses, or in other words, Enterprise 2.0 tools features
and properties create different effects that influence more than one barrier to knowledge sharing. The causal
relationships become miscellaneous, and it becomes reasonable to unite the three mechanisms from the
Figures 4.3, 4.4, 4.5 in one framework, which describes Enterprise 2.0 tools influence on knowledge sharing
and learning in organizations. The resulting framework is presented on Figure 4.6.

Figure 6.1 – Framework of the use of Enterprise 2.0 technologies for knowledge sharing and organizational
learning.
Summarizing findings in one framework can be reasonable because Enterprise 2.0, when adopted and used
routinely, creates a whole environment of sharing, connecting and collaborating either in departments,
organizations or across company boundaries. From the theory on organizational learning we know that for
innovation and learning to happen there should be certain conditions. When knowledge sharing is seen as a
part of the social exchange process, the process can be stimulated by a trustful and open culture and by fair
treatment from the organization (Schepers & van Der Berg, 2006). Organizational learning theory is
comprised of four main constructs: Knowledge acquisition, Information Distribution, Information
interpretation and Organizational memory (Huber, 1991). These constructs and the sub-constructs presented
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in the paper by Huber (1991), show that knowledge and information processes flow through entire
organization. And so to have the whole objective picture it is reasonable to consider the impact of Enterprise
2.0 tools not just on some specific barriers and factors related to knowledge sharing, but on the general
information and knowledge environment in an organization.
Besides, we have observed the intersections and a lot of cross links between the researched mechanisms of
social media influence on knowledge activities in organizations. The analysis of the expert interviews showed
that not all the relations proposed in the theory (Chapter 3 marks or the arguments ―A1.1‖) are significant for
the researched process of social media use in organizations and some additions were introduced by the
interviewees. A unified framework on the Figure 6.1 arranges the process of interaction of social media and
knowledge sharing into 4 steps and unites the causal relations in four arrows in the lower part of the figure.
Thus, the figure can be read as follows. The use of the Enterprise 2.0 technologies in organizations provides
the features (such as user profiles, commenting, authoring, etc.) that trigger the mechanisms (such as social
presence, awareness building, reputation and thought leadership building, etc), which in their turn create the
factors (such as trust, proper culture, knowledge visibility, etc) which are important for successful knowledge
sharing in organizations
Social presence, trust, organizational settings
From the literature review in Chapter 2 we know that trust is crucial for the decision of people to share or
withhold their knowledge, experiences or success stories. From the interviews with experts we have learnt
that trust can have the perspective of the feeling of safety about the actions and reactions of colleagues
(related to the concept of evaluation apprehension (Bordia, Irmer, & Abusah, 2006) ) and of the confidence in
knowledge and opinions. But also trust is an inalienable part of individuals‘ attitudes, interpersonal
relationships and organizational environment on the whole, because it is considered to reduce uncertainties
and helps to engage into interactions (Luhmann, 1980).
The central question of this research is what role social media tools play in building trust. And as
practitioners claim that the use of Enterprise 2.0 tools in organizations bring some changes to the
communication norms, interpersonal relations and work activities. Theories can add explanations to why this
is possible to happen. From the one side, we know that Enterprise 2.0 tools have diverse functionalities for
social networking, connecting and exposing personal information, e.g. blogs, wikis, microblogs, let alone
social networking software; they all provide opportunities to follow, connect, and track changes and
contributions of other network members. From the knowledge sharing side, supported by years of scientific
research and practical experiences, trustful, safe and collaboration friendly environment (where there is no
competition pressure), reciprocity, trust, and recognition are considered significant enablers and determinants
of knowledge sharing behavior (e.g. (Davenport & Prusak, 1998)). But what lies in-between, what is the
process that goes from interventions in an organization to establishing social and psychological environments
favorable for collaboration, knowledge sharing and learning?
The concept of social presence is suggested to be the link between the interventions with the introduction of
social media tools and establishing trustful relations, communication facilitation environment, and eventually
knowledge sharing. The concept was introduced back in 1976 by (Short, Williams, & Christie, 1976) and was
addressed as a subjective quality of a medium of communication which varies between different
technologies. The medium of communication affects the nature of interaction and also is defined by the
purpose of interaction. Sallnäs et al. (2000) say that users are more or less aware of the level of social
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presence of communication media and choose the one most suitable for the situation and purpose of task and
communication.
Moreover, the concept of evaluation apprehension is important as a motivational barrier to knowledge
sharing. It can be defined as anxiety arising from a concern that one‘s knowledge or expertise may be
evaluated unfavorably by an audience (Bordia, Irmer, & Abusah, 2006). According to the authors, evaluation
apprehension has not been investigated much in the context of knowledge sharing. We have not included this
concept as a construct in the theory building part, but in the course of discussions with experts some of the
examples referred to the importance to feel confident that shared knowledge will not be criticized or misused.
This idea has gained additional emphasis with the adoption of real time collaboration tools, and especially
real time typing (e.g. Google Wave, Docs, and others). The research by Bordia et al. (2006) showed that
employees are less likely to share knowledge when they are apprehensive.
Taking into account the concept of evaluation apprehension may lead to two ideas for further discussion and
research. On the one hand, use of social media tools that provide a high level of social presence and help to
build trustful relationships in technology mediated groups can reduce the feeling of fear to be judged or
expect unfavorable evaluation. On the other hand, the research by Bordia et al. (2006) also showed that
―evaluative component may exist in organizational knowledge sharing, as the knowledge that is shared will
be reviewed and assessed by the target audience in terms of its quality and usefulness‖. This is what is done
with the help of a variety rating features (ratings, reviews, comments, ―like‖ and starts buttons, etc.) in social
software. And the availability of so many evaluating possibilities may increase the risk that many users fear
possible criticism of what they might post (Ardichvili, Page, & Wentling, 2003). A lot in this situation
depends on the organizational settings and additional research is needed to understand all the underlying
influencing factors and the possibilities of finding balance and right settings for knowledge sharing.
A lot of other concepts and theories are involved in the mechanism of establishing trust and knowledge
sharing in groups, where a group is defined as two or more individuals connected by and within social
relationships (Forsyth, 2009). The concepts from social exchange theory, social psychology, group dynamics
(Forsyth, 2009), leadership and behavioral science, concepts from perceived organizational support theory
(Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchison, & Sowa, 1986), reciprocity of citizenship behaviors theory (Cardona,
Lawrence, & Bentler, 2004) and others can be used to describe the process of building trust, awareness,
overcoming evaluation apprehension and intentions to open and share experiences in groups.
Costs of sharing
Another aspect researched is the impact that the use of Enterprise 2.0 tools have on the process of
collaboration in teams and organizations and the transformation of individuals knowledge into organizational
knowledge. From the theoretical study we see that that the costs of sharing knowledge as one of the barriers
to it are often described with the help of social exchange theories (e.g. (Cabrera & Cabrera, 2002)). It is
considered that knowledge sharing is a kind of investment to the future relationships, learning and
organizational innovation. But for every person to make a decision about such an investment the costs and
benefits should be clear (Bock, Zmud, Kim, & Lee, 2005). Different theories describe the processes of
making a decision about sharing, such as social dilemma, game theory, researches on motivating factors, etc.
However, as was mentioned by one of the interviewees, any actions to encourage knowledge sharing would
be unsuccessful if a person thinks that opening and contributing knowledge only leads to costs for him or her.
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The costs of sharing knowledge, as we know from both theoretical study and interviews with experts, mostly
add up to the time to be devoted to writing down experiences, stories, etc. or to restructuring existing
document and presentation for possible future reuse, and the efforts and skills needed to do this. Often it is
very difficult for employees to find time and to justify it under a pressure of fulfilling current primary
projects. From the empirical part we have found that the tools provide the functionality to codify knowledge
and create some valuable pieces of content with many small contributions, to review and coordinate
collaborative actions efficiently, which can be perceived as decreasing the cost for sharing knowledge, such
as time and efforts.
Benefits of knowledge sharing are a more complex subject. They are not just quite difficult to define, but also
different for organizations and individuals, for different people. But if people do contribute their knowledge,
that is because they find something valuable and beneficial for them. It is a topic of a full research, but here
we were interested in what additional benefits sharing thorough social media tools are. At the organizational
level it is an effective way of making personal and organizational knowledge structured and visible, to reduce
the time and efforts needed for writing. The benefits on the individuals‘ side can be very different: as was
discussed in the interviews with experts some people see the benefits of connecting and networking, some see
showing what they know as a way to build their professional reputation, thought leadership both inside and
outside organizations. And what was interesting to find in the current research that with the usage and
integration of social media, more open organizational cultures and communication patterns emerge. Also this
leads to the situation when a cost of losing a competitive advantage of having unique experiences and
knowledge is overweighed by the benefit of having a good image of a knowledgeable person, professional
and a leader. And these are the directions and topics to be researched by the cost and benefit and incentives
perspectives in knowledge management (Ekbia & Hara, 2006).
Simplicity of tools reduces the cost of sharing and facilitates adoption
Another aspect of the introduction of the Enterprise 2.0 tools in organizations is their simplicity. All experts
referred to the fact that the new tools used for communication, writing, contributing knowledge are very
simple. There should be no technology barrier. Anyone who knows how to type can participate in
collaborative writing, in creating pieces of knowledge, innovating with others or making his or her personal
knowledge available to colleagues through blogs, microblogs, personal pages, etc. Thus, the use of simple
and intuitive tools for knowledge sharing can reduce the perceived cost of sharing.
There was a lot of research done in the field of innovation, information systems adoption in organizations and
for knowledge management in particular ((Rogers, 1983), (Davis, 1989), (Damodaran & Olphert, 2000),
(Venkatesh, Morris, Davis, & Davis, 2003), (Günther, Riehle, Krasnova, & Schöndienst, 2009) and others).
And one of the factors which was always considered as important for people to start adopting a technology or
software is the ease of learning and use. Both previous research literature and discussions during the
interviews showed that the social media tools are quite easy to use, and so the adoption process can be
smooth. But there are some points different from what was previously found. Social tools differ in their
simplicity to use and the skills and capacity required from people to benefit from the adoption. For instance,
contributing to wiki can be challenging to some people from the point of view of the tool usage, because
some skill of HTML are required. Others may find it difficult to actively use blogs, microblogs because of the
level of openness they require, because of the necessity to openly ask questions and help, and to say what you
know.
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Besides, the simplicity of the Enterprise 2.0 tools can be seen from the perspective of their setting up and
starting to use. To introduce a knowledge management system a lot of things, such as considerable budget, IT
specialists, servers and time are needed. But to start a blog, microblog, social network, etc. can be free, fast
and can be done by anybody, which is today referred to as consumerization of IT (e.g. (Burt & LeHong,
2007), (O'Donovan, 2007)). That is why the bottom-up approach of adoption mentioned by a number of
interviewees is possible in the process of introduction and adoption of social media tools. However, bottomup adoption approach is only possible in specific organizational settings. These issues can become a topic for
research in the field of technology adoption, factors influencing it and how they change with the changing
role, quality, attributes and goals of IT.
The main focus of the research was on the mechanisms of the influence of the use of Enterprise 2.0 tools on
the barriers to knowledge sharing, and not on the process and the factors influencing adoption of social media
tools. However some insights from interviews with experts and our analysis worth mentioning in regard to
the process of Enterprise 2.0 adoption for knowledge sharing. As far as both sharing knowledge and using
social media tools are the activities that are dependent on volunteering and intrinsic motivation, the main
starting point is the feeling of employees that there is a real organizational need for them to use the tools and
to share knowledge, for example, in dispersed teams. The second point is that for successful adoption of
Enterprise 2.0 a certain type of culture and communication norms should be already present in an
organization. In highly structured and dependent on hierarchies organizations, it would be very difficult to
accept and benefit from the principles of openness and unstructured and constant communication, which are
central in social media. There is a lot of research going on in the area of the different information and
communication technologies adoption and organizational change introduction, which could help to find
recommendations for the adoption process optimizations. For this research the topic of adoption lies out of its
scope.
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7. Conclusion
7.1. General conclusions
The current research performed for the final graduation master project is devoted to investigation of the
impact of the adoption of Enterprise 2.0 tools in organizations on knowledge sharing practices. The study is
considered to be an explorative research. In spite of the fact that the social media use and knowledge
management areas have recently gained significant popularity and importance, not so many previous
structured research works are available on the topic. That is why the goal of the research was to create a
theoretical model of the mechanism of the interaction of Enterprise 2.0 and knowledge sharing activities in
organizations based on the existing scientific findings and insights from practitioners.
The study consists of the two main phases – theoretical literature review and the qualitative study of the use
of social media and knowledge sharing practices. Three main research questions were brought forward in
Chapter 1.2 and answered in the course of the research. Here we briefly repeat the questions and conclusions
on them. The first research question was what theories and concepts could be derived from the existing
scientific literature in the field of knowledge sharing. From the literature review on knowledge management
and knowledge sharing we found that the there are certain barriers to successful sharing process on different
levels (Chapter 2.1):
 At the individual level - personal characteristics such as individual understanding and ability to
express insights in combination with the task complexity of sharing complex and tacit knowledge;
 At the interpersonal level - lack of interpersonal trust between group members;
 At the organizational level - centralized and insecure organizational culture that does not support the
values and norms of sharing or does not address the perceived risks of losing power and job security
after sharing unique valuable knowledge by employees.
The second research question was formulated to find out what are the main concepts and previous research
findings about Enterprise 2.0 with the focus on implications for knowledge management. After the structured
literature review on the use of Enterprise 2.0 technologies in organizations for knowledge sharing was done
(Chapter 2.2, and 2.2.4 in particular) we could define four main areas of the influence of Enterprise 2.0 use
on knowledge sharing:
 The use of Enterprise 2.0 technologies has impact on communications patterns facilitating
connections between members, interpersonal trust, and work awareness.
 The use of Enterprise 2.0 technologies has impact on the knowledge creation process by making it
more collaborative.
 The use of Enterprise 2.0 technologies has impact on the organizational culture by focusing on
participation, collaboration and knowledge sharing.
 The use of Enterprise 2.0 technologies has impact on visibility of knowledge sharing activities and
authors‘ reputation which enhances the importance of intrinsic motivation of employees for
knowledge sharing.
The structured literature review resulted in proposing a set of three hypotheses, which aimed at explaining the
positive influence of the use of social media tools on the main barriers to successful knowledge sharing, such
as interpersonal trust, personal costs to share knowledge, complexity of codification and organizational
environment. The hypotheses were formulated as follows and supportive argumentation and the
visualizations of the mechanisms of the hypothesis were presented in the corresponding chapters:
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 Hypothesis 1 - The use of social networking tools has positive impact on knowledge sharing by
increasing the level of trust among group members. (Chapter 3.1)
 Hypothesis 2 - Enterprise 2.0 implementation has positive effect on the ease of knowledge sharing
and knowledge creation process. (Chapter 3.2)
 Hypothesis 3 - Enterprise 2.0 reputation and visibility enabling tools introduction has positive
influence on establishing knowledge sharing supporting culture and encourages knowledge sharing
behavior. (Chapter 3.3)
The third research question aimed at finding what practical insight can be gained from the empirical study
that supports or confronts the hypotheses and the models of the mechanisms. The empirical research phase
consists of the eight interviews with experts in the field of knowledge management and introduction of
Enterprise 2.0 technologies in organizations. The interviews allowed us to support the hypotheses to be true
and to improve the models of the mechanisms, which were proposed in the theoretical part and describe how
and with what principles, functionalities and effects the Enterprise 2.0 tools, when used in organizations,
change the daily practices of knowledge sharing, communication and collaboration.
The study report is structured around the three research hypotheses (Chapter 5): the impact of the use of
social media on interpersonal trust, collaboration and knowledge co-creation, and on the incentives structure
for knowledge sharing and entire organizational environment. We have found for the first research hypothesis
that the use of social networking functionality and providing a diversity of means of communications allows
colleagues connect to each other, stay in touch while working in different locations, share personal and
professional information; and this helps in creating social presence and awareness in technology mediated
communication and collaboration, which results in establishing trustful relationships and positive attitude to
knowledge sharing. However, modern social media tools differ in their ability to provide social presence in
communication and knowledge sharing. This can be a positive issue, because the diversity of tools can satisfy
the diversity of needs of different people for openness and connection, as well as anonymity and security.
The results for the next research hypothesis showed the costs of sharing knowledge, such as time and efforts
needed to write down or contribute to a repository some knowledge, stories, or documents are significant
barriers for people to do this. During the research we have found supportive arguments for the statement that
the use of Enterprise 2.0 collaborative tools makes collaborative writing possible and so collaboration and
knowledge contribution easier and less costly for employees. Besides, the availability of a number of
functionalities that facilitate discussions, asking and answering questions, being aware of the work of others
and having context for discussions and collaboration make content and knowledge co-creation possible and
effective. However, in contrast to the theoretical claims, the proposition that discussion facilitation and the
use of tools that support discussions help to externalize, explicate and share implicit knowledge have not
gained enough support in the empirical study phase.
The research direction of the influence of the use of the social media on organizational culture (Hypothesis 3)
was researched from the point of view of the importance and structure of incentives for sharing knowledge. It
was interesting to find that the barrier to knowledge sharing widely mentioned in literature - the loss of
competitive advantage - is not considered to be a significant factor when contributing to or communicating
via Enterprise 2.0 tools. The principle of authoring under your user name connected to personal page or
profile makes the contributors and their contributions visible, open for discussions and evaluations. So,
employees start to see the process of knowledge sharing as a way to build their reputation both inside their
companies and outside, for example, in professional communities. And the particular aspect of cultural
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change, as seen from the empirical research phase, is that reputation building is perceived as a benefit that
overweighs the fear of losing advantage of possessing knowledge.
In this research organizational culture was perceived as one of the factors that influence knowledge sharing
behavior of employees. But during the process of interviews analysis a lot of arguments from the discussions
of interpersonal trust, collaboration practices, the possibilities and desire of employees to share knowledge,
learn, innovate, etc. referred to organizational settings and its importance in the decision of every person to
open or to keep their experiences for themselves. Hence, the tendency of organizations to have a more open
culture, to trust their employees and make communication easy, and appreciate initiative and innovation can
be seen as favorable for continuous organizational learning and knowledge transfer and creation by
employees.
The focus of this research is on defining the areas of the impact of the use of Enterprise 2.0 technologies on
knowledge sharing and on the process of overcoming the barriers to effective knowledge sharing and learning
in organizations. Particular focus was given to modeling the mechanisms of this impact. So, the literature
review, examples and usage cases gained from the expert interviews concerned mostly situations when the
Enterprise 2.0 tools are already used in organizations. The process of adoption of social media tools is beyond
the scope of this study. However, such factors as existence of organizational need for social tools and some
level of openness, simplicity of the tools can be favorable for faster and easier adoption of Enterprise 2.0 in
organizations.

7.2. Limitation and directions for future research
The current research has some specifics that should be mentioned to avoid mistreatment of its results. The
issues of the research method validity and reliability were discussed in Chapter 4.2. Here we mention three
main sources of possible limitations of the whole study: the character of the research and its goal, the
limitations of the research method and the limitations of the geographical location of the research.
First, the research is of exploratory character, which main goal is not to make some claims or design a
methodology, but by structuring and building on the existing research findings, and by contrasting them with
the opinions of experts in the area, come up with a theory, which can become a foundation for future deeper
studies. That is why it operates with high level concepts, quite abstract terms and a number of
generalizations.
Second, the chosen method of expert interviews implies some limitations on the generalization of results. The
main issues of the reliability and validity of the expert interviews research method are addressed in Chapter
1.2.3. Eight interviews were conducted; they provided a number of examples and analytical evidences to
address the research hypotheses. We tried to approach professionals with different backgrounds and
experiences to get diverse and objective opinions, but common to this research method, subjectivity is
possible. So it is possible that a qualitative study with other interviewees and quantitative research can give
more insights, clarity and support to the theory.
Third, the interviews were conducted only in The Netherlands, and most of the examples given by experts
were related only to the Benelux market. The situation in The Netherlands can be considered representative
for Western Europe, from the point of view of advanced IT integration in business, but might be slightly
different in other parts of the world. Besides, such an important factor as organizational culture differs
considerably across countries, nationalities and environments. In almost all the interviews experts stated that
organizational culture is not a barrier to communication and sharing knowledge, organizations are flat
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enough, people of all positions are accessible, and the level of openness and trust is high to create favorable
conditions for learning and innovation. Taking into account that Dutch organizations are less hierarchical and
strict in cross hierarchy communications than in other countries, we can recommend applying the research
results to companies in other countries carefully. Besides, the level of openness, trust and willingness to share
depends on the overall situation in economy in a particular country or in the world. In the times of crisis,
when people don‘t feel safe about their jobs, the desire to gain competitive advantages may become critical
for the decision of sharing knowledge. Hence, the results of the current research can reflect the general trend,
but may depend on peculiarities of countries, general stability, and corporate settings.
The limitations described above make clear the directions for the future research to improve the theory. We
see the next research steps could be deeper qualitative and quantitative studies on such subjects as:
 The use and the influence of Enterprise 2.0 tools in different cultural environments and geographical
locations;
 What other barriers to knowledge sharing exist and what are the mechanisms of social media
influence on them;
 How the use of social media changes the incentives structure for knowledge sharing; in particular a
quantitative study on the increasing importance of reputation;
 The levels of social presence and awareness of different Enterprise 2.0 tools, which can allow better
selection of tools for different purposes;
 To what extent different Enterprise 2.0 tools support making knowledge visible, which would allow
better selection;
 What is the role of social media tools in externalizing implicit knowledge; numerous studies say that
interactions, discussions, etc. help explicate and transfer implicit knowledge (e.g. (Ardichvili,
Maurer, Li, Wentling, & Stuedemann, 2006), (Chatti, Klamma, Jarke, & Naeve, 2007), (Wan &
Zhao, 2007), (Costa et al., 2009)). But in the current research not enough supportive arguments were
gained to make conclusions about the role of social and collaborative technologies in the process of
knowledge externalization.

7.3. Practical impact
This study may be useful for those organizations that plan to start experimenting with Enterprise 2.0
technologies for knowledge management, because it helps to understand the possible impacts of such
interventions, as well as to see the necessary changes in an organization, its culture and routines to
successfully integrate social media and knowledge sharing in daily processes. The study can help to define
some areas of benefits and costs for creating a business case of introduction of Enterprise 2.0 technologies.
Besides, the study enables to see clearly the consequences, as well as costs and befits of social media usage.
This is important, because not all organizations can devote a lot of efforts to knowledge management and
need special tools, especially social tools. There are differences between the settings and needs of big and
small organizations, technology oriented and customer oriented organizations, those working with objective
explicit knowledge and those the competitive advantage of which is in experiences and competences of
employees. This can be a topic of a separate extensive research, but the main lesson learnt here is that there
should be a real life organizational need to use any new technology and social technology in particular. A
small group of ten people who work on some engineering problem is less likely to need a social tool, a
microblog or a social networking tool, for example, but they may need a wiki to store their pieces of work
and structure them, or a collaborative workspace to work together in real time. In contrast, a big consulting
company may benefit a lot by introducing a microblogging, blogging and social networking functionality,
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which will help to create an environment for building personal reputation for employees, to create awareness
about the projects people work at, strengthen connections and enhance the foundations for innovative and
collaborative environment.
In the current research we do not devote considerable attention to the social media adoption process, but there
are some insights gained from the interviews with experts that worth mentioning. As was mentioned above,
there should be an organizational need, a problem in daily processes or communications that can be solved by
the introduction of new communication media. Second, for successful adoption, new technologies should be
easy enough to use. This idea is not new and has been researched in relation to all kinds of IS. What was new
is the idea that the simplicity of Enterprise 2.0 tools in both usage and installation facilitate the bottom-up
initiatives of adoption, and for this approach to succeed certain organizational settings, such open enough
culture, encouragement of innovation and initiative from employees, etc., should be in place. This issue one
more time highlights the interaction loop between organizational culture, knowledge sharing, influencing
factors and the technology support of these processes.
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Appendix A - Expert Interview Guidelines
Questions to be addressed during the interviews with experts:
How can you describe your main occupation and your main expertise areas?
Could you please give a few examples of your experiences in dealing with, implementation of knowledge
management practices, defining strategies, implementing IS, Enterprise 2.0?
1. What main trends can you identify in the modern KM practices?
2. What organizational and individual level obstacles to sharing knowledge between organizational
members can you name?
3. Can you describe how the modern trends and tools in KM address those difficulties (barriers) in the
process of sharing knowledge, both tacit and explicit?
4. The concept of Enterprise 2.0 is in its hype now. How would you describe the current use of
Enterprise 2.0 for knowledge management?
5. What obtained and potential practical value do you see in Enterprise 2.0 tools use for KM practices?
For Hypothesis 1
6. Is interpersonal trust an important factor in defining an individual‘s decision to share unique valuable
knowledge? Why do you think so?
7. What is the mechanism of establishing trust in professional groups? Is it true that close and frequent
communication and mutual experiences and collaboration, more personal and professional
information about a peer facilitate trustful relationship between colleagues?
8. Do you agree that Enterprise 2.0 tools (social networking, blogs, etc) are useful for enabling trustful
relationships between organizational members? How this can occur? What is the mechanism so to
say?
For Hypothesis 2
9. What are the main perceived costs of sharing by knowledge workers?
10. What are the main benefits?
11. What incentives do you consider to be the most effective for encouraging knowledge sharing? For
explicit knowledge, for tacit knowledge, for different strategies?
12. What are the main changes (if they are) in the collaborative work activities with the introduction of
Enterprise 2.0 tools and principles?
13. Sometimes the most influential reason of not sharing knowledge is not the costs or risk of losing job
security, but the complexity of expressing insights, explaining underlying reasons of decisions, etc.
Can collaborative tools help reduce the complexity of the task of knowledge sharing? To make the
task to be perceived as easier? E.g. wikis which allow a complete piece of content creation with small
and not time- and effort consuming contributions from collaborating group members.
14. One of the barriers to KS is considered to be the perceived loss of power. Can you describe how
Enterprise 2.0 tools address it? Is it possible to say that contributing a small piece of knowledge or
content (like in wiki) or building personal reputation by authoring valuable and popular pieces of
knowledge (like in blogs and comments) can reduce the perceived risks of losing job security, losing
power.
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For Hypothesis 3
15. Organizational culture is a major factor influencing knowledge sharing (53% - proportion of all
factors). How would you describe favorable organizational settings for knowledge sharing?
16. What are most influential motivators for KS?
17. How would you explain the visibility of (knowledge sharing) tasks? Do you think that the increasing
of visibility has positive influence on intentions and behavior to share knowledge?
18. Can social media tools bring visibility to knowledge sharing tasks? How?
19. What are the driving forces of the organizational culture change? Top-down or bottom-up (grass-root
initiatives)?

Appendix B - Interviews Summaries
B1. Interview 1 Summary
April, 12 2010
Q: Could you please describe your main areas of expertise and experiences?
A: Areas of expertise are all sorts of internet and intranet technologies that can be used to support Knowledge
Management, especially Knowledge Sharing technologies. My main specialty is in Searching and
Navigations, Wiki technology, intranet solutions like SharePoint, Jive; Document Management systems,
Semantic technology, and many others. I do big consulting projects from half to two years.
Q: What barriers of knowledge sharing have you seen and experienced in your practice?
A: I think one of the main problems is that Knowledge Management and Knowledge Sharing are not part of
the responsibility of line daily management, but, for example, part of the responsibilities of HR or IT.
Sometimes it happens that someone thinks that if he shares his knowledge, he will lose his competitive
advantage in an organization. But it really does not happen a lot. I think that the problem is not about being
willing, it is about knowing how to – an expert is not a teacher. Many experts are not thinking about what
they know, they just do their job. They don‘t know how to write their (tacit) knowledge down. Structuring
knowledge, organizing knowledge is a specific job, like driving a car.
Q: How can IT tools facilitate this process?
A: Well, if it is not a ―line‖ management, but ―staff‖, it is difficult to solve it by IT. But social software can
be a good enabler for several things. It helps people to know who is who. Cultural differences between young
and organizations with long history make a difference in the process of adoption of new tools and
communications rules. Social media helps people to be connected and influences communication in
organizations.
Q: Can you think of some examples how social media tool can address the barrier of interpersonal trust? Is it
possible in general?
A: Yes, I think so. It‘s not a replacement for face-to-face. I personally support a number of social networks
and communicate with people in those networks only virtually, we meet a couple of times a year. Based on
their behavior on-line for a certain period of time I started trust people, because they demonstrated in their
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way of communicating that they are interested, they help me, I help them and they appreciate it. I think these
tools can support trust.
Q: When it comes to writing down their knowledge, experiences people may have difficulties. Do tools like
wikis, blogs make it easier to express knowledge or makes the perceived costs of sharing less?
A: It helps a little bit. First, technologies like wiki or blogs are down-to-earth, technology is very simple. So
if you know how to write and what to write, it is very easy way to put something to the intranet or to internet.
Second, collaborative writing might help. If somebody starts writing who knows how to write, it is much
easier to respond to something. There is always a relatively small group of people what always just want to
write down the things, the second group responds and comments later, and the third group, a big group in
organizations, after a year or two may get interested, too. However the adoption of a tool does not fix the
problem of writing, you still have to react. Some people just don‘t. Wiki or blog may supports getting more
people to write (may be a difference of 5%), even if they are dispersed, because they supports reacting to the
things that other people wrote down.
Q: What are the main organizational means, incentives for stimulation using social software and knowledge
sharing?
A: It is not different from motivating using other tools, groupware. Young people (digital natives) bring the
usage of technology from private life to business and, if organizations support this way of working, adoption
would be successful. There should be a need to use social software, like for consultants who stay at clients
place very often but want to be in touch with their colleagues.
Q: One of the discussed barriers to knowledge sharing is the loss of power, loss of competitive advantage. Do
you see it as an important factor?
A: It is, but it is not number one. Some people don‘t want to be part of collaboration, they don‘t like
meetings. But it is also related to corporate culture, with how open your organization is. Sometimes people
feel being judged, even if they are not, or they are afraid of asking questions. Besides, sharing a file or a
presentation means sharing just information, not knowledge. I don‘t feel like losing something when I share
my presentation, for example, because that was my experience that I put down on paper, not theirs. Sharing a
file is sharing explicit knowledge that is not that useful. What is useful is the insight of an expert, his ability
to understand if one thing is more important than another.
Q: Can visibility of knowledge be a motivating factor to share knowledge or ask question?
A: yes, absolutely. I believe in the idea of supporting people in making visible what they know. I don‘t like
ranking in the form of stars or points. When people answer questions, the last three questions answered and
who answered them may be shown on the home page. So even without giving people explicit points, you can
still see who is active, who asks good questions and who gives good answers. This is still a type of visibility,
and maybe some people avoid meetings, but they are visible online. This builds the online and real life
reputation. I think when the experts who have a feeling that they‘re giving something away only costs
something and does not have any benefits, they may change their opinion when people respond to them.
Q: Can it be the case when tagging, classifying information by knowledgeable people is also sharing insights
or logic?
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A: Yes, you can say that this is a way of making things explicit as well, because before there was tagging
people used yellow markers to mark things in documents Still the ability to make a good summary selecting
the right things, not the ability to mark something, is the competitive advantage, because some people mark
too much. Those bookmarks that were revisited are the important ones, measuring the amount of reused items
is interesting.
Q: Can you make a brief conclusion about what the most important things are which social software
addresses in knowledge sharing?
A: The most important thing in making use of social software is to support people using it. This means
helping people during the whole project, investing time in teaching a small group from month to month what
to do. That is the way to get them trust the technology and adopt it. It is a good practice to make a summary
of a meeting and make the most important point available for the afterwards online discussion.

B2. Interview 2 Summary
April, 13 2010
Q: I would like to ask you to describe your main areas of expertise and experiences?
A: I studied soil and water preservation. Later I got very interested in communities of practice, social learning
theories, and learning in communities of practice. Now I do a lot of work in knowledge management from the
social learning side. And I use the social media to support the learning processes.
Q: Thank you. Can you give some examples of the projects you participated?
A: I still have connections to the development sector. I work as freelance consultant now, so I have different
assignments. I also do a lot of research type of work, but most of the work is advisory work and often it is
related to learning networks.
Q: What barriers to knowledge sharing have you seen in your work and experience?
A: One barrier is trust in people. To expose what you do in a really honest manner, to share what matters to
you applies in the networks you trust. Trust in organizations is very much linked to hierarchy and also the
organizational culture. I work a lot with communities and networks between organizations, and when you
connect practitioners with similar problems, automatically a lot of trust develops. It is still a process that you
have to guide, but it is not that difficult, as if you were within an organization and you worked across
hierarchies. It depends a lot on the culture of an organization, whether people are willing to share. So, you
have to analyze the culture, what are the specific barriers in that organization.
Q: What kind of organizational settings can be favorable for knowledge sharing and facilitate it?
A: The example of Google shows the organizational culture of being interested in working in a networked
way, when people work across department or boundaries. I think that this facilitates learning and innovation.
Also the problems depend of what the aim of knowledge sharing is. If you want to develop a culture of
continuous innovation, then it is very important to stimulate knowledge workers to share and invest time. In
those companies where people have only to produce and where there is no tension in investing in learning
and sharing, then people will not be inclined to do so. It is also very important that the management of
organization participate, it is known that management and leadership can do a lot to influence the type of
culture in organization.
93 of 116

Q: And how social media tools fit in the organizational cultures?
A: On the one hand you need a certain open culture, willingness to experiment in an organization for social
media to spread, for people to accept and to start using it. I do sessions in organizations and I see that some
people are very reluctant, because they work in a certain manner and they are not open to new ways of
working. So I think social tools help, but not exclusively. I also think that you can use social media as an
intervention to change the organizational culture. You really have to combine it with well designed change
process and knowing what you want to achieve, and also knowing who in the organizations you should get on
board.
Q: If we move to interpersonal setting, you mentioned the barrier of trust. Can you think of some examples
from your experience how the usage of social media can influence building trust?
A: I think that one medium that really stands out is microblogging, like Twitter and Yammer. When Twitter
didn‘t existed I tried blogging to make people share between different departments, but it was very hard,
because people said it took a lot of time to write down a blog post. With microblogging it is so intuitive and
simple. It is a low threshold tool to stimulate conversations within teams. The building of trust is also very
much connected to the notion of private vs. public tools. And some people are very critical saying that Web
2.0 is about open and if you have a closed wiki for ten people it is not really in the spirit of social media that
should be open to everybody. But I disagree there, because I think this can work very well for knowledge
sharing, especially private tools because of the trust.
Q: Do social media tools (microblogging) influence not only trust, but also work awareness?
A: Yes, we have our own group of consultants around social media. We have set a Yammer group. Some
people read each others‘ blogs, but not all of us have blogs. But since we have set up this yammer group, we
quickly discovered that we were invited by the same client and we help each other. If people are open to
sharing and can process a lot of information, it helps to avoid communication problems. If you are aware of
what others are doing and the way they are doing this, then you don‘t forget about colleagues, you don‘t
forget to inform them, etc, and collaboration can really improve.
Q: Do you think that social media tools can address the issues of knowledge visibility?
A: Sometimes database can also work, but there is a huge danger that people fill in their profiles once and
then they never get updated. I do believe in the property of social media that you are in constant contact. And
that is true when reading blogs, microblogs, in social networks discussions. Then you can see who is an
expert in what. You are able to network, identify people who know a lot about certain topics, or that you
know that somebody did similar job not too long ago.
Q: What from your experience could you name as costs for a person, for employee?
A: A very important barriers of face-to-face communication are also social barriers. This is because of group
dynamics, which also can prevent people from sharing. Plus face-to-face there is usually a time limit, because
only one person at a time can talk. I think that very clear thing is time. If you have trust and you think you
will have something in return, so that sharing is still a reciprocal process, then you will invest in it. It costs
you time and energy, but if you get a lot of energy and ideas back, you will invest.
Q: and how can social media tools address this problem?
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A: Like I said for me personally it can be quite difficult, if I decide to go to meeting, With social media
online it is much lighter, I can decide to receive a newsletter and it costs me only five minutes to scan it. So
the threshold to enter, the first step of becoming a member is much easier with social media. It is easier to
network, with Twitter you can follow a lot of people, If I had to meet them one by one, it is a big decision. I
can only network with one or two people per week and on twitter I can add even twenty people in a week. So
it makes it easier to test and to see what is interesting. The threshold to connect is much lower.
Q: Have you observed such situations in organizations and teams? That social media make sharing,
connecting, collaboration easier.
A: I think the whole concept of networking has changed and now you can network with much larger number
of people online and you don‘t have to invest in one to one contact. You can decide to collaborate and then it
is a matter of choosing the right tools in teams. And social media offer you easy connections and so when you
decide to work closely on projects, a lot of normal project team challenges apply, like dividing tasks.

B3. Interview 3 Summary
April, 13 2010
Q: I would like to ask you to describe the main area of your expertise and experiences?
A: I help non-profit organizations in projects to use social media in knowledge sharing between people who
are not working together in the same place, but share the same actions or goals. One example is quality
managers in health care.
Q: What trends can you see in the knowledge management, can you compare to several years ago?
A: I think that in the past people found quite a lot of contacts in real life, in symposium, training. I see more
and more people finding resources online that they can contribute to; they find out that they can also network
around the information.
Q: What are the main barriers to knowledge sharing inside organizations from your experience?
A: Sometimes it is the paradigm that people think that knowledge has to be guarded for themselves, because
it is the main asset. People are sometimes scared to ask questions, because they are not completely confident.
They don‘t know who is working on what, so it is not really the knowledge that they need, but they need to
know who knows about it.
Q: Can you give some examples how social media effects the visibility of knowledge?
A: Traditional knowledge banks in organizations or in intranet separate knowledge from people. And social
media, because it is social, sees the people first. Then knowledge is always connected to somebody
Q: Have you encountered situation when the visibility of authors and knowledge contributions are perceived
as building reputations?
A: Yes, but sometimes it is fuzzy. You see someone a lot and you think they are knowledgeable, but they are
just very active. It does not say anything about the quality of a person‘s contributions. But on the other hand,
it is really transparent, visible in comments, if somebody is not adding value, knowledge.
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Q: You said that one of the barriers is the perception of knowledge as an asset and the fear to lose the
competitive advantage. How can this barrier be addressed from you experience?
A: It is scary to show what you know, especially in the area which you are not very certain about. On the
other hand, if you show what you know, then you can compare your knowledge to the knowledge of other
people and find out how knowledgeable you are in fact. In sharing your knowledge you can learn from
somebody else and you can show your talent, so that next time when somebody asks you a question it is
closer to your area of your expertise. And then you don‘t have to answer that you don‘t know, because people
know what you know.
Q: And what happens with the organizational cultural, does it change change?
A: What I see is that people who are using social media are becoming more independent. They don‘t except
the boundaries of the IT that is given to them by the organization.
Q: Does this also effect communication?
A: yes, I think this is quite destructive for an organization. But as long as people have open mind toward the
generated changes, it is ok. It is an old-fashioned thing that there should be a separation between all those
departments and this makes organizations scared and chaotic. For a lot of people who are conservative it is
also scary.
Q: What are the facilitating factors of organizational culture for knowledge sharing?
A: I like to see it as a culture you can find in a group of six year old children, creative, fun, experimental,
explorative, curious, transparent, and open; the environment where there is applause for successes.
Q: In what kind of organizations this can be possible or you worked with such organizations?
A: I think they are the small organizations. Big organization can look like lots of small organizations.
Organizations that are about innovation, or that need to innovate in their processes, or when their goal is
bigger than they can handle by themselves, so they need to cooperate with others organizations together will
force the culture of experimentation. One of the organizations I work for has its goal to make higher
institutions to make sustainability a part of the curriculum. So they have to work together with all the
different educational organizations. They are all about knowledge sharing, it is their business. And they have
the right culture. They organize the trainings, workshops and meetings to gather all those people together and
now they add an online component to their traditional way of working. So they use social media to help
people work together when they are not in the same place and time with the help of wikis, blogs, others.
Q: And how is the collaboration occurring in this project?
A: There is a need to share knowledge because they cannot do it themselves. They are facilitated by the tools
which are very easy to use. It is really curious that we find it hard to ask a question to somebody because we
think that we impose on their time and energy. On the other hand, if somebody asks us a question, we are
happy to be able to help out. People find out that when they start using tools for sharing, it generates more
energy, they see how fast it works, how much time it saves and how many contacts you can have with other
people around information than before, when you were doing your job in isolation and tried to invent
everything yourselves.
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Q: You have mentioned that for some people speaking on public can be difficult, for others writing a solid
piece can be a time and effort consuming task. Can collaborative writing technologies address this problem,
make perceived costs less significant?
A: yes, I think some people are good at starting a story, others are good at finishing, some are good at fact
checking, others are good at checking grammar or checking the structure. Sometimes there is a need in a
video camera to do a story. There is an example of Hagatube, they have flip cameras in hospital. It is good to
look at your co-workers doing their jobs and how patients are experiencing their staying in the hospital. It is
also have a lot of knowledge management, because you learn from seeing people doing the same stuff that
you have to do, sharing experiences by accident.
Q: We have discussed trust, culture, collaboration. Did you have any experiences with using and
implementing microblogging in the organizational settings?
A: There is tool that my network uses, they are all individual entrepreneurs and working for a lot of different
kinds of customers. So every time we find a new customer we have to know something about their business,
their markets. We use the network to share information about that. It is not deep knowledge; it is just
discovering people and discovering hints to the different areas. And within organizations you see the use of
Yammer. The biggest problem that my clients state they have with knowledge management is, first of all, that
they don‘t know what they know as a whole, second, they don‘t know who knows it. And in this second area,
about who knows what, and who is doing what, is where microblogging comes in, because it is all about
―What are you doing right now?‖.
Q: May I ask you to conclude the topic of barriers to knowledge sharing and how they are addressed or are
not addressed by social media tools and principles?
A: The tools are just the tools, they are easy to use, they are free, and there are no big risks involved, if you
start experimenting. You need to find within an organization or network highly visible people who everybody
wants to be like and get them use it, to set an example. And it also sometimes puts people who are not visible
normally in very visible positions, so that they are discovered as talents. And there are quiet types of people
in organizations, they have expertise or they are very advanced with technology, and when they start using it,
they are discovered. They are turned more to network of the organization, because they find a way to be
visible. If there is no technology, the visible people are always the same kind of people, people who have a
lot of confidence in themselves. And I think social media creates a stage to more different kinds of people.

B4. Interview 4 Summary
April, 15 2010
Q: Could you please describe your main areas of expertise and experiences.
A: I work for a large hi-tech company; I‘ve been working there for more than nine years. I am at the position
of Information Architect. I am responsible for the information management and knowledge management
programs; how do we improve information management and knowledge management within our
organization.
Q: I have read that recently you have implemented a number of social media tools. Could you please tell
about this with some details?
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A: If you look at the organizations from information perspective or knowledge perspective, there are two
types of information in an organization: more structured information processes and the more unstructured
ones. Information management usually has lots of money and focus on the structured side of the
organizational information (e.g. product data management systems). And on the other hand you have
unstructured information and information processes and tools to support it - e-mail, file-shares, collaboration
tools, and social media tools. Those two information types are related to each other. And what you see is in
the outside world is that it is usually not related; you have structured world and you have unstructured world,
which have nothing to do with each other. And social media can fill those gaps, it helps people to share the
information that does not fit in e-mail, does not fit in a formal report management system. It is a context to all
the other information going around in e-mail, document management tools and supporting product data
management and ERP tools.
Q: Did this gap become visible when social media initiatives started? What was the beginning of the
introduction process? Was it bottom-up or top down?
A: The process is definitely bottom-up, it is not top down. For instance, we had a problem with project
information. It was done in lots of different ways and we could not find a good tool to manage project
information, and somebody in organization said ―May be we should try wikis for project information‖. And
from there this grew further; and all the things that we are doing, like blogging, microblogging, social
bookmarking come from bottom-up. Even our SharePoint roll out came from bottom-up. And eventually
what you always see is that if the success of such a tool, as wiki, has been proved over time, then there is
always a moment when the formal organization, management in business and IT says that this has real value
to the organizations, and proposes to formalize, accept and approve the tool.
Q: Is it right that there is no pushing of technology, but there is an organizational need and people start using
some tools.
A: Mostly yes, most of the time that is the case, although lots of initiatives started in R&D, not in IT. They
are engineers, technology focused people. There is business need, but sometimes there is also some idea of
new interesting technology, ―let‘s just try it and see where it goes‖. But there is always a moment when the
experimentation mode of trying new tools somewhere after a couple of years or a couple of months, has to
become official in form.
Q: Why the bottom-up approach was possible?
A: Business does not want to wait for its IT department to bring a solution and people just start trying things.
And within our organization we have a very flat organization, it is not hierarchical. The way we do this
definitely has to do with our culture. Another issue is that we are still going through a very rough time. Then
all of a sudden social media becomes very interesting, because it is cheap and easy to set up, and the value
you get from those tools is very easily proven usually.
Q: How does knowledge sharing occur in your organization?
A: Information management and knowledge management for me is about improving productivity of business
as a whole, but also of people. If you are good at organizing your own knowledge, then the organizational
knowledge management will also be very easy to organize.
Q: What difficulties in the process of introduction and adoption of social media tools have you noticed?
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A: We are still in the first early adoption phase and still learning heavily about how to use this technology in
a correct way. There are lots of people who are willing to be open and transparent, but we also find other
kinds of people. We have typical questions of security, and people asking if it is too open. We have people
who just say: ―Why do we need social media?‖ We have also people who think that people in the social
media are only those people who want to show off. We get that kind of reaction and in that sense we still
have a lot of convincing to do. We do presentations and explaining, and showing examples of other
companies, but also internal examples of what social media can mean for our organization internally, but also
externally. We give people personal advice which tools to use and how to organize personal knowledge
management. We organize workshops to tell people about the general trend of the Web 2.0, what is going on
there.
Q: Was trust in your case a barrier for social media adoption?
A: Social media is about being open and transparent. And there is tension there. I know people who say: ‖I
am not going to be open about the things that I am doing or not doing, because may be this leads to
problems‖. With social media we are not forcing people to use it. In general, we don‘t hear lots of people
saying that because there is no trust in the organization, they are not going to use it. And one of the things we
also do to help people learn, collaborate and communicate in a more open and transparent ways is, for
instance, in the Yammer microblogging platform we moderate it.
Q: One more barrier is complexity of the task of writing. For example, can the wiki way of collaboration
reduce the complexity?
A: What we see is that there is a barrier for some people in using a technology. But people take different
roles. Say, you have trouble with publishing something in a wiki, then I can help you with publishing your
content. and there is also a third person coming and seeing some typos and correcting them. You see people
not wanting to blog, for instance, but they do comment, they do read. What they do is take that link and say
―This is interesting‖. And all these different types of usage of social media are interesting and are essential to
the success of social media.
Q: and what about the barrier of the loss of competitive advantage?
A: We came from the area of ―Knowledge is power‖. And now we see that sharing and connecting, and, of
course, knowledge is power. If you don‘t have anything to say, but you share a lot, then it is not interesting.
And people are slowly starting to understand that this is a new way to go, but some people find it difficult to
be open about the things they do, because they think ―If I share, then somebody else can use it.‖ I think it is
not an issue, because as soon as you share it in social media you name, date and time are there. So you can
always say that your idea was there before somebody else‘s idea and somebody else used your idea to make it
an even better idea.
Q: Do you notice that contributors use social media for reputation building? For visibility of knowledge?
A: yes, definitely. Lots of people use social media for this. People have a blog for that reason internally;
people participate in microblogging just to show that they are experts in certain area.
Q: Knowledgeable people can be different, not open types of personalities, not communicative, for example.
How would you deal with such a case?
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A: For a start you can always see if you can help such people to open up more and ask them to tell others
what they are good at, so that people could find them and then they will be acknowledged as experts on a
certain topic. In such a situation a connector can help people find each other, even when the person who is an
expert does not have a blog, twitter, whatever, he is still a knowledgeable person, because I know him as a
knowledgeable person.
Q: We have just one minute left, could you please wrap up our conversation with three most important
lessons learned from your experience.
A: Barriers to try new things are very low. That is one: experiment, try and see what works for you or for
your organizations. Two is culture. Social media is typically about telling a bit about what you know and
asking questions, saying ―I need help, I want to learn, I want to interact‖. There should be a conversation, a
dialog. Another lesson learnt is that it is cheap and the whole position of IT is totally different. In knowledge
management, social media there is lots of technology, but it hardly has anything to do with the IT department.
That is also a big change going on there, and connecting to the IT world is also a lesson learned. In any way
you have to try to keep IT on-board in some way and keep relating to them.

B5. Interview 5 Summary
April, 15 2010
Q: Could you please describe your main areas of expertise and experiences?
A: Out company tries to bridge the gap between IT, business and employees, help people optimize their
success in organizations with the aid of effective information. Effective information means sharing,
structuring, organizing information in a way that it is accessible and available whenever you need and in
whatever form you want to have it, documents, content management, online and offline. We are looking at
processes from an information perspective and we do this in three areas. One of the areas is how you can use
innovative technology in a proper way. Another area is knowledge processes, looking at how people act in
processes and interact with each other, create knowledge, share knowledge, store knowledge, whether that
knowledge is tangible or it is inside people‘s heads, whether it is in documents or in discussions - those kinds
of aspects. The third area is about visual thinking and it is basically visualization of information, knowledge,
social networks, eco-systems, and so making complex information accessible through visualization.
Q: Could you give some examples of the projects you worked in? Are they big or small, of what type?
A: Some projects are very big, others are very small. Examples of projects are for large engineering
consultancy firm, we are now almost three years working to improve their knowledge sharing capabilities.
That engineering consultancy firm is working in the industrial markets and they have various expertise, and
the problem they had was that they had a department with 25 people and they had to grow to about 75. In
order to be able to grow they needed insight in who knows what in what market. They also have a very
experienced, but old people and engineers working with them. They wanted to know if they were vulnerable
by having that knowledge only inside those people‘s heads. And what we did there was, at first, to identify
the problem areas, and they were in quality management area – doing the work we have to do in a proper
way, structured way, having document management in place, IT systems in place, the fundamentals of doing
your work like you should. And second track was purely focusing on knowledge management. Within that
track we looked at apprentice scheme. We mapped all the employees of the company into the matrix that was
structured in expertise in markets. And we also mapped desired knowledge for the business plan. And that
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was a driver for hiring or training people. We made explicit the gap between the current knowledge and the
knowledge needed to achieve the goals of the company.
Q: What were the main difficulties in making people share or use the tools?
A: The most difficult thing was to allow people spend time on it.
Q: Is it possible to say that in that project there already was the culture of sharing and willingness?
A: yes, right, because the group was very small – at first it was only 25 people. It is very easy to share
knowledge when you are with 25 people and all those people you know. You know who is interested in
certain documents, for example.
Q: Were there initiatives in establishing collaborative processes, for example, wiki, shared documents,
collaborative content creation?
A: There are some pilots now in the SharePoint environment in working in this way, collaborating on the
information that is put into SharePoint, also working across organizational boundaries. What we do see it that
this kind of working, real collaborative working on documents happens more and more within our own
company. Especially because we are part of multiple communities, and communities tend to be more global.
Q: Why do you use collaborative tools?
A: Because otherwise collaboration does not happen. If I make a presentation and send it via e-mail it ends up
in a pile of hundred other e-mails that need attention. And if you globally arrange a timeslot for a conference
call or skype each other, and collaboratively work on a document, then you‘re much more effective.
Q: Is it possible that such a collaborative way of creating content is less time of effort consuming?
A: It definitely is. But it depends on the task you have, because if you need to do that in a group of like 20
people, it is not effective, because you cannot find a time slot, it is very hard to moderate it. But in one-to-one
or one-to-three kind of setting, a collaborative way is much more effective, because in one hour you‘ll have
more results them when a person #1 works for half hour, sends it to two others, then they read it, then they
don‘t have context and cannot ask questions. Based on assumptions they give feedback, the feedback is half
of time correct and half is based on wrong assumptions. So it is a long process. Real time collaborative
working is effective. I don‘t have measures for that, but the feeling is that it is definitely more effective.
Q: Is it possible that any kind of tools (software) can stimulate knowledge sharing?
A: yes, it depends on the amount of time a person should spend to learn to use a tool, to become confident
with it. People should really be confident in using a tool, and then there should be the feeling of safety – to
feel safe when saying that this is my knowledge and I shared it.
Q: Is it related to trust issues?
A: you always have to be sure that you have your back covered.
Q: Can you see the ways to improve the trust in collaborating groups?
A: I think this is possible, because what I see is that, for example, Google Wave addresses it from the
communication point of view, SharePoint - from a document point of view, addressing same type of
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behavior, they are merging. Also LinkedIn in their discussion and groups is also pending towards knowledge
sharing, discussion facilitation. All areas are blending and I think, if you look at this eco-system there are a
couple of things that are important to address the question of trust, credibility and who is who (the LinkedIn
kind of profile), and feeling safe within those people you know in real life and online. Looking into eyes is
really important. But also a nice thing in collaborative environments is microblogging, for example. It does
the same as looking somebody to the eyes, more or less. If you have people you know for a long time on
Twitter for example, you feel that you know them better than in a more formalized forum or a collaborative
environment, because people share also non-professional things, like how they feel or what they see, what
they do and enjoy.
Q: And how does microblogging work in the organizational environment?
A: Yes, you have some restrictions compared to Twitter, people are conscious over microblogging in
organizations and their work. Looking at knowledge sharing - of course, 140 characters can‘t really be
knowledge, it is not much you can put in there, and you can put a question or an answer. But it still facilitates
conversation, makes knowledge visible.
Q: So microblogging or personal pages, can create knowledge visibility. Can such tools be also used for
reputation building? Is reputation an important factor for sharing knowledge?
A: What you see happening is much more explicitly personal branding, inside organizations. Anything that
people can find or can see based on the post of links, stories, something interesting by other people is used for
reputation. The first thing people do is look at the profile, try to get as much reputation information as they
can get. People do not create balanced image of your reputation, but everything that is there helps and
contributes. In the end the basic knowledge sharing question is what is the content of knowledge and how can
I rate it. And rating of the content of knowledge is done taking into account who the source is, what is the
context of that source – is it academic, based on specific example, case study; is that someone‘s personal
experience and if it is who is that person, what is his status?
Q: For conclusion, may I ask you to state most important lessons learnt in facilitating knowledge sharing
from your experience?
A2: The first is to decide on tooling, make sure that the tool you use is in right shape. If you through
something into a group of people and they don‘t like it, they will not use it and your efforts are wasted.
What my another learning would be is that people often treat knowledge sharing like it is a self sustainable
process once you start it. I don‘t see it like this. I think it is a thing that you will have to support explicitly all
the time, keep it in the action list.
The third is trying to combine top-down and bottom-up approaches. Top-down you identify vision,
objectives, then bottom-up you try to meet those objectives with activities and then top-down again you
force. Based on the bottom-up input you set up guidelines and business matrix, and you stick to them. But
only bottom-up does not work, because then you miss the context in a proper way and only top-down does
not work, because you miss the connection with employees.

B6. Interview 6 Summary
April, 26 2010
Q: Could you please describe your main area of expertise and experiences?
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A: I did my PhD here in this company together with Delft University. I tackled a problem, a technical issue
with design process, which was really knowledge intensive and time-consuming. The idea was to capture the
knowledge of the experts that were available in such a way that you can program it, so that the process was
automated. Then we found that was quite interesting for industry. During my work on different projects I
found that knowledge capturing is not always there in a design process. I found that we needed knowledge
management, because we do a lot of repetition over projects. You see a lot of products, process steps that
could be reused. But somehow everybody starts to reinvent a wheel once they have a new project. That is
why I got involved in knowledge management, how to capture and share knowledge from other projects for
new projects. Knowledge reuse is an important aspect of our focus.
Q: Can you please tell about the knowledge management in the company, what is the history, what were the
main actions?
A: After the realization of the need in knowledge management, the first step was to start spread the news,
saying that we have a problem here. I needed to get everybody‘s attention that that was a serious issue. We
thought of a quick win. I have used the model which says that on the one side there is corporate knowledge,
and on the other side there is the reuse of this knowledge (see ―Learning to Fly‖ book). And somehow you
need to mobilize this corporate knowledge, so that it is being reused in practice. And then what you learn you
have to integrate again. We have now lessons learnt database. You can search for your discipline, see all
kinds of topics, and if you click on them you get lessons learnt, or documents or a person details who knows a
lot about it. We also have a lot of handbooks, aerospace engineering has a lot of handbooks.
Q: What are the activities from the organizational side?
A: From the organizational point of view it is a big challenge, because you can think of all these nice
initiatives, then the initiatives are only done when they are being used. We have a big change project going
on in the organizations, it is directed to improving our ways of working and it starts with more
communication, and knowledge sharing one of the parts. I visit different teams to get them motivated to do it.
It is spreading like a wave. It starts with two teams who use it and people get enthusiastic, I get feedback, I
can make it better.
Q: What does the process look like? What are the initiatives?
A: Each initiative is different; because the lessons learnt initiative has a separate process of capturing lessons
learnt which we, for instance, do with workshops at certain stages in a project. And the knowledge navigator
is more directed. We have our functional departments who are in charge of the content. It is not really
working that well, some departments share content, but not all.
Q: And what are the reasons?
A: mainly time. One of the biggest barriers that I encounter ―What‘s in it for me?‖ Somebody has to start.
And in that sense everything that has to do with knowledge sharing is about somebody investing some time,
so others can learn. But if everybody does, then everybody can learn from each other. The biggest barrier is
in middle management. The top management says we must do knowledge management, and our engineers
want to do it. But middle management has to make sure that the core projects are in time with correct
deliverables.
Q: And how would you describe the general culture in the company, is it favorable for sharing knowledge?
Or is there a competitive feeling between teams?
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A: I think everybody wants to, they express this, and they are in favor of doing knowledge sharing. What I
see that engineers are not used to asking for help. Until now I think everybody older than me is from a
generation that was being taught to solve problems themselves. This is one of the biggest barriers in terms of
culture that engineers, this current generation is not used to asking for assistance. The first thing they think of
when they have a problem to solve, is not who has done this before, who could help me with this. They just
start doing their work and only when they get stuck they think that perhaps somebody wrote something down.
To solve this perhaps we should trigger the need, but you should have a need for knowledge to start
searching. But if you don‘t see the need you will never search. And then I can offer the best initiatives
available, but if nobody starts searching it is useless.
Q: For capturing the lessons learnt is there an official task or it is up to every team to decide?
A: It used to be obligatory that in the end of the project you write down your lessons learnt. But what I found
that projects last at least three years, and then a lot of lessons are forgotten. There were a lot of
improvements; we recently have defined a new lessons learnt process. In general capturing lessons is a
collaborative process. An individual also can write down a lesson learnt. So if an engineer has an experience
with a certain product configuration, he can write a lesson learnt saying ―do it again because it works very
well‖. Then you have a team effort. Our teams meet several times a week and issues that arise during these
meetings can be captured and stored. And we have mandated workshops. We do one workshop with the
entire team or perhaps there are specific topics, technical topics, management topics, then we do a workshop
separately on this topic.
Q: Trust can be an important factor in knowledge sharing? Is it so in your company?
A: This is an engineering company and trust is not an issue here. I have not experienced that this is a barrier.
You can just see the name of the author of some piece of content, and if you have more questions you can ask
him. And so if the author‘s name is visible there, he is the owner. It is an engineering company, so there is no
real competitive feeling in that respect. If you talk about the technical issues, everybody in this company from
engineer to top managers digs in discussions. They love it. But if you want to talk about process there is
almost nobody.
Q: What can you name as costs and benefits of knowledge sharing?
A: It is a question of investments. That is what we try to use when somebody says that they have to spend
time and money on it – we say that you invest now and will see the payback later.
Q: How can you motivate people to document knowledge, to write down?
A: Some documents are mandated. What we also mandated for some discipline at the start is that every
project can only start if they have some kind of guidelines; guidelines that are used during the project for
everybody describing how to do certain tasks or where to find certain information.
Q: What about the reasoning about certain decisions, design choices?
A: That is documented there. But it is not at the level that you really need to reuse the knowledge. Those are
guidelines, but they don‘t really describe how to do the work. And when the engineering starts and there are
guidelines, kind of a framework you have to stay within, and then an engineer does the work. But how he
does it is not captured.
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Q: Is it a goal for you to capture this kind of knowledge or not?
A: The goal is to somehow to capture the design rationale. That is the decision making part, actually. You
have the framework to stay within, and in the end there is a point solution in a context. And the question is
how you got from the generic description to the point solution, why does it look the way it does, because it is
necessary for the reuse of the solution, but also for the reuse of the rationale, the decision making.
Q: What do you do with knowledge that is not written down yet, how to save experiences? How to make this
knowledge visible for others?
A: The idea behind this is that out company is very small, we have three hundred engineers. Currently if you
have a question you can either ask your colleague, who knows somebody. But then still you don‘t always get
the expert. When it is written down and you have a question on a specific production process, you know
definitely that ―the person‖ is the expert. And it is used by younger people, because they don‘t know the
organization. The older people they use their network or they just know who to turn to.
Q: In the beginning of the interview you mentioned the change project. Does it have as its aim to improve
communication between networks, generations?
A: Yes. The aim is to make sure that in a project all disciplines communicate, because for a lot of product
development (and aerospace design) the process is multidisciplinary. We have introduced measuring tools to
measure progress and to see if there are issues within the progress, where do they originate, some root-cause
analysis, to be a bit more proactive.
Q: What reaction do you see on these new measures, activities? And how do you act?
A: As any change process you have the resistance, then you accept it, you start participating in the change
and finally you promote it. There is a curve everybody goes though. But you see now that most of people are
in the stage of acceptance or using it, some are even promoting it, but they have to invest some time in it, then
they see the benefits of the meetings and measuring, the KPI dashboard, we call it. But the main goal is
culture; we want people to be aware of the fact that they need knowledge. That is why we make them
communicate, they need to share knowledge.

B7. Interview 7 Summary
May, 10 2010
Q: Could you please describe the main information processes and how they are managed?
A: It is an information company and the essence of what we do is that we collect sports data, results, people‘s
attributes data - all factual information about sports. We put it in a data base and process it and feed it as
quickly as we can to the worlds. So if there is a goal in a match we try to get as fast as we can the goal
information to our clients which are TV stations, web-sites, TeleText, mobile sites or media like newspapers,
news agencies. But we do also work for federations, for events. But it is all sports information driven. In this
building there people who watch it on TV or we have correspondents on the phone and then they enter the
event information to the entry application, database and then it goes everywhere.
Q: And how do you manage information, what the tools are, how quality is defined?
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A: The tools are all more or less developed by us. We have quite a bit of maintenance tools where you can
see what we should do for a particular client and when. For instance, we maintain TeleText pages of TV
stations and then we know that every start of the week a certain page needs to be there and we make sure it is
there. It is partly an automated process. In terms of quality of information we have rules, where we specify
that you can‘t enter data from one source, but there need to be a second or a third source. After that there is a
process that data is printed and there is a cross-check with other sources. So there are a few processes to
organize information before you actually release it. We have levels and functions, like with a certain level of
maturity you can do certain tasks.
Q: You said that the company deals with many different sports. Do you train people to handle information for
specific sports or do people share their experiences between each other?
A: In the company we have a ―Football‖ department and we have ―All sports‖ department. Football used to
be much more important in terms of revenue, etc. But within all sports department everybody has several
sports as a specialty. But essentially in the work of all editors there is economies of scale, because we have
divided the sports world in basically three types of sports: team sports (football, handball, etc), time-judge
sports (cycling, speed skating, swimming), head to head (tennis, badminton, all fight sports). And then you
have three ways of maintaining sports, three ways of organizing an editor‘s work.
Q: Do you have specific guidelines for those groups?
A: Yes, there books and documents on every sport, group. And there are user guides and procedures what to
pick. If you see the manuals, how they are written, there formulas and check lists and people follow the check
lists, because they want to be sure that their work is proper. There are many things that can happen in sport
and there are many things you need to take into account before really go live.
Q: Is there room for some learning process or experience sharing? For instance, an experienced editor can see
that a certain piece of information can be captured in a more effective way. Is it possible that this results in
changes in guidelines?
A: It is possible, I think so. Only thing is this may not always be in our top priority list. We are sometimes
busy with so many clients that we don‘t really organize that part well, but I guess organizing that will
certainly need attention, because it can improve performance.
Q: I investigate the use of social media tools, such as wikis, blogs, microblogs for this. Do you use such tools
in your company?
A: We do quite a bit with those tools, internally we have a company blog and we have Twitter, but it is for
external communication. There we share information about new clients, event, new products, etc. To have a
corporate blog is essential, because otherwise our employees in other countries have no clue where we are
going and now it is very important to share of what we are doing. People always feel a little bit left out. But
this is something you can try to solve with those blogs. We started a few months ago, I think this really helps.
The main staff is here, we have in Australia 15 people, and one person per Sweden, Norway and in England,
Denmark is five people and we have people in different places for events, also in Paris. So blog is the best
way to communicate.
Q: You also mentioned Twitter?
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A: Yes, it is an external Twitter, for external communication. We have a LinkedIn group – also just started –
where talk with outside world - the outside clients who are interested in our company. We have a Ning
community for our sport society, for our staff, freelancers and correspondents. And Twitter is a microblogs
on sports for the outside world. And we have an internal corporate blog for our own community and then we
have a photo site on Flickr and videos on YouTube that is internal. We have hired a person, who has started a
month and a half ago to organize these things. All these things create tremendous opportunities, but they also
require a lot of work to be done as well.
Q: So can you say that the use of social media is more successful when a person has an official specific task
to do with it?
A: Yes, otherwise it is not working. In the old days I did it. First, we had an internal newsletter, we would ask
everybody to give a contribution and that took always weeks to complete before everybody was done. Then I
started almost a year ago with an e-mail newsletter, where I just try to round up everything what happened.
Sometimes I did this every week and sometimes every six weeks, because I also need to find my time to write
the stories. And now we have the person to organize everything in a blog. So if you put an effort in it of one
person with one responsibility, it really works. All the social media tools are managed by him.
Q: You have also mentioned Ning community. Do you use it for your employees?
A: We use Ning software for what we call a sport society. When we work for event organizers, we hire a lot
of freelancers. And for those freelances we want to give a community where they know what we are doing,
what all this is about. But also we want to have their help if we have a question related to their expertise or
area. So it is a family so to say, people who we work with. But we want to have them as advisers for our
process. But also be a little bit close to them so we know what they are doing and where they are. We need
often some historic in-depth content and they can find ways to get it, etc.
Q: Thank you. To wrap up our conversation I would like to ask you to name some your personal lessons
learnt about the use of social media.
A: First, there should be an official time and task for people to use it, you better hire a person to manage this
social software, or part time employee, than ask somebody to devote half of his working time to it. Second,
software is just software, it is much better now and is constantly developing, but you should have rules,
guidelines for people to use it properly (security, privacy issues).

B8. Interview 8 Summary
May, 12 2010
Q: I would like to ask you to describe the knowledge management (KM) initiatives and strategies in
Getronics.
A: As a Business Unit director of a Business Solutions department I am responsible for innovation of our
services portfolio. This encompass several subjects: thought leadership, which is making noise in the market
by sharing our knowledge regarding subjects we have expertise in; portfolio innovation - creating new
services that are in line with new trends in the market; presales services - enabling our sales force to sale the
new propositions that we have developed. An important part of our work is innovation, you can do this by
yourself, but most smart people do not work within your organization. So we want to attach ourselves to the
outside knowledge in universities, communities, other organizations. We are also trying to innovate together
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with our customers, because they are the people who are actually having the real world problems. One more
aspect is KM. What we want to achieve in it is that we know what we know and that we know who knows
what. The main three goals are: first, to make our corporate knowledge visible for employees, provide them
with tools that facilitate sharing and reuse, which can make some states of the work process faster; second, to
make the experts who work in our company known and so to benefit from their knowledge; third, to share
knowledge together with each other. For this you are thinking about the Web 2.0-like technologies.
However this is important to realize that KM is not an IT subject. In a lot of situations people are only
focusing on information part of knowledge, but not on attitude, behavior, cultural aspects of it. However,
without a tool is it also difficult to manage knowledge and information, so the answer is probably somewhere
in-between. If you look at knowledge management you have to look at tooling, but you also have to look at
processes, management and organization, governance and who does what, etc., also people and cultural
aspects are important.
We started a couple of years ago to realize new philosophy in KM. And the first starting point in this
philosophy of that we want to increase our knowledge sharing and expertise building, was wiki
implementation. For some people it was big success, but some people don‘t use it because it is too complex.
It was intended to create and share knowledge, but with focus on co-creation. One of the traditional pitfalls of
KM approach in terms of tooling is to create a wall-guarding approach. A lot of traditional KM systems are
closed systems within an organization. Now we are working on a new system - ShaerPoint 2010. We are also
now actively pursuing integration of the things that people are already doing, for example, tweetering,
sharing photos on Flickr, saving bookmarks on Del.ios.us, and sharing movies on YouTube, into our own
environment. So we do not have one closed environment, but combined with the best of both worlds.
Q: How would you describe the general organizational culture?
A: On average I would say there is fairly open culture towards sharing knowledge, but what we still see
within some of our units where most our consultants are that there are arguments like this – ―if you share
your knowledge then you can be afraid that someone else will use this knowledge and knowledge is power‖.
But this argument is addressed by a paradigm shift. It used to be that if a person knows a lot, he was the
expert and the rest of the world needed him as an expert, he didn‘t share what makes him an expert. And now
the world is more transparent, and now it is all about creating connections between people and sharing your
knowledge, so that people know that this person knows a lot. In order to stay relevant you actually need to
share knowledge.
Q: Trust can be an influencing factor to sharing knowledge. How would you describe the relationships
between people in the company from this perspective?
A: Trust is really important, and also from a strategic point of view. In the old days we had our
Communications Department and if you want to write an article and send it to a magazine, you would write
it, and it would be edited by the Communication if it is relevant, good, proved. That is not realistic anymore.
So, as an organization you can no longer control the communications with the outside world - open approach
is more realistic and beneficial. What you need to do is to trust your people that what they say is good for
your organization.
Q: You have mentioned that one of the main goals of KM initiatives is to know what corporate knowledge is
and who knows what. What are the activities in this direction?
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A: One of the things we are doing is organizing knowledge evenings. These knowledge evenings are for
business units. But we also organize for technical people or consultants knowledge evenings that are focused
on specific subjects, for example, virtualization or IT Governance. And we have set a coaching structure,
everyone can have a coach, somebody who can reflect not in hierarchical way, but more in experience way.
And also in terms of performance management we are also trying to assess what was done to share
knowledge. You have two mechanisms to motivate people – carrot and stick. So you can reward them and
you can punish them. You have to do both.
Q: And if we look at the visibility of knowledge, what tool do you use to make knowledge and people with
knowledge visible?
A: In the SharePoint environment that we are currently developing, there are such things as being able to see
how many people downloaded a certain document. This is one mechanism to make this transparent. Another
mechanism is rating system. We have the number of downloads, rating systems, then also tags. If you upload
a document, you need to tag it, to say what kind of document it is, to put it into a right context.
Q: Can it be the case that such kind of reputation building, having high ratings of your documents, a lot of
followers, etc. can overweight the fear of losing competitive advantage when sharing knowledge?
A: What is our competitive advantage, is it the documents that we have on our servers, or is it the people we
have? And my view is that it is always people, not documents. It needs to be routine to share knowledge. If I
share all my knowledge and then I leave the company, knowledge will still be available, in the system. There
is a difference between data and information and you need to make sure that a system can capture
information, but also some aspects of experiences, expertise.
Q: A question concerning the wiki - Is it really actively used for collaborative content creation and where do
you see the benefits of collaborative writing?
A: The idea behind wiki is very good, only I think it is too much tooling there. For example, if you want to
insert a table in there, it is fairly difficult. Google Docs or new MS Office version are normal office tools,
they can be used to really easily collaborate, collectively develop content. They bring great value. You can
really work together on the same document, it is much faster, it makes work more efficient and you really can
work together on one document.
Q: To wrap up our conversation I would like to ask you to name a few of your personal lessons learnt from
KM?
A: As a summary, I think, ―carrot and stick‖ principle is important; simplicity of tools, making knowledge
sharing have a game and fun feeling is important; openness to the outside world should be really important.
And it is important to realize that system implementations fail, so it is always difficult to have a business case
for KM. But business case of knowledge sharing is really important.

Appendix C - Coding Scheme
Table C.1 Coding scheme for the main codes grouped in families according to hypotheses.
Hypothesis
Code
Related
Explanation
Argument
Trust
General code, means mentioning of the importance
Hypothesis 1
of trust for knowledge sharing
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User Profiles

A1.1

User Information

A1.2

Who Knows
Visibility

Hypothesis 2

What

-

User Information – Social
Presence +

A1.3

User Information – Social
Presence -

A1.3

Social Presence – Trust

A1.4

Social Networking

A1.5, A1.1

Awareness

A1.4, A1.8

Communication – Trust

A1.8

Trust – Knowledge Sharing
Behavior +

A1.9

Trust – Knowledge Sharing
Behavior -

A1.9

Wiki

A2.1

Collaborative writing

A2.1, A2.2

Easy (less effort and timeconsuming) to write –
creation

A2.3

Wiki-stylecollaboration +

effective

A2.3

Wiki-stylecollaboration -

effective

A2.3

Collaboration – knowledge
creation, innovation

A2.4
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Mentioning of tools that contain ―User profiles‖
functionality
Mentioning tools or situations that reveal
information about people
Mentioning or giving supportive evidence of the
importance of the visibility of personal knowledge
in organizations
Mentioning or giving supportive evidence of the
statement that availability of information about
people leads to establishing of social presence
Mentioning or giving supportive evidence of the
statement that availability of information about
people is not important for establishing of social
presence
Mentioning or giving supportive evidence of the
statement that social presence leads to establishing
trustful relationships
Mentioning or giving examples of the use of social
networking tools
Mentioning or giving supportive evidence of the
importance of the mutual awareness about work,
interests, experiences, etc of colleagues
Mentioning or giving supportive evidence of the
statement that more frequent or long term
communication results in establishing trustful
relationships
Mentioning or giving supportive evidence of the
statement that trust between organizational
members lead to more active behavior in
knowledge sharing
Mentioning or giving supportive evidence of the
statement that trust between organizational
members does not have any effect on behavior in
knowledge sharing
General code, which indicates mentioning the use
of wiki tools. It is also used in the code family
―Enterprise 2.0 tools‖
Mentioning or giving examples of experiences in
creating some content together with other people in
one document or in real time, ―wiki style of
collaboration‖
Mentioning or giving supportive evidence of the
situation that less time- and effort consuming
content creation possibilities lead more effective
content and new knowledge creation
Mentioning or giving supportive evidence of the
situation that collaborative writing in small
contributions from several people is an effective
way of collaboration
Mentioning or giving supportive evidence of the
situation that collaborative writing in small
contributions from several people is not an
effective way of collaboration
Mentioning or giving supportive evidence of
collaborative process resulting in new knowledge
creation, innovation

Implicit knowledge

A2.5

Discussion facilitation

A2.5

Implicit
knowledge
collaboration +

–

A2.7

Implicit
knowledge
collaboration -

–

A2.7

Discussionsexternalization

Hypothesis 3

A2.6

Visibility of Contribution

A 3.2, A3.6

Authoring

A3.1

Ratings

A3.5

Reputation
Motivation

–

Intrinsic

Organizational Culture

Culture - Attitude
Knowledge Sharing

A3.3
A3.4

to

A3.7

Mentioning or providing example of dealing with
implicit, experiential knowledge in organizations
Mentioning or giving examples of the situation of
successful discussions facilitation, either by IT
tools or by human facilitator
Mentioning or giving supportive evidence of the
statement that making it easier to express implicit
knowledge leads to effective collaboration
Mentioning or giving supportive evidence of the
statement that making it easier to express implicit
knowledge does not effect collaboration
Mentioning or giving supportive evidence of
discussions that resulted in externalization, in
writing down implicit knowledge
Mentioning or giving examples of the importance
to make the contributions of knowledge from every
person trackable and visible
Mentioning or giving examples of the writing
experiences
and
mentioning
authors
of
contributions
Mentioning or giving examples of the experiences
and attitudes to the use of rating systems in
organizations environments
Mentioning or giving examples of the statement
that building personal reputation can be a
motivating factor to contribute knowledge
A general code, which means mentioning the
importance of the influence of organizational
context on individual employees behavior and
attitudes
Mentioning or giving examples of the statement
that general cultural settings in organizations have
influence on the individuals attitudes to sharing
personal knowledge

Appendix D – Code groupings for the second set of interviews

Figure D.1 – View of the family of associated codes for Hypothesis 1 (Set of the interviews with internal
companies‘ KM professionals).
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Figure D.2 – View of the family of associated codes for Hypothesis 2 (Set of the interviews with internal
companies‘ KM professionals).

Figure D.3 – View of the family of associated codes for Hypothesis 3 (Set of the interviews with internal
companies‘ KM professionals).

Figure D.4 – Additional insights form the analysis of the expert interviews – View of the family of associated
codes (Set of the interviews with internal companies‘ KM professionals).

Appendix E- Interview results in a form of conceptually clustered matrix
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In the table the columns marked with dark grey color correspond to the interviews with consultants
(Interviews 1,2,3 and 5); the columns marked with light grey color contain the number of quotes from the
interviews with knowledge management professionals in organizations (Interviews 4, 6,7 and 8).
Table E.1 Conceptually clustered matrix of the qualitative Expert interviews analysis.
Interviews
Hypotheses
and
Arguments

Interview
1

Interview
2

Interview
3

Interview
4

Interview
5

Interview
6

2

3

3

1
1

1

1

6

2

2

2

1

1

3

3

4

3

5

1

1
2

3
5

2
1

2
7

1
4

2
2

4

4

1

1

4

Interview
7

Interview
8

Total
№ of
quote
s

1

2

11

1
3

3

5
6

4

20

Hypothesis 1
Trust
User Profiles
User
Information
Who Knows
What Visibility
User
Information –
Social Presence
+
User
Information –
Social Presence
Social Presence
– Trust
Social
Networking
Awareness
Communicatio
n – Trust
Trust –
Knowledge
Sharing
Behavior +
Trust –
Knowledge
Sharing
Behavior -

2

1

1

2

1
4

2

1

7

1

9

2

2

20

2
2

2
3

15
25

5

19

1

1

Hypothesis 2
Wiki
Collaborative
writing
Easy (less
effort and timeconsuming) to
write – creation
Wiki-styleeffective
collaboration +
Wiki-styleeffective
collaboration -

2
1
1

1
3

4
1

1

1

3

1

1

1
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4
3

11
13

1

1

4

4

3

12

2

4

4

1

Collaboration –
knowledge
creation,
innovation
Implicit
knowledge
Discussion
facilitation
Implicit
knowledge –
collaboration +
Implicit
knowledge –
collaboration Discussionsexternalization

3

2

2

1

1

1

2

3

3

1

8

19

1

1

2

7

4

9
1

1

1

1

1

3

Hypothesis 3
Visibility of
Contribution
Authoring
Ratings
Reputation –
Intrinsic
Motivation
Organizational
Culture
Culture Attitude to
Knowledge
Sharing

1

1

1
1
2

1

4

4

1

5

1
3

2
1

1

1
3

5

7

4

1

9

1

2
3
8

8
7
15

5

5

34

1

3

1

Appendix F - Conclusion from the Empirical Study
Table F.1 Conclusions from the empirical study about the Hypotheses and the working influence mechanism.
Hypothesis
Hypothesis 1

Barrier addressed
Interpersonal Trust

Mechanism
Social networking tools have functionality
of creating user pages –profiles (A1.1)
User pages – profiles provide personal and
professional information (A1.2)

Availability of personal and work related
information about organizational members
create social presence in technology
mediated interaction and communication
(A1.3)
Social presence in technology mediated
interaction helps to create trust between
group members (A1.4)
Enterprise 2.0 tool provide the functionality
such as chatting (also audio and video),
messaging, commenting on contributions or
actions (A1.5)
The variety of means for interaction
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Research results
An axiomatic statement (Ch.
3.1)
Supported by findings in
literature (Ch. 3.1) and
arguments from the expert
interviews (Ch. 4.3.1)
Supported by findings in
literature (Ch.3.1) and numerous
examples and reasoning in
expert interviews (Ch.4.3.1)
Supported by findings in
literature (Ch.3.1) and numerous
examples and reasoning in
expert interviews (Ch.4.3.1)
An axiomatic statement (Ch.
3.1)

Supported by the arguments in

facilitates communication (A1.6)

More frequent communication results in
accumulating of mutual experiences (A1.7)

More mutual experiences in communication
with colleagues help to establish trust (A1.8)

Trustful relationships between
organizational members have positive effect
on knowledge sharing behavior (A1.9)

Hypothesis 2

Knowledge
explication

Enterprise 2.0 collaborative tools provide
such means for collaborative content
creation, which allow creating end results
from small contributions from many
collaborators (A2.1)
The possibility of creating content with
small contributions from many collaborators
allows each collaborator to invest less time
and efforts into writing (A2.2)
Collaborating with investing less time and
efforts in writing can engage more people in
collaborative, knowledge creation process
and make it more effective (A2.3)

Enterprise 2.0 tool provide the functionality
of commenting, discussing, collaborative
bookmarking and creating classifications
(A2.5)
The functionality of Enterprise 2.0 tool
(mentioned in A2.5 above) helps and makes
easier to codify knowledge and express
implicit knowledge (A2.6)

Making it easier to codify knowledge and
explicate implicit knowledge can make
collaborative process effective (A2.7)

Collaboration process facilitated by
technologies, easier and less time and effort
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expert interviews (Ch. 4.3.1);
Some conditions for this were
named, such as the simplicity of
use of the functionality and the
existence of organizational need
for communication (not
communication for the sake of
communication) (Ch. 4.3.1)
Supported by findings in
literature (Ch.3.1) and numerous
examples and reasoning in
expert interviews (Ch.4.3.1)
Supported by findings in
literature (Ch.3.1) and numerous
examples and reasoning in
expert interviews (Ch.4.3.1)
Statement derived from research
literature (Ch. 2.1.4.2, Ch. 3.1)
and supported by arguments and
examples in expert interviews
(Ch. 4.3.1)
An axiomatic statement found
during the literature review
phase (Ch. 2.2.2 – 2.2.4) and
supported during the expert
interviews phase (Ch. 4.3.2)
Supported by arguments and
examples from the expert
interviews (Ch. 4.3.2), but a
condition was mentioned simplicity of tools is important.
Supported by arguments and
examples from the expert
interviews (Ch. 4.3.2), but a
condition was mentioned number of collaborators is
important, in big groups a lot of
coordination activities are
needed.
An axiomatic statement (Ch.
3.2)

Partially supported by findings
in the literature review (Ch.
2.2.2 – 2.2.4);
No explicit evidenced found in
the empirical phase in expert
interviews (Ch. 4.3.2).
Partially supported by findings
in the literature review (Ch.
2.2.2 – 2.2.4);
No explicit evidenced found in
the empirical phase in expert
interviews (Ch. 4.3.2)..
Addressed and proposed in the
theoretical study phase,

consuming writing process can stimulate
knowledge sharing behavior (A2.4)

Hypothesis 3

Organizational
culture

The adoption of Enterprise 2.0 result in
beginning of use by employees of various
communication means, tools for authoring
content, creating profiles, etc. (A3.1)
The use of the Enterprise 2.0 tools for
communication, authoring, creating personal
profiles increase the visibility of corporate
knowledge and people (A3.2)
The adoption of Enterprise 2.0 result in
beginning of use by employees of various
rating, liking and other contribution
evaluation functionalities (A3.5)
The use of various rating and evaluation
functionality increase the visibility of
corporate knowledge and people (A3.6)
Making the contributions and knowledge
work of employees more visible around an
organizations makes reputation building as
intrinsic motivation for knowledge sharing
more important (A3.3)

The importance of reputation building as a
motivating factor for sharing knowledge
influences positively the establishment of
organizational norms and culture favorable
for effective knowledge sharing (A3.4)

Establishing of certain organizational norms
and culture has positive effect on the attitude
of organizational members to knowledge
sharing and facilitates sharing behavior
(A3.7)
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literature review (Ch. 2.2.4);
Addressed in the empirical study
phase, a number of new insights
were found (Ch. 4.3.2 );
Not possible to say if it is
supported or not.
An axiomatic statement (Ch.
3.3)

Supported by the theoretical
study (Ch. 2.2.4);
Supported by the results of the
expert interviews (Ch. 4.3.3)
An axiomatic statement (Ch.
3.3)

Supported by the theoretical
study (Ch. 2.2.4);
Supported by the results of the
expert interviews (Ch. 4.3.3)
Addressed in the theoretical
study (Ch. 2.2.2 -2.2.4);
Supported by some evidences in
the expert interviews (Ch.
4.3.3);
Empirical study showed the
influence or organizational
culture on this process;
Addressed in the theoretical
study, literature review (Ch.
2.2.4)
Addressed during the expert
interviews;
A lot of other factors influence
culture, so it is not possible to
definitely say whether this
statement is supported or not.
Supported by the theoretical
study (Ch. 2.2.4);
Supported by the empirical
study – expert interviews (Ch.
4.3.3)

