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Abstract 
To increase competitive advantage, organizations are developing how they manage internal 

knowledge. This has been tackled by implementing various Knowledge Management Systems, 

which have been developed based on the needs of specific teams and/or latest trends. Such 

approach is problematic since it does not take into consideration what the users current 

Knowledge Management practices are, nor if the system is relevant for a larger mass. 

 

The purpose of this thesis is to identify what requirements from users, regarding content and 

features, are relevant to focus on when designing a Knowledge Management System, targeted 

towards knowledge intensive businesses. To examine this, an exploratory research approach 

has been applied on a global Information and Communication Technology (ICT) company. 

100 semi-structured interviews were conducted, with employees located at various global 

locations and with varying job roles, in order to get a detailed picture of the user requirements 

on a Knowledge Management System. The interviews were later sorted and analysed by using 

the Technology Acceptance Model, and quantified by calculating the frequency count on the 

different requirements. The findings were later reduced, based on their generalizability, in 

order to facilitate a list of user requirements that are relevant to focus on, when constructing a 

knowledge management system for a knowledge intensive business.  

 

The results show that there are several aspects to consider in the creation of a Knowledge 

Management System, meant for a knowledge intensive business. The majority of these aspects 

are related to increased findability of relevant & updated document and colleagues, receive 

information about internal operations and lessons learnt from previous projects. Examples of 

these requirements are a semantic search engine, news feed and interconnected repositories. 

 

Key-words: “knowledge management”, “knowledge management systems”, “knowledge 

sharing”, ”knowledge management practices”, “social exchange”, “technology acceptance 

model”, “information technology”, ”information systems”, “knowledge management 

trends” and “knowledge management system trends”. 
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Sammanfattning 
För att öka sin konkurrensfördel har företag börjat utveckla hur de hanterar sin interna kunskap. 

Detta görs genom att implementera olika kunskapshanteringssystem, vilka har utvecklats 

baserat på specifika avdelningars behov och/eller på de senaste trenderna. Det angreppssättet 

har visat sig problematiskt då det inte väger in hur användarna jobbar med kunskapshantering 

just nu, eller vilka system som kan anses vara användbara för en större massa. 

 

Syftet med den här rapporten är att identifiera vilka användarkrav, kopplat till innehåll och 

funktioner, som är relevanta att fokusera på vid utvecklandet av ett kunskapshanteringssystem 

riktat mot ett kunskapsintensivt företag. För att undersöka detta har en explorativ studie gjorts 

på ett globalt företag som verkar inom information- och kommunikationsteknologi. För att få 

en detaljerad bild av användarnas kravställning på ett kunskapshanteringssystem har 100 

semi-strukturerade intervjuer genomförts med anställda stationerade på olika geografiska 

platser, och med varierande jobbroller. Intervjuerna har sorterats och analyserats med hjälp av 

Technology Acceptance Model, för att sedan kvantifieras genom att undersöka hur frekvent 

de olika kraven nämndes av de intervjuade. Användarkraven reducerades sedan, baserat på 

deras generaliserbarhet, för att på så sätt presentera en lista innehållandes de användarkrav 

som är relevanta att fokusera på vid skapandet av ett kunskapshanteringssystem för ett 

kunskapsintensivt företag. 

 

Resultaten visar att det är ett flertal aspekter som bör tas till hänsyn vid skapandet av ett 

kunskapshanteringssystem för ett kunskapsintensivt företag. Majoriteten av dessa aspekter är 

relaterade till en ökad möjlighet att hitta relevanta och uppdaterade dokument och kollegor, 

samt att få information om företagets interna verksamhet och lärdomar från tidigare projekt. 

Exempel på dessa användarkrav är en semantisk sökmotor, ett nyhetsflöde samt tillhandahålla 

sammankopplade informationskällor. 

 

Nyckelord: “knowledge management”, “knowledge management systems”, “knowledge 

sharing”, ”knowledge management practices”, “social exchange”, “technology acceptance 

model”, “information technology”, ”information systems”, “knowledge management 

trends” and “knowledge management system trends”. 
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1 Introduction 
The introduction chapter presents the background of the studied phenomenon together with 

the problem formulation, purpose, research questions, expected contribution, limitations & 

delimitations and the reports disposition. The aim is to demonstrate why the subject is of 

interest and how this research is intended to contribute to the existing research. 

1.1 Background 
National borders no longer oppose as barriers to the globalization of companies and thus the 

global market is becoming more available, and an increasing amount of companies are 

choosing to expand operations (Cunningham & Ferrell, 2015; Bolisani & Handzic, 2014). 

Knowledge is in this context seen as an important contributor to increased productivity, which 

then becomes an influential differentiator for global organizations (Powell & Snellman, 2004). 

Globalization implies that the knowledge on the market is reachable by any organization. 

Organizations therefore need to redefine their Knowledge Management (KM) strategies to 

gain competitive advantage over their peers, that is, by effectively managing the knowledge 

that resides in-house (Schneckenberg, et al., 2015; Hung, 2012).   

 

Such triggering effects pressure companies to increase resources for KM within firms and to 

investigate what it can contribute with, as well as which obstacles it might encounter (Powell 

& Snellman, 2004). However, even though there are dispersed opinions regarding the previous 

statements, many organizations agree upon that KM is necessary (Barnes & Milton, 2015). 

Alshibly (2014) is arguing that the importance of information and communication 

technologies (ICT) is increasing day by day, due to how globalization has made a company's 

data collection and communication challenges to scale up immeasurably (Bolisani & Handzic, 

2014). This has put pressure on company’s Information Technology (IT) system designers 

and operational managers to handle and distribute the newly gained knowledge in an efficient 

way (Bolisani & Handzic, 2014). 

 

To avoid previous mistakes and spending resources on ‘reinventing the wheel’, a company 

need to make sure that all the employees have been provided the same knowledge base (Hung, 

2012; Bolisani & Handzic, 2014). And also make sure that all of the knowledge within the 

company is accessible to all of its employees (Bolisani & Handzic, 2014). This is important 

since the knowledge of a single employee is only a small portion of the total knowledge in a 

company, as well as the fact that KM enables synergies when used efficiently (Hayek, 1945). 

Further on, the experiences gained through different cultural interactions, together with 

successful knowledge transfer, increases the firm’s cultural understanding and how it relates 

to business growth (Schneckenberg, et al., 2015). But since the human's ability to process 

information has limitations - especially information that has not been codified or documented 

- has knowledge storage, handling, dissemination and reception become essential activities 

(Hung, 2012). An overselling of a KM system’s benefits by consultants in the 1990s, and the 

field’s pluralism, has led to a low satisfaction rate of KM systems (Bolisani & Handzic, 2014; 

Rigby & Bilodeau, 2011). This can be seen as quite remarkable since KM is one of the 25 

most popular management tools (Rigby & Bilodeau, 2011). Companies are currently tackling 

this matter by adopting new technology in form of digital collaborative platforms, with the 

aim to nurture learning and inspire management in creating new KM strategies 

(Schneckenberg, et al., 2015). 

 

Abdullah et al. (2015) argue that the “how” companies manage and sustain knowledge will be 

a top priority in order to sustain continual growth and competitive advantage in dynamic 
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markets. Dulipovici & Robey (2013) also mentions that an alignment between the firm's 

Information System (IS) and its business strategy can improve the organizational performance, 

which is due to a more strategic and focused usage of IT and IS. A common class of IS is a 

Knowledge Management System (KMS), which is a virtual system that supports the creation, 

transfer and application of knowledge in organizations (Alavi & Leidner, 2001). There are 

however no clear characteristic or definitions of a KMS that distinguishes it from other kinds 

of IS, besides its role to support knowledge tasks and provide access to sources of expertise 

(Dulipovici & Robey, 2013). Alavi & Leidner (2001) states that technical components that 

support a KMS are videoconferencing, electronic repositories, expert systems, workflow 

systems, simulation tools, data mining tools, and search engines. 

 

Deficiencies in the literature mark an empirical gap around the practical requirements that 

need to be considered when designing a KMS, i.e. what type of content and additional features 

are required by the users. However, addressing the requirements of a KMS also raises the 

question whether the affected individuals will employ such system. Understanding what 

motivates people to accept a new technology is a matter of psychology, and one which requires 

great consideration when constructing a KMS (Alshibly, 2014; Schepers & Wetzels, 2007). 

Whereas managers aim to introduce a new technology (i.e. a KMS), the aim should not only 

be focused on improving acceptance at an individual level. Primary focus should instead be 

opted towards the organization as a whole, which is what constitutes an organizational culture 

(Schepers & Wetzels, 2007). 

1.2 Problem formulation 
To fulfil the need of managing knowledge, companies have introduced multiple KM tools in 

order to support the employee's requests and/or enable solutions according to the new trends 

(Dulipovici & Robey, 2013). Even though a newly introduced tool might be better suited to 

cover the needs of specific teams or business units, it rarely change their current KM practices 

(Dulipovici & Robey, 2013). However, some sub-groups or employees might still adapt to the 

new system, which then makes it harder for the total mass to follow the progress in specific 

projects, as well as search for documents and presentations. This is because other teams and 

business units then become uncertain of where to look for the knowledge. 

 

Such events have stressed the need for a unified KMS in a knowledge intensive business, 

which combines all of the different KM tools and still enables each employee to work in the 

preferred platform. In the meantime it enables search for information without knowing in 

which repository to look into. It is however unclear how this kind of KMS solution should be 

designed and which information it should provide to the employees. Another uncertainty is 

what information the employees demand and how the system should enable a higher chance 

of acquiring it.  

1.3 Purpose 
The purpose of this research is to identify what requirements from users, regarding content 

and features, are relevant to focus on when designing a Knowledge Management System 

targeted towards knowledge intensive businesses. 
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1.4 Research questions 
Main research question addressing the purpose of this research: 

 

★ What are the relevant user requirements to focus on when designing a Knowledge 

Management System for a knowledge intensive business? 

 

Two questions that together address the main research question: 

 

1. What are the requirements users put on a Knowledge Management System in a 

knowledge intensive business? 

 

2. To what extent are these requirements desired among the users? 

1.5 Expected contributions  
The existing literature has a focus on the managerial aspects of a KMS and left a gap related 

to the user requirements on such a system. This research will contribute to existing literature 

by combining what previous research states are needed prerequisites, with the actual demands 

of users in a knowledge intensive business on a KMS. It will be done by interviewing users in 

a knowledge intensive business and investigating what demands they have on such a system, 

in relation to content and features. These requirements are to be sorted according to what 

extent the users mention them, so that a list over what should be prioritised can be constructed. 

 

The theory of the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) will be used in order to increase the 

relevance of the results and to emphasize the relevance of the requirements. Companies are, 

by combining this research with existing theory, able to get a more holistic overview of the 

prerequisites and user requirements when creating a useful KMS. 

1.6 Limitations and delimitations 
The user’s requirements are to be mapped from the perspective of users in knowledge 

intensive organizations, and due to resource limitations, the amount of organizations at hand 

is limited to one international company. Requirements are to include both existing content and 

features, as well as non-existent. Furthermore, the research related to the user’s requirements 

is only to touch upon the matter of managing existing knowledge, not how to create and/or 

acquire new knowledge. 

 

Since previous research has covered a wide range of prerequisites for a KMS to be successful 

on a managerial level (see chapter 2), an empirical gap within the user requirements has been 

identified. However, because of resource limitations, the study’s remarks will only be 

provided on a theoretical level. The study will not investigate how to increase the usage of a 

KMS trough external factors, like various incentives. It will also exclude how to proceed with 

the realisation and implementation of the different user requirements. The implementation of 

the most relevant requirements is not included in this research and whether these requirements 

interfere with each other must be left for future research. Due to limited resources, as well as 

the complexity of the subject, only interviews will be held and a plausible global survey must 

be left for future research. 
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1.7 Disposition 
The introductory chapter has presented the background of the research together with its scope, 

research question, delimitations and expected contribution. The second chapter of the report 

will present KM as a phenomenon and how it has been employed in organizations historically. 

It is then followed by a presentation of the used theoretical framework, which builds the 

foundation for the study. The fourth chapter consists of the methodology used to address the 

different research questions. Thereafter the case company will be presented together with the 

empirical setting. The concluding chapters present the key findings, analysis, discussion, 

conclusions and recommendations of future research. The disposition is also illustrated in 

Figure 1 below. 

 

 
Figure 1. Report disposition   
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2 Introduction to Knowledge Management 
This chapter gives an introduction to the phenomenon of Knowledge Management, 

including its history, how it can be used and structured as well as which enablers that is 

important to consider. It also presents the current practice of Knowledge Management, and 

the role that a Knowledge Management System plays as well as the visions for its future. 

The aim with this chapter is to give the reader an understanding of Knowledge 

Management, what a Knowledge Management System is and how it can help an 

organization. 

 

To understand the concept of Knowledge Management (KM) it is important to understand 

how knowledge is differentiated from information and data (Chen & Hew, 2015). Ackoff 

(1989) and Barnes & Milton (2015) provide the following definitions of data, information and 

knowledge; 

 

 Data is to be considered as ‘raw’ and simply exists without any specific purpose. It has 

no meaning of itself and can exist in any form, usable or not 

 Information is data that has been given a meaning through relational connection. This 

‘meaning’ can be useful, but it does not have to be 

 Knowledge is information that has been collected and bundled in a way which makes 

it useful 

 

The definition of knowledge is further concretized by Chen & Hew (2015, p. 467) as 

“information possessed in the mind of individuals related to procedures, facts, concepts, ideas 

and judgments that can help an individual take action”.  

2.1 Background of Knowledge Management 
Due to the complex nature of KM and its adaptableness, it is hard to pin down what it implies 

and its definition (Bolisani & Handzic, 2014). This might be up for discussion, but since the 

views acquired by the researchers are somehow dispersed among academia can such 

conclusion be drawn in this research. However, Chen & Hew (2015) claims that it should be 

defined as a complex socio-technical system, whilst Von Krogh (2012) describes it as a 

collection of Information System (IS) implementations. Bolisani & Handzic (2014) describes 

KM in a third way by claiming that it can be seen as something technology related, which 

maintains knowledge repositories, document management systems and intranets. Bolisani & 

Handzic (2014) are summarizing existing research on the matter and is therefore deemed as a 

reliable source when drawing such conclusions, more reflections around this can be found in 

chapter 4. Even though there is a spread in KM definitions, some re-occurring characteristics 

exist that describe the purpose of KM. These are that KM seeks to support a company’s 

knowledge creation, capturing/storage, sharing, distribution/transfer process, as well as a 

continuous development of these (Newell, 2015; Chen & Hew, 2015; Von Krogh, 2012; 

Bolisani & Handzic, 2014). Even though knowledge long has been seen as a valuable source 

for a company to sustain competitive advantage, capitalizing on the re-usage has lagged 

behind (Chen & Hew, 2015; Bolisani & Handzic, 2014). Whether it is the most valuable or 

not must remain to future studies to discuss. 

 

As earlier mentioned was KM seen as the ‘next big thing’ in the end of the 20th century, but 

was later dismissed as a passing fad. Bolisani & Handzic (2014) argued that the concept did 

however survive, and has now in this new technological era become more embedded in 

organizational structures, technologies and processes, which have led to a revival. While this 
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might be different from organization to organization, it still raises the matter for investigation. 

It has lately resulted in that one can hardly find any organization that is yet to embark a project 

or program with the purpose to improve the organizations usage of its internal knowledge and 

competence (Bolisani & Handzic, 2014). 

2.2 Knowledge classification and its strategies 
The challenge with KM is that it has to be connected to the organizational outcome, such as 

performance and value-creation (Bolisani & Handzic, 2014). It is therefore important that KM 

approaches considers different organizational perspectives in order to support the 

organizational practice in an efficient way (Bolisani & Handzic, 2014). Because of this, it is 

essential to understand what types of knowledge there are so that a strategy suited to them can 

be constructed and implemented. The following subchapters’ presents the most used concepts. 

2.2.1 Tacit and explicit knowledge 

All of the existing knowledge can be divided into two different knowledge types, tacit and 

explicit knowledge (Hung, 2012; Tidd & Bessant, 2013). Explicit knowledge refers to ‘general 

knowledge’, which is knowledge that can be codified, documented and articulated (Hung, 

2012; Tidd & Bessant, 2013; Nonaka, 1994). Examples of this can be things which are 

acquired during school education, like Newton’s laws or Pythagoras' theorem (Hung, 2012). 

Conversely, tacit knowledge refers to ‘specific knowledge’, which is knowledge that belongs 

to a specific production activity in a specific space and time, or knowledge that is deeply 

rooted in action, commitments or culture (Hung, 2012; Nonaka, 1994; Tidd & Bessant, 2013). 

These categories are indisputable among many sources, as can be seen, and is therefore 

deemed to be the way to correctly classify knowledge. 

2.2.2 Codification and personalization strategy 

The classification of knowledge into tacit and explicit has led to two different KM strategies, 

either codified knowledge (i.e. codification) or knowledge based on interactions (i.e. 

personalization) (Hansen, et al., 1999).  

 

The codification strategy focuses on knowledge that has been codified and stored in databases, 

which makes it easily accessible for all of the employees in the company. This implies that 

the knowledge within the company has to be written down into a generalized way, which 

means that client sensitive information has to be left out and focus should instead be on 

interview guides, work schedules, benchmark data, and market segmentation analyses 

(Hansen, et al., 1999). This makes it possible to reuse knowledge in an efficient way since it 

can be used as a knowledgebase in future projects. It also enables (for example) sales people 

to reuse presentations and sales pitches, which has been used in previous cases (Hansen, et al., 

1999). This implies that the wheel does not have to be reinvented and the process becomes 

shorter, and therefore cheaper. 

 

The personalization strategy is on the other hand focused on dialogues between employees of 

the company, in which the knowledge has not been codified (tacit knowledge), and is partly 

transferred through brainstorming sessions and one-to-one sessions (Hansen, et al., 1999). It 

can also be transferred over the telephone, by e-mails and via videoconferences. This gives 

the employees a better insight since they get to acquire hands on information from an 

individual with expertise, although it does require the actual finding of this expert. It also 

provides them with a large network inside the company, since they would make contact with 

a large number of colleagues (Hansen, et al., 1999). This strategy makes it easier for the 

company to find the right person for the right task. It would imply that the main purpose for a 
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company’s computer system is to connect people and help them to communicate, not to store 

and distribute knowledge (Hansen, et al., 1999). 

 

Whether these are arguably the abstract way of looking at a KM strategy, the well cited 

reference does demonstrates how greatly applied it is in academia to understand KM strategies. 

However, due to the different approaches with these strategies it is important that a company 

focuses on one strategy and then support it with the other, instead of treating them both as 

equal (Hansen, et al., 1999). In the choice of which strategy to employ, Hansen et al. (1999) 

marked that larger consulting firms such as Accenture and EY are using the codification 

strategy, whilst more strategy focused firms like Boston Consulting Group and Bain are using 

the personalization strategy. Even thou the examples are on consulting firms, the strategies 

are applicable on IT companies as well as health care providers, which imply that the strategies 

are not branch related (Hansen, et al., 1999). This also indicates that these strategies attract 

different kind of personalities, due to the operational difference (Jensen, et al., 2007). 

Furthermore, synergies can be created if the strategies are combined in a successful way. It is 

however difficult to find the balance between the two strategies due to its contradictions, 

which then mark that the benefits might suffer (Jensen, et al., 2007).  

 

Since both of these strategies have their advantages and disadvantages, it can be hard to decide 

on which strategy to choose. Especially since the knowledge strategy will have a major effect 

on the company’s overall strategy and operations (Abdullah, et al., 2015). In Table 1 the main 

characteristics of the strategies are illustrated based on Hansen et al. (1999). 

 
Table 1. Characteristics of the two main Knowledge Management strategies  

Competitive 

Strategy 

Codification 
 

Reuse codified information 

through high-quality 

information-systems 

Personalization 
 

Individual expertise through 

person-to-person interactions 

Economic Model Reuse Economics 

 

Invest in knowledge asset, reuse it 

many times. 

Expert economics 

 

Charge high fees for customized 

solutions.  

Knowledge 

Management 

Strategy 

People-to-Documents 

 

Electronic document system that 

codifies, stores, disseminates and 

allows reuse of knowledge. 

Person-to-Person 

 

Networks for linking people so 

that tacit knowledge can be 

shared. 

Information 

Technology 

Heavy IT 

 

The goal is to connect people with 

reusable codified knowledge. 

Moderate IT  

 

The goal is to facilitate 

conversations and the exchange 

of tacit knowledge. 

2.3 Knowledge Management System  
A Knowledge Management System (KMS) can be interpreted as a repository system where 

an organization can store and share its knowledge. This is the overall definition, but it can also 

be seen as a network system, where users can find each other and interact. A modern KMS is 

thereby often built around these two views, a repository and a network that together comprises 
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an organizations intranet (Newell, 2015). This might be untrue, given that not every KMS is 

investigated by Newell (2015), but the general idea is considered in this research as 

generalizable. The repository is an IT environment that enables information to be transferred 

between users indirectly, focus lies on explicit knowledge, its creation and reuse. The network 

part focuses on facilitating the transfer of tacit knowledge through different collaboration 

and/or interaction techniques, i.e. direct transfer (Newell, 2015). This constitutes of different 

communication & collaboration technologies (e.g. emails, forums, audio, video, social 

networks), text mining technologies as well as business analytical tools (Bolisani & Handzic, 

2014). This creates a two-world context where both serve its purpose and should be integrated 

into a modern KMS structure. 

 

While the concept of KMS might be perceived as a great idea, and one that possibly is easy to 

implement, globalization is stressing new demands (Mezghani, et al., 2015). Multinational 

organizations are continuously experiencing that domestic operations and their boundaries are 

being conceptually eradicated, in favour of global ones that know no national restrictions. This 

does not necessarily point out KM as the ultimate solutions, but it is in this research arguably 

an adequate matter to investigate in order to tackle it. Hence, it puts pressure on IT system 

developers and KM practitioners, since the need for coherent IT architecture is scaling up 

immeasurably (Bolisani & Handzic, 2014). KM has long been a code name for what 

organizations dedicate themselves to when they identify their tacit and/or explicit knowledge, 

and reusing this in order to create value, or to save resources so that ‘the wheel does not need 

to be reinvented’. Bolisani & Handzic (2014) emphasize that this has resulted in the 

employment of several models and different platforms over the past 20 years, but this has 

overwhelmed the users. It has also stressed the need for a unified KMS that gathers all of these 

models and platforms under one interface (Dulipovici & Robey, 2013).  

 

Hence, this emphasizes that current practices should be around the development of this 

umbrella-like interface that gathers all the different networks/repositories. However, while 

there are several methods for KM out there, much of the hampering and thereby where 

resources are allocated at structuring documents, articles, internal reports, etc. (Mezghani, et 

al., 2015). Whilst IT is supposed to facilitate in building repositories and networks, Mezghani 

et al. (2015) argue that IT cannot cover more than 10%-30% of KM practices, since user 

interaction is still a key factor to share tacit knowledge. Thereby, the usefulness or success of 

a KMS mostly relies on the users, and whether they accept this new technology into their daily 

habits (Chen & Hew, 2015). The degree to which IT can aid KM practices can be disputed, 

but the fact still remains that it is a supporting function, and that it generates zero value if the 

users do not employ it. 

 

In parallel to this is Hung (2012) arguing that the concept of KM is based on an idea that 

counteracts the fact that people suffer from limited mental capabilities. In other words, the 

human brain is not able to store unlimited amounts of data for a prolonged period, and that 

one human cannot interact with unlimited amounts of peers without the assistance of IT. This 

indicates that knowledge transfer requires a high interaction frequency, which makes it highly 

resource consuming. Developing a KMS would allow such transfer to take place without any 

interaction that directly translates into zero complexity because of its low interaction 

frequency (Hung, 2012). Furthermore are both Newell (2015) and Nevo & Chan (2007) 

arguing that a KMS is expected to improve productivity, innovation, effectiveness, enable 

better communications, retain employees, increase market share, as well as improve cost 

savings. This further emphasizes the need of a KMS since it arguably is a cornerstone from 

where an organization can develop their KM practices (Dulipovici & Robey, 2013).  
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The statements above creates a wide development scope from where future research can 

develop, which stresses that the field of KM is not likely to converge towards a specific focus 

area but rather a plural one (Bolisani & Handzic, 2014). Several multinational companies are 

therefore are developing different KMS (Huerta, et al., 2012). But as previously said, the 

systems have no clear boundaries, and can therefore be argued to serve different purposes or 

at least be developed in somehow different manners. 

 

2.3.1 Conceptual Knowledge Management System 

As mentioned above, a KMS can be classified as a system that consists of a repository and a 

network (Huerta, et al., 2012). This might not be the general idea, but given the well cited 

source, researchers of this paper decided to base its knowledge review about KMS on it. To 

combine repositories and networks into one KMS has been and is a main challenge of today, 

and one that researchers are rushing towards unifying (Bolisani & Handzic, 2014). Figure 2 

below shows a conceptual model that illustrates how a KMS is supposed to act. It is basically 

an IT infrastructure that enables the interplay between three elements – people, processes and 

technology. Furthermore, it also demonstrates how ICT infrastructure and organizational 

factors impact this somehow circular process of how KM interconnects between people, 

processes and technology. The model reflects how people make use of technology that they 

design in order to ease their workload. As well as to design and operate in different processes, 

which in turn is subject to change thanks to improved technical advancements (Bolisani & 

Handzic, 2014). 

 

 

 
Figure 2. People, processes, technology and structure (Bolisani & Handzic, 2014) 

The model does however emphasize that there is no specific order in which these three 

elements are to be considered in a KMS. Since the area of KM, and thereby the development 

of a KMS, is rather novice should all aspects be consider equally (Bolisani & Handzic, 2014). 
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This is why an exploratory study approach should be considered while designing a KMS 

(Bolisani & Handzic, 2014). 

 

With KMS gaining increased attention in academia and corporate climates, as well as a 

developed IT service environment throughout the globe, a knowledge-based practice of IT 

service management has established itself as a common practice. It includes an approach 

called Information Technology Infrastructure Library, which exemplifies that a KMS should 

resemble an information repository that constitutes of three automated processes (P1, P2 and 

P3) (Trusson, et al., 2014). More process might be available/discovered, but for generalization 

purposes was it, in this research, deemed appropriate. P1 is where the KMS translates acquired 

information/knowledge into a common language by forcing users to tag it according to a 

predefined system. P2 is thereafter the process that eases the retrieving of 

information/knowledge, by cataloguing the repository’s data according to what users have 

tagged it with, which allows interplay not just between person-to-person but also person-to-

machine. P3 is then the final process that allows all this information/knowledge to be generic 

across different divisions in an organization. All this puts an immense requirement on a KMS 

to be able to categorize information/knowledge, and enabling the users to do so (Mezghani, et 

al., 2015). 

 

Previous statements does however rely on that the interplay is mostly comprised with 

predefined goals. Nevertheless, Newell (2015) are arguing that there should be both 

groupware and social software in a KMS. Groupware is software designed to facilitate group 

work/interaction with predefined goals, and social software aims to enable users to interact 

with others without a predefined goal (Von Krogh, 2012). Newell (2015) states that social 

software needs to be considered as equally important as groupware, since it might lead to 

innovative ways of working and/or business opportunities. This emphasize that in a KMS, 

there should be monitored and unmonitored areas in order to satisfy different desires and needs. 

It does however spur a wide range of ethical and security matters to be considered (Rezaei, et 

al., 2016). 

2.3.2 Strategy for a Knowledge Management System 

Starting off with the work conducted by Abdullah et al. (2015), where the authors shed light 

on that organizations are adapting to this new era of KM. It emphasizes the importance of 

managing human capital and incorporating it into their strategies in order to gain and sustain 

a competitive advantage. Such evidence drove the research towards how the different 

strategies affect a company’s performance. Abdullah et al. (2015) divided the strategies in two 

sections, as has previously been explained: codification and personalization. The authors 

contribute to the research by concluding that these strategies does indeed enhance corporate 

performance (Abdullah, et al., 2015), but neglects what factors are needed in order to succeed 

with the implementation of such strategies. 

 

The work of Aggestam et al. (2010) state that knowledge derives from an individual’s 

perspective and that the managing of it (transfer/sharing) is enabled by introducing electronic 

knowledge repositories (EKR). An EKR facilitates the management of knowledge by storing 

best-practices, know-how, etc., and also the transfer of it within an organization or between 

organizations. Much alike previous mentioned repositories. However, researchers do 

emphasize the importance of seeing such technologies as tools and not an end to spur usage 

of the system (Aggestam, et al., 2010). Newell (2015) argues that motivational factors can be 

divided into two sub-groups, individual and group incentives. It is also mentioned that group 

incentives generates a higher usage than individual incentives (Newell, 2015). 
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These group incentives indicate that users thrive in communities, and are why implementing 

virtual communities that enable online interaction is a vital part of any KM strategy (Chen & 

Hew, 2015). Such communities allow people to take advantage of previous failures/successes 

of others, and thereby are resources better allocated within the organization (Bolisani & 

Handzic, 2014). However, the sharing of success stories is what dominates these communities 

and the sharing of failures is among users considered detrimental for the user at hand (Huerta, 

et al., 2012). This is marked as problematic by Huerta et al. (2012) because the knowledge 

about what did go wrong is something that can save an organization much of its resources. An 

incentive system for it should therefore be integrated into a KMS system, i.e. integrated into 

the KM strategy (Huerta, et al., 2012). However, whether an incentive system can solve the 

problem on a global KMS is yet to be investigated, since Huerta et al. (2012) did not cover 

every culture on earth. 

 

All this marks that tools (i.e. a KMS) are necessary in a KM strategy, but an important factor 

towards ensuring the full support of the strategy is introducing a measurement practice. The 

importance of measuring the usage, and linking it towards value yield, is something that has 

widespread acknowledgement among academia and practitioners (Bolisani & Handzic, 2014). 

Measurement provides feedback so that an organization also is able to identify what they know 

and what they do not know, which is a requirement to sustain competitive advantage in this 

knowledge intensive era (Bolisani & Handzic, 2014). This emphasize that, besides providing 

the KM tools, an organization also needs to perform assessments of it, which ensures 

management of the path it takes and whether it aligns with their KM strategy.  

 

However, even though measurement is what could be interpreted as a cornerstone in gaining 

support for KM practices, Bolisani & Handzic (2014) indicate that the first steps must be taken 

by the leaders of an organization. The managers’ commitment and engagement in different 

practices are translated into the core practice, whereas users can identify this, they interpret it 

as values within an organization that act as a guide for behaviour (Bolisani & Handzic, 2014; 

Biron & Hanuka, 2015; Donate & de Pablo, 2015; Trusson, et al., 2014). This emphasises the 

importance of manager’s dedication to KM practices in order to ensure its success. Biron & 

Hanuka (2015) state that the manager’s role is to provide an organizational vision, motivation, 

IT infrastructure (i.e. tools) at all levels of the organization. Donate & de Pablo (2015) also 

state that managers should actively recognize and reward KM practices by their co-workers. 

2.3.3 Value of a Knowledge Management System 

To close the knowledge gap within a company and prevent the creation of ‘knowledge islands’, 

KMS has become a vital tool for many organizations (Bolisani & Handzic, 2014). These IT 

systems do however not create performance improvements, productivity gains and an 

increased communication & collaboration by itself (Newell, 2015). It is instead argued that it 

depends on the conditions of use as well as it takes time to develop the benefits from an IT 

adaption. There are also researches that points that as many as 90 % of the participants in these 

online platforms are ‘lurkers’, i.e. person who observes but do not participate and contribute 

(Newell, 2015). 

 

For companies to provide a more including setting has the concept of Knowledge Management 

Initiative become a large part of its operations (Bolisani & Handzic, 2014). Knowledge 

Management Initiatives is defined as a set of socio-technical enablers, which should act as 

facilitators for a knowledge process. Due to the socially oriented approach, the following areas 

have been recognized as most important: culture, leadership, structure and measurement 
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(Bolisani & Handzic, 2014). While culture is to be recognized as the most important factor in 

order to enable a knowledge conducive environment. This statement includes factors such as 

shared values that encourage knowledge sharing behaviours, and proactive practices that seek 

and offer knowledge throughout the entire organization (Biron & Hanuka, 2015).  

 

By maintaining that culture is the most important factor, the matter of how to establish it 

becomes a vital aspect. Organizations are therefore working towards nurturing a knowledge 

culture through values, systems and structures in order to develop the mind-set of the 

employees (Bolisani & Handzic, 2014). Whether this is true or not, how to establish such 

culture is outside the scope of this research and is therefore left for other studies to further 

investigate. Examples of initiatives to cultivate a knowledge sharing culture can be a system 

of incentives, which stimulates knowledge sharing and contributing by rewarding employees 

who seek, share and create knowledge (Chen & Hew, 2015). But this formal approach of 

knowledge sharing is not always perceived as the most cooperative; instead it can be seen as 

quite competitive (Bolisani & Handzic, 2014). An aftermath to this competitiveness is that 

most employees tend to only share their successes and not failures. 

 

Another approach to bridge the earlier mentioned ‘knowledge islands’ - as well as to promote 

knowledge sharing and rapid innovation – several global companies have created internal 

Communities of Practices (CoPs) (Bolisani & Handzic, 2014). Previous statement about these 

virtual communities and Bolisani & Handzic (2014) claim that CoP is something which the 

majority of multinational companies (who have a KM program) have implemented, and tends 

to support organizational cooperation.  Newell (2015) argues that the literature regarding CoPs 

are stressing the importance of a collaborative, open, trusting community where knowledge 

sharing is valued and promoted by leadership. This can be connected to the claim by Bolisani 

& Handzic (2014) where they argue that CoP are created in order to support innovation and 

creativity, as well as to improve the diffusion of knowledge.  

 

A reason for the effectiveness of a CoP is because it is seen as an informal network which is 

self-supportive, i.e. they enable social interactions and can aid employees overcome the 

inflexibility of solely technology oriented KM solutions (Bolisani & Handzic, 2014). There is 

however challenges with this, a fine line between informal supervision and strict managerial 

control characterize several barriers, since it is important to motivate participation but not 

apply a top-down approach and influence the shared content (Bolisani & Handzic, 2014). In 

the making of this does Bolisani & Handzic (2014) provides two different kinds of CoPs: 

 

1. CoPs that combine organizational arrangements (e.g. workflow management, 

dissemination of case-histories, internal consulting services) with enabling 

technologies (e.g. online forums, corporate web portals, Wikis). This approach is 

mainly focusing on the reconstruction of processes and reuse of knowledge and/or 

methods. 

2. CoPs that are created around current technologies i.e. around ICT systems that create 

a platform for sharing knowledge and improve learning.  

 

Even though there are different approaches of these CoPs, they provided the company with 

the same positive effects (Bolisani & Handzic, 2014). These are: 

 

 Improved control over tacit knowledge through a facilitation of human interactions 

 A creation of organizational memory which avoids ‘reinventions of the wheel’ as well 

as supports an exchange of knowledge between senior and junior employees 
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 Creates a responsiveness and problem solving capability through a more efficient 

usage of knowledge resources across the company 

 Takes advantage of informal communication challenges of interaction and knowledge 

flow 

2.4 Knowledge Management trends 
Previous subchapters have treated what KM is and why a KMS is necessary in an ever growing 

knowledge intensive era. It has also reviewed what relation KM has with an organizations 

strategy and what priority it should be given. It is now relevant to consider what is needed in 

order to succeed with such strategies, and what academia considers being the future of KM 

strategies and KMS. 

2.4.1 Enabling factors and practices 

Besides the earlier mentioned four KM enablers (culture, structure, people and IT), Aggestam 

et al. (2010) are stressing the fact that a KMS is not deemed to succeed if the users and their 

potential degree of usage is not considered. Chen & Hew (2015) argue that virtual 

communities, as mentioned earlier, play an important role in actively engaging users in KM 

practices. Such communities have risen due to theories based on the Social Capital Theory, 

which defines the benefits derived from user interaction (Chen & Hew, 2015).  

 

But constructing a well-founded KMS, which also include a virtual community, should 

consider whether it will be employed by the users or not. To cover this aspect, many 

knowledge sharing researchers rely on the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) that is used 

to evaluate how users will accept (and thereby use) a newly introduced technology (Chen & 

Hew, 2015). It should however be noted that there are certain flaws with the TAM, which are 

further commented in chapter 3. Furthermore, sharing knowledge in a KMS is also a pillar 

that it cannot function without (Abdullah, et al., 2015). The Social Exchange Theory (SET) 

defines knowledge as a commercial good that can be exchanged through people on the market, 

which Chen & Hew (2015) argue is facilitated through incentives in forms of tangible and 

intangible returns. 

 

As previously mentioned, the most discussed motivational categories include: personal 

factors, social factors and organizational factors (Chen & Hew, 2015). Personal factors 

include how valuable a user perceive the knowledge that they share, and what the expected 

personal benefits from sharing this information might be (e.g. increased job performance, 

economic benefits, increased expertise, etc.). Social factors include the belief of other user’s 

intention to share knowledge, and are much based on SET, which emphasize the importance 

of perceived exchange of knowledge sharing. In other words, if the users can expect other 

users to return the favour, i.e. share knowledge. Organizational factors include visible rewards 

in forms of reputation or acknowledgement of efforts, which often is either regarded as an 

incentives system that might be connected to different tangible rewards.  

 

Chen & Hew (2015) summarized all the possible motivational factors that have been discussed 

in 29 prior studies. The most widely discussed is the notion of trust, which relates to how users 

perceive the knowledge sharing intention of adjacent users. This emphasize that a main factor 

for the success of a KMS is that there needs to be a great cluster of users willing to share the 

knowledge, and that this is enabled (as previously mentioned) by management indoctrinating 

best practices. 
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Managers should therefore involve users in the construction of a KMS, and thereafter 

indoctrinate best practices around it. Trusson et al. (2014) suggest doing this by involving 

users in: the construction of collaborative processes and practices; and designing a knowledge 

sharing strategy based on the interplay between personalization and codification elements. 

Furthermore as previously examined, incorporating user’s willingness to share, not just 

success but also stories of failures, is a vital component when constructing a KM strategy for 

the users. Research conducted by Hurta et al. (2012) suggested that anonymity may promote 

sharing of failures, but also deter the sharing of success stories since recognition is removed, 

which is something that must be weighted in. This can however become problematic if a 

company have linked incentives and measures to an individual’s willingness to share its 

knowledge.    

 

Inclusion of users when designing a KMS is in modern times emphasized, as above discussed, 

but technological advancements are also changing how users perceive KM initiatives. Social 

software is changing how organizations develop and use their intranets (Huang, et al., 2013). 

Such trends are arising thanks to social media technologies (e.g. Facebook, Twitter, etc.), 

which disrupt how users traditionally deal with knowledge, and stimulate user engagement 

(Huang, et al., 2013). By introducing joint editing in the content available (i.e. created), 

providers of such technology enable a higher degree of interaction and cooperation. Thus, 

enabling a wider pool of users to gradually contribute with insights and rating, which elevates 

and promote those that contribute most (Von Krogh, 2012). Furthermore, the advantage of 

social technology is that it is already accepted and its functionality familiar to the masses, 

which in turn might reduce the need for learning a new technology (Huang, et al., 2013).  

 

However, there are several risks and costs with social software. An example here is the matter 

regarding information spilling over, i.e. what kind of information is sharable for a greater 

audience (Von Krogh, 2012). This calls for actions that ensures the knowledge is kept within 

the company and perhaps even with division limited transfers. It should also be noted that 

other factors than a systems familiarity have impact on a systems usage.   

 

Constructing a KMS based on these above mentioned factors is argued to be vital, but there 

are currently limitations in the area of how such KMS is to be adopted by the users. Different 

generation of users grow up with widely different views on technology, and therefore also an 

understanding of it. This is something that Von Krogh (2012) discuss and emphasize that it 

should be tackled by investigating what requirements from the users there are on a KMS. 

These requirements, if fulfilled, could arguably be an adequate starting point from where to 

develop a KMS. 

 

A social constructed KMS also raises further questions about the multivocality (i.e. several 

amount of content creators). Organizations that focus on social technologies within their KMS 

must adhere to the risk assessment how multivocality will affect their univocality (i.e. a limited 

amount of content creators that are allowed to post content and thereby guide the organization 

in a certain direction) (Huang, et al., 2013). Hence, monitoring and managing feedback in a 

multivocality KMS should be a key factor to assess in order to ensure a successful KM practice. 

Together with this, Huang et al. (2013) also argues that the level of feedback fosters 

transparency, interactivity and efficiency, which in turn increases competitive advantage for 

the organization. However, the extent to which users participate is, as mentioned several times 

earlier, a reflection of the dominant organizational norms and culture (Chen & Hew, 2015; 

Huang, et al., 2013). 
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An aspect within a KMS is that the knowledge transfer is to go from an organization-level 

perspective into a lower level perspective with focus on entities and processes. This was 

something that was investigated by Schneckenberg, et al. (2015), when they analysed the 

micro foundations of an organization with the aim to understand origins, creations & 

developments and reproduction & management of collective constructions (i.e. routines). 

Their findings were that building trust could be perceived as an important part of an 

employee’s responsibility in order to enable knowledge sharing for the future growth of the 

organization. It is also argued that open-mindedness is important for an employee in order to 

fully grasp their role as micro foundations of the firm’s capabilities (Schneckenberg, et al., 

2015). 

 

The introduction of technology has also raised demands on the availability for users, and 

thereby also for systems such as a KMS. Rezaei et al. (2016) argues that such trends points 

organizations towards an increasing implementation of cloud computing. Cloud computing is 

defined as running applications on servers (in one physical position) that store all the data, 

rather than running all these applications locally (Rezaei, et al., 2016). A KMS should, but it 

is not required, have a software platform to present all its data that can be accessed from 

anywhere, and cloud technology is thereby arguably a suitable enabler of such. 

 

Whereas a KMS can be constructed so that it runs in the cloud, a next component is as 

previously mentioned, moving all the (possibly) existing repositories and gathering them 

under one unified KMS and thereby ensuring their full time access from any location of choice 

(Dulipovici & Robey, 2013). Dulipovici & Robey (2013) demonstrated that whenever a new 

KM tool is introduced, users employed it in conjunction with other existing ones instead of 

replacing the old ones with the new one. Such actions emphasize the need for a KMS (i.e. a 

new KM tool) to adapt to and incorporate all previous tools within it, so that the behaviour of 

the users is not a hampering factor towards enabling successful KM practices. 

 

Bolisani & Handzic (2014) argue that the design of a KMS should be addressed from four 

main angles: (1) the globalisation of the users, (2) the increased mobility and use of mobile 

technologies by the users, (3) users collective intelligence and (4) the increasing amount of 

connected devices. With this in mind, Newell (2015) discusses that the KMS should not only 

contain useful knowledge, but how users locate it is also a key factor. The suggestion is that 

uploaded content should undergo a certain validation process or rating, in order to minimise 

content overflow (or unnecessary content) (Newell, 2015). 

2.4.2 Visions for the future 

KM practices have so far been all about supporting users with content and the access to it, 

which aids them to increase job performance (Bolisani & Handzic, 2014). However, getting 

the users to employ KM practices is an essential piece in the puzzle. Addressing this can be 

done by either constructing a plan to manage information and capability that allow people to 

employ KM initiatives, or by identifying what the users require (what is perceived as problems 

today) and address those requirements. The second one of the two future approaches is 

arguably the best way forward, given the general lack of trust in KM practices among the 

masses (Bolisani & Handzic, 2014). Addressing user requirements would arguably also enable 

KM divisions to prove value attached to a KMS. This might improve the chances of managers 

supporting such system, which earlier was mentioned as a vital component that ensures the 

success of a KMS (Biron & Hanuka, 2015). 
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Using a Delphi method and semi-structured interviews, Nevo & Chan (2007) empirically 

examined and identified some general user requirements on a KMS. Even though the 

interviewees were mainly located in North America, the study’s findings shed some light on 

what KMS developers should focus on. Some of the most desired KMS capabilities were: 

 

 Adaptability – Easy to implement and compatible with existing hard- and software 

 A single point of entry – Acts as an “umbrella” solution 

o Enables storage in various formats and on various communication channels 

 Sophisticated search and retrieval mechanisms 

o Clear indexing 

 Customizable interface – Present different content depending on the users demands 

 Propose knowledge that might be of interest 

 Accessible from various locations and devices 

2.5 Concluding remarks  
There are two different classifications of knowledge, tacit and explicit and based on which 

one of those classifications that are most common do companies chose their KM strategy. 

These strategies are based on codification or personalization. To support this strategy 

organizations are implementing Knowledge Management Systems (KMS), who enables 

interplay between people, technology and processes. A successful KMS should include both 

monitored and unmonitored areas in order to satisfy different desires and needs. Support from 

the company’s top management team is vital to achieve a higher usage and thereby increased 

values return from it. Besides support from the top management team, it is important that a 

KMS is aligned with the organizational culture and that it is built around repositories and 

networks. 

 

Even though enablers of a successful KMS have been identified in previous research, the 

usage of KMS has so far been limited. This has created ‘knowledge islands’ within companies, 

in which different teams operate in different ways and on different internal platforms. This 

diversity of platforms is becoming overwhelming for many users, and stressed the need for a 

unified KMS that incorporates all the existing platforms. Meanwhile, the usefulness and 

success of a KMS are strongly relying on the users and whether they accept the technology 

into their daily habits. It is therefore important to identify what the users require from a modern 

KMS. This stresses the relevance for factors such as ease of use, system accessibility and 

integration between the KMS and the on-going operations of the organization. 

2.5.1 Main insights 

The main insights from the academia review around KM and KMS are that it is important for 

a KM approach to include different organizational perspectives. It is also essential to 

understand what knowledge that is required within the organization, so that the KMS can be 

constructed in alignment with these. There is also a shortage of studies that are based on 

empirical findings in which these insights are covered. This shortage of empirical data makes 

it difficult for companies to create successful KM strategies, which supports the necessary 

incentives that indicate a high usage of the system. 
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3 Theoretical Framework 
In this section is the main framework used in the thesis presented and reviewed. This 

includes an emphasis on how it will contribute to the research. The aim is to demonstrate 

why the selected framework is suitable and how it is intend to support the research.  

3.1 Technology Acceptance Model 
The importance of information and communications technologies (ICT) is increasing every 

day and has become a fundamental requirement in order to provide ease in all work practices 

(Alshibly, 2014). Researchers have therefore been trying to find factors that influence and 

motivates individual’s acceptance and usage of new Information Systems (IS) (Alshibly, 2014; 

Schepers & Wetzels, 2007). The intention to use is defined as to what degree the users intend 

to adopt the new technology or to increase their usage (Alshibly, 2014). These motivational 

factors have created a base in the development of different theoretical models, among which 

the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) has been the most influential and commonly 

employed (Alshibly, 2014).  

 

Virtual systems cannot be considered to improve the performance of an organization if the 

users do not employ it, which emphasize the importance of investigating the user acceptance 

before implementing such system. This is argued, by Davis et al. (1989, p. 983), as being the 

sole purpose of TAM, a model “designed to apply only to computer usage behaviour”. It is 

argued to generally describe how well users are going to accept and employ a computer system 

(Davis, et al., 1989), and is therefore an appropriate model to use in this study. TAM is 

substantiated as a powerful and robust predictive model that yields statistically reliable results 

through rigorous meta- and qualitative analyses (King & He, 2006; Legris, et al., 2003). It has 

also been used in several different settings and culture, in order to validate its generalizability 

(Schepers & Wetzels, 2007). 

 

TAM is an intention-based model developed specifically for explaining user acceptance or 

rejections of computer technology and the intention to use a technology (Alshibly, 2014; 

Schepers & Wetzels, 2007; Legris, et al., 2003). It is based on principles derived from 

psychology together with two central assumptions. These are that the Perceived Usefulness 

(PU) and the Perceived Ease of Use (PEOU), which are proven to be the two major influences 

for a person’s attitude and behavioural intention towards accepting a certain technology 

(Alshibly, 2014; Schepers & Wetzels, 2007; Legris, et al., 2003; King & He, 2006). Due to 

this, the researchers are neglecting PU and PEOU’s specific relation towards “Attitude 

Towards” and “Behavioural Intention to use”, and instead argues that they are directly linked 

to “Actual System Use” (as can be seen in Figure 3). As statistically proven by previous studies, 

conducted by Alshibly (2014), Schepers & Wetzels (2007), Legris, et al. (2003) and King & 

He (2006). In this research are the identified user requirements, sorted according to PU and 

PEOU, are therefore to be interpreted as the external variables that leads to a high user 

acceptance of the new technology (i.e. the Knowledge Management System). PU refers to the 

degree to which the user believes that using the technology will improve his or her work 

performance, while PEOU refers to how effortless he or she perceived using the technology 

will be (Alshibly, 2014; Davis, 1989). The TAM is illustrated in Figure 3 below and shows 

that it intends to provide a basis for tracing the impact of external variables on internal beliefs, 

attitudes, and intentions (Legris, et al., 2003).  
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Figure 3. Technology Acceptance Model (Legris, et al., 2003) 

The TAM could help an organization identify if a new technology/software – that relies on 

user’s acceptance – will succeed or not. It is therefore regarded as the most suitable asset when 

potential users of a KMS are to be categorized. In this research, TAM is to be employed as a 

mapping system, where the user’s requirements can be sorted into the fields of PU and PEOU 

that demonstrate linkage towards system usage and relate it to its degree of importance. It will 

also provide insights of relevant areas to consider when constructing interview questions, 

thereby enhancing the interviews significance. Doing so is considered as a most needed 

assessment since previous review of academia points out user’s acceptance a most crucial 

factor. This would allow an organization to target those that are regarded as most relevant to 

address for a KMS to be successful.  

 

Even though that the TAM has had a large influence on research for a long time, it has its 

limitations. This is mostly related to the fact that it is a simple tool that leaves out important 

variables and processes, and should therefore be combined with new developments within 

psychology (Bagozzi, 2007). This is, according to Bagozzi (2007), to be able to deepen the 

theory of user acceptance and also to provide a better understanding of how, when and why 

certain decisions are made related to various technology applications. Bagozzi (2007) also 

mentions that there are an absence of a theoretical method to determine PU and PEOU.  

 

This critique has been taken in consideration when determine if the usage of TAM would be 

appropriate or not. Since the usage of the TAM has been limited to the sort the user 

requirements into PU or PEOU, it has been determined it that does not have a large enough 

impact on the end result in order to make it misguiding. With these reservations, it was deemed 

that the TAM could be used.  
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4 Methodology 
This chapter describes the research process, and the method design that is used in order to 

collect and analyse the primary and secondary data, which together fulfils the purpose. The 

chapter is concluded with a review of the methods’ validity, reliability and generalizability. 

The aim with this chapter is to facilitate the reader with insight in the research process and 

provide an understanding of why the different methodologies have been selected. 

4.1 Methodical approach and research design 
The research approach is of an exploratory nature since the purpose of this study is to look for 

patterns rather than test a hypothesis (Collis & Hussey, 2013). This approach is also chosen 

since there are few or none earlier studies performed in this particular setting (Patel & 

Davidson, 2011). The fact of making a synthesis of the findings rather than employ existing 

theory, leads this research to employ an ethnography methodology relying on a inductive (i.e. 

a theory is developed from empirical observations) approach (Collis & Hussey, 2013; Bolisani 

& Handzic, 2014). Ethnography is by Collis & Hussey (2013) recommended when the aim is 

to get involved with the context but remain analytical, which is to be based on multiple sources 

of information, i.e. interviewees. It would also allow to interpret the data with the researchers 

own expertise about the subject, since it cannot be assumed that all the interviewees are experts 

in the matter. In addition to the exploratory approach, the research is of an iterative nature. 

This approach was adopted in order to continuously develop and revise essential parts of the 

report, such as problem formulation, research questions and purpose (Patel & Davidson, 2011). 

4.2 The research process 
The research was divided into three different phases as demonstrated in Figure 4 below. The 

thesis proposal and mid-term acted as “tollgates” since they were presented to both the 

academic supervisor and an opponent group for a review. 

 

 
Figure 4. Illustration of the research process 

The initial stage of the research comprised of a pre-study, which aimed to provide theoretical 

material that would form the base of the qualitative data collection. This was performed by 

studying case company specific material, such as internal documents and historical research 

within related areas. It was also combined with an extensive literature review of areas closely 

related to the scope. The initial phase was crucial in order to create a solid knowledge base 

before the second phase and the initial collection of empirical data began. Collis & Hussey 

(2013) argues that this is because a contextualization of the existing body of knowledge 

enhances a researcher's ability to clarify and understand the empirically collected data.  

 

The second phase consisted of a revised literature review, based on the feedback received 

from the thesis proposal, as well as insights from the case company. This enabled a 

construction of suitable interview questions for the interviews, which after the thesis proposal 
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were held with potential users of a KMS at the case company. To ensure that the interviewees 

could be seen as representatives for the departments were initial meetings with their managers 

first conducted. These interviews were performed with both managers and non-managers in 

different departments in order to acquire a greater span of interviewees. From these were 

common requirements on a KMS acquired, and since they job roles were of diverse nature, 

the requirements also covered a wider perspective. 

 

In the third phase, findings from the interviews constituted the primary data, which was sorted 

(according to TAM) and analysed according to frequency count that together with previous 

research answered the different research questions. The results from the analysis served as 

backbone during the development of the final recommendations, which answered the main 

research question and thus fulfilled the purpose of this research. 

4.3 Methods used for answering the research questions 
This section consists of brief explanations of the methods used to assess the different research 

questions. A longer explanation of the literature review, which performed the base for chapter 

2 and 3, can be found at subsection 4.4, whilst the interviews are explained in subsection 4.5. 

4.3.1 Method used for research question 1 

The first research question, “What are the requirements users put on a Knowledge 

Management System in a knowledge intensive business?”, was solved through a combination 

of literature review and semi-structured interviews with potential users of a Knowledge 

Management System (KMS) at the case company. 

 

The purpose with the literature review was to create a knowledge base of the empirical context 

regarding current topics, in order to construct relevant questions for the semi-structured 

interviews. To facilitate – for the interviewees – the understanding of the subject, and what 

type of requirements were to be mapped, some pre-study around how the employees currently 

perceived the Knowledge Management (KM) strategies at the case company had to be 

performed. This was outlined with each interviewee, in terms of open ended questions about 

how they worked with KM today. A total of 100 semi-structured interviews were conducted 

with employees at the case company with varying job roles and geographical location.  

 

All of the findings from the interviews had to fulfil the criterions in Table 2 below. This was 

in order to make the findings from the interviews as relevant as possible. 

 
Table 2. User requirements criterions 

Criteria  Definition 

1 The requirement shall be classified as “information possessed in the mind of 

individuals related to procedures, facts, concepts, ideas and judgments that can 

help an individual take action” (Chen & Hew, 2015, p. 467) 

2 The requirement shall only relate to how existing knowledge is being managed, 

not to how new knowledge are to be created 

3 The requirement shall be virtually enabled and not demand any physical content 
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4.3.2 Method used for research question 2 

The second research question, “To what extent are these requirements desired among the 

users?”, was solved by sorting the findings based on how frequently they were mentioned by 

the different interviewees. 

 

The sorting was done by identifying certain key reoccurring factors in accordance with the 

categories of Perceived Usefulness (PU) and Perceived Ease of Use (PEOU) presented in the 

Technology Acceptance Model (TAM). Whereas this can be viewed as a narrow approach, 

providing practical guidance to knowledge intensive business of what they should consider 

when designing a KMS merely aims to target hard facts rather than soft factors, e.g. culture. 

Together with research question one is the research aiming to build a practical understanding 

of what is demanded from a KMS, and thereby enable a user-focused development. For 

reasons of practical applications was this method deemed to be most suitable, as well as 

according to previous statements about its suitability when conducting an exploratory research. 

4.3.4 Method used for the main research question 

By answering the two research questions can the main research question “What are the 

relevant user requirements to focus on when designing a Knowledge Management System for 

a knowledge intensive business?” be answered. 

 

By investigating users’ requirements on a KMS, that fulfil the criteria’s listed in Table 2, as 

well as categorizing and listing their frequency according to the variables of PU and PEOU of 

TAM, it has become possible to answer the main research question. This means that the 

findings from both sub-questions were compiled and formed into a practical guide on what 

factors a knowledge intensive organization should consider when designing a KMS. If some 

of the findings from the interviews are considered to be too related to the case company, will 

an analysis of it take place, and removed from the concluding answer if deemed not being 

generalizable across knowledge intensive businesses. Thereby will the research fill the 

empirical gap of practical guidance of constructing a KMS in a knowledge intensive business 

and assist KM practitioners in their future work. The findings were then related to already 

identified underlying factors in the theory to further strengthen their relevance and/or provide 

more relevant input. Final qualified requirements are to be presented in a single developing 

priority list, i.e. without considering whether the requirement belongs to the category of PU 

or PEOU. 

4.4 Literature review 
The literature review has primarily been focusing on the main research area, KM, but also on 

related areas like KMS and Technology Acceptance Model (TAM). The purpose of this was 

to identify relevant research conducted within these areas to fully understand and map the 

existing academia around these. The comprehensive literature review provided information 

regarding earlier used frameworks and research designs, data analysis tools and which 

conclusions that could be drawn from the research result. It also contributed with insights 

regarding existing trends, and difficulties regarding KM and KMS, as well as important 

enablers like culture and leadership.  

 

In the initiation stage were the literature review characterized by a wide search approach, 

which later converged after the identification of relevant research areas. This included a 

critical evaluation of scientific articles, books and other published material, which all were 

collected and analysed according to the recommendations presented by Collis & Hussey 
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(2013). The processes followed the literature search framework that is illustrated in Figure 5 

below.  

 
Figure 5. Flow chart of the literature search (Collis & Hussey, 2013) 

The primary databases for finding literature were KTHB Primo, a search engine provided by 

the library at KTH – Royal Institute of Technology, together with Google's search engine for 

scientific material, Google Scholar. The search was performed by using relevant keywords 

and sorted after publishing date and number of citations. This was to make sure that the latest 

and most relevant articles were used during the research process, since this was a research 

area that is under continuous development. Although where applicable, were some 

backtracking performed to locate the progenitor. The keywords were also used as headings 

while sorting the findings into different groups and categories, in order to keep the structure 

of the literature review. The following keywords were used when searching for relevant 

literature:  

“knowledge management”, “knowledge management systems”, “knowledge 

sharing”, ”knowledge management practices”, “social exchange”,  “technology acceptance 

model”, “information technology”, ”information systems”, “knowledge management trends” 

and “knowledge management system trends”. 

4.5 Interviews 
The interviews constituted the primary sources of data collection as well as the foundation for 

the final recommendations. Semi-structured interviews with open ended questions (and 

allowing for final comments) were used in order to acquire as much qualitative data as possible, 

and also because the research area is rather novice (i.e. lacks empirical data). This is an 

adequate method to adopt when exploring new themes or areas of academia (Patel & Davidson, 

2011). Qualitative data is thereby acquired through low degree of structured interpretation by 

the interviewees and high degree of standardized questions asked. With structured 

interpretation referring to how the interviewee interpret the questions asked, and standardized 

questions referring to the manner and order in which the questions are asked (Patel & 

Davidson, 2011). A recommendation for future applications is to use this data on adjacent 
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organizations in a higher structured interpretation by the interviewees and with continuous 

high degree of standardized questions to acquire more statistical data, as illustrated in Figure 

6. 

 
Figure 6. Examples of interviews based on their degree of standardization and structure (Patel & Davidson, 

2011) 

All of the interviews consisted of semi-structured questions. This type of interview contains a 

few pre-decided questions, which are complemented with questions that develop throughout 

the interview (i.e. probes). This is in order to obtain more detailed information about particular 

answers (Collis & Hussey, 2013; Galetta, 2013). By doing so are the interviewee able to guide 

the interviewer towards his/hers area of expertise, which might adventure into unknown 

academia terrain. The interviews were of a dialogue nature, since the interviewee answered 

questions that had not been asked, or talked about topics of interest derived from the guiding 

questions the interviewers asked. Such methodology is characterized as semi-structured 

according to Patel & Davidson (2011). It also gives the interview a flexible approach and 

encourages the interviewee to steer the interview according to their perspective of the matter 

(Galletta, 2013). To get an indication of when a semi-structured interview is appropriate one 

can look at the information given by Collis & Hussey (2013). They argue that an interview of 

such kind is suitable when: 

 

1. It is necessary to understand the personal ideas or set of concepts that the interviewee 

has as a base for his or her beliefs and opinions 

2. The purpose of the interview is to develop an understanding of the interviewees ‘world’ 

3. The logic of a situation is unclear 

4. The subject of the matter is highly confidential or commercially sensitive. 

 

The interviews were held with potential users of a KMS. These interviews laid the foundation 

for the continued research process and led to updated formulations of the problem formulation, 

purpose and research question. A list of the interviewees can be found in Appendix B, Table 

11. 
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The purpose to collect qualitative data is to provide a greater understanding of the knowledge 

need within the case company. The users were selected after brief meetings with heads of 

different departments, who recommended the interviewees as suitable representatives that 

could define what requirements these departments had on a KMS. Such approach often 

resulted in interviewees that were more or less unfamiliar with the subject, which in some 

cases caused an increased need for clarifying how the projects goal aligned with their own 

interests. To obtain as high acceptance rate as possible, the researchers of this paper followed 

recommendations from the team members at the case company. These were that, in the 

interview requests, include the name of each interviewee’s manager and also information 

about the expected interview length as well as questions to be asked. Some of the interviewees 

were also asked for additional names that could provide the research with relevant input. The 

interview requests were planned according to time slots that the interviewee was available, 

which could be viewed internally. This approach gave an 83% acceptance rate, and should be 

seen as a key factor to obtain a large amount of interviewees. Whereas possible, the interviews 

were held face to face, but due to the research’s goal of including a widespread geographical 

pool of interviewees, a great deal were held virtually. This aims to provide an understanding 

of how the results should be interpreted and what weight they are given in the analysis. 

 

Both researchers participated in all of the interviews. One was responsible for conducting the 

interview itself, whilst the other transcribed the answers in real time. Not recording eradicates 

the need for expressing this to the interviewee, which together with anonymity was often a 

prerequisite to gain the interviewees participation. Letting the interviewee know this, as well 

as the researchers unbiased standpoint in the context enabled trust building. This approach 

demanded the interviewer to directly repeat critical information to the interviewee and 

assuring their response in order to lower the risk for misinterpretations, and to clarify the given 

information. It minimised the usage of incorrect terminology employed by the researchers. 

Such methodology and its diminishing of misinterpretations outcome is also emphasized by 

Patel & Davidson (2011) and Collis & Hussey (2013). The researchers also maintained the 

same role throughout the research in order to make sure that the interviews were conducted 

with the same approach each time and that the same questions were asked. Whereas this could 

be considered to be unnecessary if the methodology was well followed, the researchers still 

argued that it would further increase its consistency. 

4.5.1 Analysis of the interviews 

The findings from interviews were then sorted according to the categories of Perceived 

Usefulness (PU) and Perceived Ease of Use (PEOU) in the Technology Acceptance Model 

(TAM). Keywords used for defining the requirements arise from the contextual interpretation 

along the analysis of the interviews. This led the researchers to continuously develop new 

keywords to avoid force fitting, and are to be understood as shortcuts that rely on their 

definition to be interpreted correctly. The definitions were based on what several interviewees 

said about similar subjects and the interpretation of these by the researchers. 

 

The findings were later arranged according to their frequency count, so that graphs presenting 

statistical data could be presented, thus providing answer for research question two. The 

graphs will later – together with theory presented in the literature review – form the final 

recommendation. Ultimately is this to identify where the organizational focus should be to 

generate greatest return of investment and thereby answer the main research question. 

Additionally will geographical and job role spread be presented, so that a richer validity and 

generalizability discussion can be performed. 
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4.6 Reliability and Validity 
In the case of an exploratory research, there are always interplays between the level of 

qualitative data needed and the degree of certain conclusions drawn from statistically proven 

facts (Patel & Davidson, 2011). This was one of the main challenges with our selected 

approach, but due to the research area being so undiscovered, a qualitative study was as 

previously mentioned the first choice. Whilst it might be adequate, a qualitative study based 

on semi-structured interviews with live transcribing is subject to a wide range of reliability 

and validity factors to consider. This will be discussed below, together with comments related 

to the used literature. The researcher has mainly used two kinds of data sources throughout 

the research; those are a literature review and qualitative semi-structured interviews. The 

ethical aspects of this research are evaluated in subchapter 7.2.1. 

4.6.1 Reliability 

Reliability refers, according to Collis & Hussey (2013), to how precise and accurate the 

measurement is and the reliability of achieving the same result if the research is to be repeated.  

 

The reliability and repeatability can be considered as high when considering the secondary 

sources (i.e. literature review). The reason for this is because these sources were used in order 

to get an understanding of the current topic and to formulate relevant questions. There is 

however a possibility that the secondary sources can be interpreted differently by other 

researchers, which then would lead to decreased reliability. The researchers have, in order to 

minimize the risks for such events, focused on the usage of well quoted literature from 

established journals. It was also important for the researchers to weigh in the importance of 

selecting articles based on their date, since technology can shift rapidly and it is therefore 

important to stay updated. The selection of reliable and well quoted secondary sources were 

particular important in the selection of methodology, since it creates the backbone of the study. 

This is the reason for a frequent usage of Collis & Hussey (2013) and Patel & Davidson (2011). 

A frequent usage of Bolisani & Handzic (2014) has also occurred and the reason for using that 

book in such a wide extent is that it is a collection of nine subchapters, which has been written 

different authors and brings the total amount of authors to 13. This has brought the researchers 

to consider it to be a reliable source that could be considered as a collection of nine separate 

articles which has been combined in order to present a holistic overview of KM.  

 

The reliability and repeatability of the semi-structured interviews should however be 

considered as lower. This is because of the nature of a semi-structured interview, in which 

spontaneously follow-up questions has been asked in order to receive more in depth 

information. This is a great strength with the usage of semi-structured interviews (Collis & 

Hussey, 2013). The researchers has also found it necessary to rephrase several of the questions 

in order to make the interviewee interpret them in a correct way, which then makes it hard to 

replicate the interview itself. This is something which is mentioned by Collis & Hussey (2013) 

as typical disadvantages with semi-structured, together with the fact that it is hard to keep note 

of the answers and analyze them afterwards. This is also underlined with the fact that the 

researchers used live transcribing, which prevented them to listen to the interview again. This 

was solved by using a shared screen during the interviews, which then enabled the interviewer 

to keep track of the notes taking and constantly restating the interviewee’s statements in order 

to verify the input. The researchers were however cautions in using their own words while 

transcribing, as well as leading the interviewee towards specific areas or topics. The interview 

can therefore be seen as a conversation between two parties, which is not uncommon during 

semi-structured interviews (Patel & Davidson, 2011). The live transcribing and the usage of a 

shared screen also enabled the interviewer to rephrase the questions by using examples of 
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what the interviewee had mentioned earlier, which was considered vital in order to make the 

interviewee understand the context. It was also considered that the interviewee should feel 

trust towards the interviewer in order to be as open hearted as possible when commenting on 

the case company’s current KM practices. This was one of the main reasons for live 

transcribing. The researchers have, in order to increase the reliability and repeatability of the 

interviews, included a list over the interview guideline (Appendix B), which then are to be 

used as a framework in future studies.  

 

The reliability and repeatability of the interview analysis in relation to the sorting between 

Perceived Usefulness (PU) and Perceived Ease of Use (PEOU) should also be considered. The 

researchers believe that there are both arguments for and against the sorting of a specific 

finding under one category. This lowers the repeatability since others may interpret the 

findings in another way and therefor categorize them in another way. It is also possible that 

the definitions and user requirements from the interviews are to be interpreted differently by 

other researchers. This risk was lowered by including a comment relating to the user 

requirement, in order to increase the understandability of the requirement and what it deem to 

imply.  

4.6.2 Validity 

Validity refers, according to Collis & Hussey (2013), to what extent a test measures what the 

researchers wants it to measure, and that the acquired results reflect the phenomena that is 

being studied. This is a great concern in a qualitative data collection study such as this one.  

 

Patel & Davidson (2011) argue that if the researched subject is hard to grasp, an interviewee 

might find it difficult to provide relevant data for the researchers. In other words, it might 

stress the validity of the study. If an interviewee misinterprets the subject, irrelevant answers 

might be provided and thereby will the test (i.e. the study) not measure what the researchers 

want it to measure. That is a great factor that must be considered by the researchers in this 

study when conducting interviews and transcribing live. Also, the fact that several key contact 

persons (Appendix A) where the ones that provided the interviewees, some degree of biased 

selection might have occurred that could have affected the aim to measure what the actual user 

requirements on a KMS were.  

 

Some ways to increasing the validity during the interviews have been to maintain a degree of 

job role and geographical spread. This was deemed to increase the chance of actually 

measuring the global user requirements rather than targeting a single audience. Fixed 

interview roles were also employed, i.e. same person conducted the interviews and the other 

one transcribed live. It was also deemed to increase the validity since then could the context 

around KMS be explained in the same manner to all interviewees, thus actually measuring the 

desired reaction from the interviewees. Furthermore, maintaining a degree of unstructured in 

the interviews also allowed for the interviewee to ask clarifying questions, which in the views 

of the researchers increases the validity even further. However, the relatively low amount of 

interviews (i.e. 100), might not be considered enough to represent the targeted audience and 

for the validity to truly reach higher levels, a future survey based on the findings is advised. 

 

With the primary data collection (i.e. interviews) covered from a validity perspective, the 

secondary data is next. To ensure that the appropriate literature was collected, the researchers 

target the most recent academia from well cited sources around KMS, which ultimately 

increased the validity of the secondary sources. However, with a great amount of papers comes 

the strained ability to critically review every single on fully. Some reports might have been 
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biased due to researchers or commissioners varied opinions. To ensure high validity, some 

reassuring was made that the correct academia was extracted. Several statements are supported 

by various authors and thereby an increase of what is actually measured can be considered to 

reflect the phenomena of KMS. While this was considered, the authors of this research also 

reviewed a specific book written by Bolisani & Handzic (2014), which summarized most of 

the KM and KMS studies so far. Ensuring high validity here was performed in the same 

manner as previously explained, by reassuring statements with other authors and by 

backtracking some references. 

4.7 Generalizability 
In order to increase the generalizability of the findings, the amounts of interviews was 

prioritised, instead of going for a smaller number of interviews and combine the findings into 

a questionnaire that could prevent certain requirements to be discovered. This was deemed to 

be most adequate since a questionnaire does not allow an interviewee to explain nor develop 

their answers (Patel & Davidson, 2011). A questionnaire also limits the researchers to only 

get input about the asked areas, which implies that the outcome can be seen as biased (Collis 

& Hussey, 2013). During the interviews, as previously mentioned, the same roles were kept 

during the entire study. One researcher held the interviews, while the other transcribed live. 

This was deemed to decrease the generalizability, but be compensated by higher reliability 

and validity as above discussed. 

 

In terms of collecting secondary data, i.e. literature, and interpreting these, high 

generalizability has been ensured due to continuous referencing. Critically reviewing why 

these are suitable to the research as well as maintaining a generalizable perspective towards 

KMS literature has increased the generalizability. The researchers wanted to minimise the 

usage of academia that were based on specific case companies, which could be seen as too 

narrowed.  

 

The study will also aim to be generalized, so it independently can be applicable on adjacent 

organizations in order to provide a wider understanding of KMS in general. By doing so, the 

empirical gap on practical development of a KMS in a knowledge intensive business would 

be covered. To reach this goal, a focus on acquiring interviews with users of different job roles 

and culture was employed. The spread are to be presented later in chapter 6.1, and its main 

purpose is to increase the transparency towards the reader and interpreter of the results. If the 

results can somehow not be considered as generalizable directly on an adjacent organization, 

results from each interview are to be posted in Appendix D. This is deemed to enable a 

reviewer to extract the results from a certain job role or geographical location and determine 

if those results better match the needs of its organization. 

 

Given the nature of this research, and the need to use semi-structured interviews as primary 

source of information, has led the researchers to adhere transparency to the findings as much 

as possible. With a survey out of the picture, such methodology was deemed to be the best 

way of ensuring as high generalizability as possible. 
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5 Empirical Setting: The Case Company 
This chapter gives a presentation of the case company and its current relation to Knowledge 

Management practices. Together it intertwines into what makes it suitable as a case 

company from where to conduct an exploratory research. A final remark will be a review 

of how they currently tackle the construction of a Knowledge Management System and what 

the imminent challenges are. The aim of this chapter is to create an understanding of the 

case company and its suitability for this research. 

 

The observed company is an ICT company with global operations. It is active in several ICT 

related operations and typical projects can be network rollout, network design & optimization 

or development/delivery of various business support systems. This includes both internal 

projects, but also external orders and outsourcing assignments. Many of their engagements 

are focused around providing equipment, software and services that enable their clients to 

transform their businesses through mobility. Around 40% of the global mobile traffic is driven 

by networks supplied by the case company. This demonstrates the amount of intellectual 

capital that the company possess, and strain the need to ensure that it comes to optimal use. 

 

In order to deliver in these projects, the case company have numerous different units who 

operate within different business areas and in various geographical locations. But due to fast 

technological change, an increased need of acting collectively across geographies has risen. It 

is therefore important to have a well-functioning Knowledge Management System (KMS) for 

knowledge intensive companies. This need is illustrated in Figure 7 below. 

 

 
 

Figure 7. Organizational context for Knowledge Management (Barnes & Milton, 2015) 

5.1 Current Knowledge Management practices and visions 
The fact that the company is operating in a communication and knowledge intensive market 

is stressing the importance of a well-functioning KMS, which makes knowledge/experience 

available and reusable across the organization. The organizational structure result in a diverse 

work practice, and that solutions to cover local needs of Knowledge Management (KM) 
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practices arise without considering the global need. The company are, as it is for now, 

providing the employees with several different internal websites with varying content and 

features, which is a result of local initiatives. But due to the high number of possible sources, 

it has become an issue of finding relevant information, and a dead end when cross divisional 

searches are needed. This has stressed the need for a unified solution, which combines all of 

these intranets and enables the employees to find all the relevant information at the same 

platform.  

 

Previous KM related projects within the company have investigated how the different 

platforms can be intertwined thanks to a sophisticated findability or taxonomy system. This 

begun by assessing what type of knowledge/information the users desired to find (that does 

exist) from a global search tool system. Findability here refers to the indexing of content 

available in a certain IT platform, which needs to be generic across the company in order to 

facilitate a global platform of such kind. The idea was to use a single search tool rather than 

exploring all the different platforms that would consume great amounts of resources for the 

users, and ultimately the company as a whole. Their vision for the future is to move beyond 

these initiatives and integrate them all under a single platform (i.e. in a KMS platform), and 

construct it according to the user requirements. They are currently experiencing severe hinders 

due to difficulties of showing that this type of software solution will prove valuable. Or in 

other words, serve the needs of the company’s employees and thereby also manage to attract 

the resources necessary to develop such system. 

 

It has become a challenge to support the different units in their search for relevant knowledge 

and information, which therefore has resulted in a prerequisite to understand what the 

knowledge need or requirement looks like across the company. All over the organization are 

users redoing work that already has been done (i.e. reinventing the wheel) or searching for 

support/expertise without finding it. This is stressing the organization’s resources to immense 

levels. Given that a KMS is a tool and enabler of reusable knowledge – and that this need is 

present in all departments –a distinguishing and thorough exploratory research on what the 

users require from a global KMS. This need has been underlined through an internal survey 

that was sent out early 2015 to 15% of the total workforce, and had a response rate of 25%. 

From there it was stated that approximately 50% of the respondents found it hard to find both 

experts and knowledge through the internal channels. An implementation of a global KMS 

would therefore arguably prevent and reduce a waste of intellectual resources. Whilst it also 

improved the value return from what they already know and are able to do. 

 

Whereas this was confirmed in early sessions with people at managerial positions in the case 

company, there was a need to evaluate whether potential interviewees could be seen as 

representative and as a relevant source of information. Each interviewee at the case company 

were therefore chosen (by the managers) according to four requirements: whether their job 

roles were knowledge intensive; whether they have a job role that is common among other 

knowledge intensive businesses (e.g. sales); they should have different experiences of KM 

practices; should, among each other, be geographical diverse. These requirements were 

adhered to the equation because the construction of a global KMS must consider a broad 

sample of employees that have usage of it, as well as gaining insights from employees that 

both proclaim it and from those that have less positive views of it (i.e. barriers of success). 
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6 Empirical Results and Analysis 
This chapter presents the empirical results from the interviews, which were obtained with 

the employed methods explained in chapter 4. The results and analysis have been divided 

into 3 subchapters in accordance to the research questions. The aim is to answer the 

research questions and provide an understanding of how they contribute to the research. 

 

A total of 100 interviews were conducted between 9th of March and 26th of April 2016 and the 

spread of the interviewees, in relation to job role and geographical location, can be found in 

Figure 8 and Figure 9. The job roles are described in Table 3 beneath Figure 8. 

 

 
Figure 8. Interviewees spread according to job role  

Table 3  Job role description 

Job role Job role description 

Solution Architect Converting external and external requirements into a design 

and/or architecture that act as a blueprint for the solution. 

R&D Working end-to-end with the innovation of new solutions 

and products. Are typically producing code, test or 

involved in the product design. 

Product Manager/Developer Investigates, selects and drives/performs the development 

of a certain product. Provides information about how the 

product can be used in product packaging. 

Account Manager Are responsible for managing the sales and relationship 

with a particular customer or a group of customers.  

Business Development Are working with the improvement of processes with the 

aim to create long term value within the case company. 

Support Function Employees who acts as a support for the rest of the 

company. Spans from pricing the products to media 

training and responsibilities over internal communication. 

22%

22%

15%

12%

12%

10%

5%

2%

Job role

Solution Architect

R&D

Product Manager/Developer

Account Manager

Business Development

Support Function

Support Solution/Engineer

Network Support/Engineer
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Support Solution/Engineer Reacts when a solution goes down in the field or supports 

in the construction of solutions and product packaging. 

Network Support/Engineer Troubleshooting support and provides solutions for 

networks. Are present in the configuration of new sites and 

determines their location. 

 

 

 
Figure 9. Interviewees spread according to geographical spread 

6.1 Research question 1 
The interviews were analysed to assess the research questions one “What are the requirements 

users put on a Knowledge Management System in a knowledge intensive business?”. Findings 

from 100 interviews included 39 user requirements, which have been identified by analysing 

the interviews based on the criterions stated in Table 2 (chapter 4.3.1). These have later been 

sorted based on the categories of PU and PEOU. All the findings from each analysed interview 

can be found in Table 12, Appendix D. 

6.1.1 Perceived Usefulness  

All of the findings from the interviews, related to what the interviewees believe would 

improve his or her work performance (Perceived Usefulness - PU), have been summarized 

and commented in Table 4 below. 

 
Table 4. Unrated findings from the interviews related to PU 

PU      

User requirement Comment 

Single entry point Have access to all of the company’s repositories through 

one common portal. Should also include collaboration sites 

which have been created locally. 

41%

18%

16%

8%

7%

5%

2%

1%
1%

1%

Geographical 

Sweden

Western & Central Europe

Mediterranean

Russia, Middle East & Africa

India

North America

China & North-East Asia

South-East Asia & Oceania

Latin America

South Africa
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Organizational viewer Provide information about area of expertise, 

responsibilities and job role. Including information about 

who is authorized to take decisions or not. 

Competence mapping Information about which skillset an employee has as well 

as the setting in which they received that particular skill. 

Product key contacts Information about the product should include responsible 

contact persons, including information about their area of 

expertise and who to contact in certain stages (installation, 

integration, Q&A, bug issues). 

Global offerings catalogue Information about the company’s product catalogue and 

previous solutions. Presented from a technical perspective 

for internal usage. 

Organizational offerings Information about which solutions the company can offer a 

client. Explained on a customer level in order to make it 

easy to understand, e.g. provide salespersons with the 

opportunity to explain the solution for clients and/or 

distributors. 

Third party product 

catalogue 

A list of third party products that has been used in previous 

projects. Should also present information about which 

regions it has been used, tied to reference projects. 

Including information about which third parties that are 

verified to collaborate with. 

Dynamic product catalogue A feed that continuously updates according to where in the 

development process a product is and information if the 

product will be replaced by another solution. 

Reuse codified knowledge Possibility to find and reuse various documents and 

presentation. 

Customer case information High level information about the customer, where they are 

on deliverables, previously performed deals, contact 

persons in different departments etc. Information about 

how to approach different customers including information 

about customer’s strategy.  

Document tracking The content owner receives information when someone is 

downloading his/hers uploaded material together with 

information about which changes that is being made in the 

document. Including information about who the 

downloader/editor is. 

User-rating system A system that allows users to rate and comment on 

documents so that the search hits can be sorted according 

to this and others note how helpful the document are. 

Search hit abstract Each search hit should be presented together with a short 

abstract in order for the searcher to identify whether the 

information are relevant or not. Should be applied to both 

people and documents 

Trending content Present a feed containing current popular document related 

to the user’s search behaviour on the intranet. Can be 

performed by a collection of meta-data and cookies. 

Reference projects Provide information about already performed projects 

related to an offering, troubleshooting, etc. including key 

learning’s. 
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Project members list Information about which employees that participated in a 

project including their project roles and area of 

responsibility. 

Job role best practices Lessons learnt from previous projects and how things can 

be done now, based on previous experiences. 

Sale pitches statistics Include win/loss statistics on already used sales pitches, 

together with complementary information. 

Market information Information about market trends, which the competitors 

are in certain regions/business areas and benchmarking 

data. 

News feed Present a news feed that is optimized for the current user in 

order to increase the relevance of the shown content. It 

should also be a possibility to subscribe to news feeds 

which the users finds relevant to them. 

Communities of practice Provide the possibility to enter a forum/discussion panel in 

order to stimulate an open source network. 

Content management Designated employees that are responsible for verifying 

the content that is being uploaded in order to prevent 

copies and to ensure quality. All documentation should be 

reviewed periodically and should have management 

approval before being posted. Also include managing 

Communities of Practices. 

External interface A limited interface for external parties (i.e. consultants, 

partners and customers) with the possibility to access a 

limited amount of internal documents. 

 

The user requirements presented in Table 4 are now analysed according to what the 

interviewees and previous research states related to the requirements. This is performed so 

that an analysis of their relevance and generalizability can be outlined in the main research 

question. Some bundling of the analysis has been made to facilitate discussion between 

requirements that are related to similar previous research. The purpose with this is to avoid a 

repetitive analysis rather than a categorization of the user requirements (i.e. naming the 

bundles).  

 

PU bundle: 1 

Here is the requirement of single entry point in a KMS listed and analysed in relation to the 

interview findings and previous research. 

 

Single entry point is a requirement which is based on the fact that the case company are 

currently employing several different repositories, which of all has a specific purpose. The 

employees are, as it is for now, infuriating with the fact that they are unable to work cross-

repository and gain access to all relevant knowledge through one single platform. To employ 

such an umbrella like solution would increase the internal accessibility and also increase the 

findability of various collaborations sites, which has been developed locally and stored in 

places one are not to look for those specific topics. This is a solution which would make the 

job easier for the employees, which is the reason for it to be sorted as a PU. 

 

This can be found in the literature and it is, as mentioned in chapter 2.3, important to include 

both repositories and networks in the same KMS. This stresses the importance of gathering 

all of the internal knowledge in one place so that it is easy accessible for all of the employees, 
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which is stressed in chapter 2.4.1. It is discussed in chapter 2.3.1 that such solution might lead 

to a more innovative way of working, including new business opportunities, but it also implies 

wide range of ethical and security dilemmas. These security matters are further discussed in 

chapter 2.4.1 and are related to the importance of keeping sensitive information to a closed 

group in order to avoid information “leakage” outside the organization. It can however be 

concluded that these kind of solutions is a desired capability and important enabler in the 

usage of a KMS, as mentioned in chapter 2.4.2. 

 

PU bundle: 2 

Here are the requirements of organization viewer, competence mapping and product key 

contacts on a KMS listed and analysed in relation to the interview findings and previous 

research. 

 

The users are currently finding difficulties in understanding what their colleagues are doing 

by solely reading their job role, which is related to the size and globalization of the case 

company. This stressed the need for a more accurate understanding of where in the hieratical 

structure an employee are belonging This can be combined by the need of getting an 

understanding of the employees areas of expertise and information about how they had 

received that knowledge. By providing the employees with an organizational viewer in 

combination with a comprehensive competence mapping would enable the employees to come 

in contact with relevant colleagues on the right hierarchal level in a smooth fashion.  

 

To support dialogues and the sharing of tacit knowledge is widely discussed in chapter 2.2.2, 

and organizational viewer can together with competence mapping be seen as one of the most 

basic enablers for a personalization strategy. This is in order to simplify the search and finding 

for relevant colleagues and/or expertise within the company, since the right person for the 

right task can be located. This is further discussed in chapter 2.3, where the importance for a 

KMS to support the users to find each other is mentioned. It is however important to remember 

that a KMS should not only support the finding of the right person. A KMS should also enable 

the employees to interact with one another, which is stated in chapter 2.3.  

 

This can also be applied on the desire to present product key contacts. This was a need stressed 

by the interviewees since they currently found it hard to find information about a product 

which was specific enough to cover their need. By providing information about who that is 

responsible for a specific product, together with which aspects the responsibility covers, it 

would be possible to initiate contact and get the specific information. This simplification of 

finding colleagues with the right expertise is regarded as something which would effectives 

ones job performance, which is the reason for it to be sorted as a PU.  

 

PU bundle: 3 

Here are the requirements of global offerings catalogue, organizational offerings¸ third party 

product catalogue, dynamic product catalogue, reuse codified knowledge, customer case 

information, document tracking, user-rating system, search hit abstract and trending 

content on a KMS listed and analysed in relation to the interview findings and previous 

research. 

 

A product related requirement which were mentioned, besides having the urge to receive 

specific information about the products, was information about the company’s global 

offerings catalogue. This was in order to receive an understanding of which solutions the 

company could provide to its customers. Both in order to get an understanding of existing 
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products but also input on how it can be developed and/or bundled with other products. This 

can later be combined with information about the organizational offerings, which came up 

frequently during interviews with interviewees who had contact with external parties to the 

company (e.g. customers or partners). This is because their need of being able to explain the 

company’s offerings in an easy and understandable way. These requirements was sorted as 

PU:s since they would enable the employee’s to find detailed information about the product 

in an easy way, without the need to take contact with product experts or developers. This 

would prevent them to initiate unnecessary personal contact, which would save their and 

others time, and also get the ability to answer questions faster compared to if they were needed 

to locate and come in contact with experts/developers. 

 

In conformity with a more in depth information about the internal offerings, was one 

requirement to receive more information about external offerings. This stressed the need for 

a third party product catalogue. The reason behind this requirement is that the interviewees 

are currently desiring a documentation and a more in depth information about which parties 

that had been used in previous product developments and could therefore be seen as trusted, 

but also which solutions that had been created with support from third parties. This is because 

the company are not always able to create a holistic offering package to its customer without 

the support from external parties, which then makes it relevant to codify which cooperation’s 

that previously has been initiated.  This information is regarded as a PU since it would enable 

employees to understand how things have been done previously in order to deliver with higher 

quality today. 

 

Another user requirement was a dynamic product catalogue, which was seen as relevant in 

the construction of offering or working on a product development. This is because it would 

provide information about where in a development stage a product update or a new solution 

is, or if a product is to be replaced by a new one. It was also a desire to understand if a new 

product would be available in the market when a deal would conclude in a near future.   This 

has been sorted as a PU since it would help employees to get a deeper understanding for the 

product development as well as insight in which development phase it currently are.  

 

All of the four requirements that are stated above (global offerings catalogue, organizational 

offerings, third party product catalogue and dynamic product catalogue) stress the relevance 

of a codification strategy. As mentioned in chapter 2.2.2, there are of a high relevance to codify 

existing knowledge within an organization, especially if it has the same global aspect as the 

case company. This is because many solutions that are developed on a local level can be 

applied in various settings on a global level as well. The importance for such a repository is 

further mentioned in chapter 2.3 where a KMS ability to transfer this kind of explicit 

knowledge between the users and support knowledge reuse is highly valued. Chapter 2.3.2 is 

mentioning that a useful tool in the support to such a repository is an Electronic Knowledge 

Repository (EKR), which then is to facilitate such knowledge, together within an organization, 

but also between organizations. Which is particular interesting for organizational offerings 

and third party product catalogue, since they involves interactions with external parties. The 

importance of explaining organizational offerings on different levels, and also to provide an 

understanding of the offerings origins, creations and developments is stressed in chapter 2.4.1. 

This is in order to enable open-mindedness for the employees in order for them to grasp their 

role in the organization, as well as to build trust within the organization by open information 

about its offerings. It is argued that this newly gained trust are to be used in order to enable 

future growth of the organization, since the employee now can feel a larger responsibility 

since its work now has been contextualized.  
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The importance of this kind of codification on existing knowledge is also stressed by the 

requirements of customer case information and reuse codified knowledge. The requirement of 

customer case information based on the need to receive information about what has been done 

with a certain customer earlier, including information about previous offering and third party 

collaborations. It also provides insights in previous challenges and maintenance problems, 

together with how they were addressed, which then would simplify the process if they would 

appear again. Information about previously used contact persons, ways of interaction and 

information about their strategy can provide an opportunity to reduce the gap to the customer, 

which is the reason for it to be sorted as a PU. 

 

Reuse codified knowledge were stressed by expressing the need to find specific documents or 

presentations, which then would prevent the employees to reinvent the wheel. This related to 

the function of document tracking, which implies that a content owner should retrieve 

information about when a document is downloaded. By doing so are the content owner 

presented with the possibility to track who the users of the content are and also retrieve 

information when changes are made to the documents. This gives them the opportunity to 

improve its current documents with inputs for other colleagues and therefor increase the 

documents quality. This was sorted as a PU since it would save the employee’s time in the 

creation of new content since it could reuse already existing one, and also provide them with 

the opportunity to instead enhance the current documentation.  

 

Due to the amount of codified knowledge within the company, the interviewees expressed a 

need for a user-rating system. By doing so would the user be able to identify which knowledge 

that had been regarded as most relevant in relation to its content, but also to leave feedback in 

order to enhance it. This is especially relevant since several documents might contain similar 

information, which then stresses a need for a system that enables an internal sorting in order 

to simplify for the users to receive the most relevant document.  

 

This kind of measurement practices are discussed in chapter 2.3.2 as a way for managers to 

understand and evaluate how well the employees are working with knowledge sharing, and 

which quality their shared documents has. The importance of these kinds of measures is 

further discussed in chapter 2.4.1 and is mentioned as a relevant motivational factor. Both to 

enable a discussion about certain information and contribute to a development of the document, 

but also to get feedback on how the shared knowledge has been used and appreciated by the 

co-workers. This is something that has been further noted in social media, a high user 

engagement stimulates the activity on how we tend to handle out knowledge. Chapter 2.4.1 

are also stressing the importance for a KMS to enable feedback, which in turn stimulates 

transparency, interactivity and efficiency. These factors shall be seen as important enablers 

for a company to increase its competitive advantage. It also helps the user to contextualize 

what the shared knowledge has contributed with and a possibility to grasp their role in a global 

business. This also leads to increased trust, open-mindedness and felling for responsibility 

(chapter 2.4.1). 

 

A search hit abstract is wanted since the document title or job role does not always provides 

enough information about the content or person, which then makes it hard for the searcher to 

evaluate if it is relevant or not. By presenting a short abstract in relation to the used search 

words are the users able to determine the value of the content without the need to read through 

the document or enter the profile page. A related requirement to this is trending content. This 

came up based on the fact that employees found it hard to understand which documents, 
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reports and presentations that could be of relevance for them. This is because they are not 

always aware that this codified knowledge exists and would therefor never look for it. The 

reason for these requirements to be sorted as PU is that they would simplify the finding and 

sorting of relevant content, as well as provide the opportunity to the users to retrieve 

knowledge that it did not knew it were looking for.  

 

It is argued in chapter 2.4.2 that both a clear indexing function and to propose knowledge that 

might be of interest should be considered as important support functions in the creation of a 

KMS. The reason for this is to, with support from a sophisticated search engine, to create a 

powerful retrieval mechanism which then supports the knowledge re-usage. 

 

PU bundle: 4 

Here are the requirements of project members list, reference projects, job role best practices 

and sales pitches statistics on a KMS listed and analysed in relation to the interview findings 

and previous research. 

 

Besides the need to get an understanding of existing solutions and customer information, a 

need for reference projects was mentioned. These reference projects should have the purpose 

to provide information about how the offerings has been combined earlier, as well as the 

setting the actual solution were used. This is in order to probe one level deeper than just 

restating the possible offerings, but also to provide insight in which need they have covered 

earlier. This would also provide information about success factors and mistakes made in 

previous projects which are similar to the ones they are performing today. This then stresses 

the relevancy for the next user requirement, which is project members list. In similarity to 

product key contacts (which were mentioned earlier) a project members list would enable the 

possibility to receive more detailed information about a specific area within a project. It would 

also provide insight about who the participants in a project were, as well as information about 

their area of responsibility. These factors were sorted as PU’s since it would enable each 

project manager/member to get more detailed information about a specific part of a project or 

to understand the needed project set-up in the construction of a similar project.  

 

It can, yet again, be determined the importance for a codification of the existing knowledge 

within the company. Besides the codification strategy these are requirements also related to 

chapter 2.3 and the earlier mentioned repository part within a KMS. But, in comparison to the 

earlier requirements, has the complexity of sharing failures now been brought to the surface. 

In chapter 2.3.2 are users in a KMS more often to share its success stories and leave out the 

wrongdoings in a project. This is a common problem within organizations and prevents them 

to learn from previous mistakes, since no one wants to admit that they operated in a way, 

which was not always optimal. The withholding of such information is costly since it prevents 

organizational learning. It is argued in chapter 2.4.1 that the sharing of certain stories should 

be anonymous in order to stimulate the sharing of failures. It is also mentioned that it is a 

matter of how well the managers have incorporated user’s willingness to share its failures. It 

is further mentioned that it might not always be so that the success stories are to be shared in 

a wide extend either, since that knowledge makes the employees indispensable.  

 

All of what is stated above can be related to the user requirement of job role best practices 

and sale pitches statistics. This is because this requirement is based on the difficulties 

employees, often in a new role, are facing. They are experiencing a hard time to learn the role 

in a fast way without the feeling to redo previously made mistakes. A job role best practices 

would provide them with information about previously made mistakes or lessons learnt from 
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others within the company who has similar job assignments. By doing so are employees 

tending to make fewer mistakes and are instead being enable to produce more value to the 

company by instead focus on how to address new challenges, instead of focusing on the ones 

which already has been solved earlier. This is related to sales pitches statistics. This 

requirement was mentioned in relation to when an Account Manager had to prepare for a client 

meeting and looked after previous used presentations. What believed was lacking in those 

presentations were statistics over how well those presentations had worked, including both 

failures and success stories. They were also experiencing a knowledge gap between the used 

presentations and other relevant information about the specific case. These requirements were 

sorted as PU’s since they both have the purpose to increase the job performance of a certain 

job role.  

 

PU bundle: 5 

Here are the requirements of market information and news feed on a KMS listed and analysed 

in relation to the interview findings and previous research. 

 

In order to provide competitive offerings in specific regions and to develop the offerings in a 

relevant fashion has the need for comprehensive market information been underlined. These 

insights can, as mentioned, be applied for both sales forces and R&D units which then 

emphasize its importance. This is because this kind of information provides the whole 

company with insights about where the market is heading and/or which sort of offerings that 

the competitors are presenting and to which price. This input has been sorted as a PU since it 

helps the users to develop more relevant products as well as it enable them to create more 

relevant and competitive offerings. 

 

The literature which discusses the relevance of presenting and codifying information and 

lessons learnt, such as market information, has been previously commented and will therefore 

not be discussed further. 

 

The need for a news feed were expressed by the employees since they believed that they tended 

to be too focused on their work and become unaware of what happens in the rest of the 

organization. They did, however, stress the importance of a customizable news feed in order 

to increase its relevance, since a general news feed will provide them with little value. By 

having a relevant news feed are the employees becoming more aware of events within the 

company that they could draw learning’s from and, in that way, enhance their job performance. 

This is the reason for it to be sorted as a PU.  

 

A KMS should, besides facilitating the finding and sharing of tacit and explicit knowledge, 

also present relevant content to its users. In similarity to the case with trending content, are a 

news feed not supposed to present to general content. It is argued in chapter 2.4.2 that the 

shown content should be changed based on the users demands, which then stresses for the 

importance of a pertinent news feed.  

 

PU bundle: 6 

Here is the requirement of communities of practice and content management on a KMS listed 

and analysed in relation to the interview findings and previous research. 

 

Communities of practice were a requirement that was stressed by employees with a role which 

were related to R&D. The reasoning behind this requirement was the currently feeling that 

they were missing someplace in which they could provide a more informal and flexible way 
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of working, with a possibility for general discussions and method re-usage. The effects on the 

increased possibility for internal communication and knowledge exchange are the reason for 

communities of practice to be sorted as a PU. 

 

The literature is arguing that the informal forums are a key for a KMS since only a limited 

amount of information can be covered by IT solutions. This stresses the importance for user 

interactions on these platforms, as stated in chapter 2.3. It is also mentioned in chapter 2.3.3 

that these kinds of open and trusted communities are supporting innovation and creativity, 

which might be one of the reasons they were most frequently mentioned by R&D employees. 

It were further discussed that the creation of ‘Knowledge Islands’ is common within global 

organizations, which then can be bridged together through CoPs. It is also argued in chapter 

2.3 that the creation of organizational network is an important enabler for a constant flow of 

knowledge exchange, which also is supported based on what is stated in chapter 2.3.3. It can 

also be argued that even though CoP is seen as informal platforms which act as unmonitored 

discussion areas, they are still functioning as an organizational memory. These areas should 

be created in for employees to both interact with predefined goals (i.e. groupware) or without 

predefined goals (i.e. social software). When combining these kinds of virtual communities 

(which is emphasized by literature, 2.3.1) an improved control over the organizations tacit 

knowledge has been established through human interactions. It is also stated in chapter 2.3.3 

that it enables a communication channel between different managerial levels and enlarges the 

organizations possibility to solve problem, whilst the response time is minimized. It is finally 

mentioned in chapter 2.4.1 that CoPs are an efficient way of engaging the users in KM 

practices. This is important since approximately 90 % of the ordinary users are ‘lurkers’ 

(chapter 2.3.3), which then stresses the value of including more of the users in the KM 

practices.  

 

The need for communities of practice (CoP) is linked to another requirement, which is content 

management. This requirement has developed from the simplicity to create local collaboration 

sites and to upload of content. The effect of this is that several discussion threads are operating 

in parallel, or hard to locate. The content management should also ensure that the shared 

content is relevant and uploaded in the right way at the right location. By doing so are the risks 

for duplications and contradictive information minimized. It is also needed in order to 

maintain the structure of the KMS and to integrate, or to move, new collaboration sites (i.e. 

CoP) in the KMS so that adjacent topics are discussed in relation to each other. This quality 

control on the uploaded information and CoP operations are the PU increasing on the KMS. 

 

Besides the effect content management has on CoP it is also mentioned that a KMS should 

facilitate monitored areas (chapter 2.3.1), which are to be monitored by a content manager. It 

is however mentioned in chapter 2.3.3 that there is a fine line between a top-down approach, 

in a KMS, and to have an informal supervision that motivates participation. The overall 

conclusion from chapter 2.4.1 is nevertheless that the uploaded content should undergo a 

validation process in order to minimize the upload of unnecessary content and content 

overflow. 

 

PU bundle: 7 

Here is the requirement of external interface on a KMS listed and analysed in relation to the 

interview findings and previous research. 

 

The final PU requirement mentioned was the need for an external interface. This has its 

background in the fact that employees that often are working close with third parties (e.g. 
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consultants, partners or customers) often feels the need to further explain something. They are, 

as it is for now, not authorized to show internal content to these third parties. But by providing 

these external parties with a limited access to the KMS, they are able to get a better insight in 

the available solutions or possible offerings. It also provides them with the possibility to brows 

and look after relevant solutions by themselves. This is later supporting the possibility to 

collaboration and provides an opportunity to get external input on specific matters, which then 

could enhance the job performance and is also the reason for it to be sorted as a PU.  

 

In similarity to the case for organizational offerings and third party product catalogue, chapter 

2.3.2 are stressing the importance of collaboration across organizations. An organization will, 

by inviting external parties to a restricted area of a KMS, enable an increased amount of 

knowledge sharing and development.  

6.1.2 Perceived Ease of Use 

All of the findings from the interviews have been summarized and commented in Table 5 

below, based on what the interviewees believes to how effortless he or she perceived using 

the technology will be (Perceived Ease of Use - PEOU).  

 
Table 5. Unrated findings from the interviews related to PEOU 

PEOU 

User requirement Comment 

Light user-interface Adapt the intranet to Google material design user 

interface, or similar. 

Three-click rule 

 

Have a top-down approach in the structure for the 

content and provide the possibility to only be three 

clicks away from the relevant source of information 

Single log-in 

 

Provide access to documents/areas based on the 

employee’s area of responsibility and job role. 

User-customizable interface Due to individual desires are users requiring the 

possibility to customize the interface based in the 

documents, information and competence type they are 

currently interested in.   

Optimize push-information Reduce the information overflow by optimizing the 

received content according to desire, job role or online 

behaviour by the users.  

Global creation mind-set 

 

The organizational systems should be created based on 

the user’s input and be evaluated by a focus group 

before launch. Prevent a development based on the 

desires from the creator’s mind-set in order to make the 

system more intuitive for all of the users.  

Interconnected repositories Have repositories, which are connected and 

communicate with each other in order to prevent 

double work. Should also synchronize documents that 

are related but not connected between different tools so 

that the latest information is presented independently of 

the used tool. 

Taxonomy Have an established taxonomy for the entire company, 

including one common company language (English). 
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Consistent folder structure Make the browsing for information easier by having a 

consistent folder structure that can be easily applied on 

all business areas. 

Passive document upload Provide the possibility to passively scan the local hard 

drive for company related document and automatically 

upload them to the intranet. 

Semi-automated competence update Improved mapping of competence across the company 

through an internal CV database. After the closure of a 

project should the employee automatically receive a 

suggestion of gained/improved skills for him/her to 

approve or edit. 

Recognition mechanism Have the possibility to like, comment, vote, share, etc. 

on the colleague’s posts in order to support the 

willingness to contribute with relevant information. 

Map access-providers of content Possibility for employees to get information about the 

content owner and ask for access to a classified 

document. 

Semantic search engine Go from a keyword based search engine to a semantic 

one which understands the searcher’s intent and the 

contextual meaning of the used terms (by the collection 

of cookies and metadata). Should also include auto 

correct. 

Advanced filtering options Possibility to limit the presented search hits after 

competence, regions, repositories, document type etc.  

Mobile access Enable the possibility to enter the intranet through a 

tablet/smartphone. Does not necessarily have to get full 

access. 

 

The user requirements presented in Table 5 are now analysed according to what the 

interviewees and previous research states related to the requirements. This is performed so 

that an analysis of their relevance and generalizability can be outlined in the main research 

question. Some bundling of the analysis has been made to facilitate discussion between 

requirements that are related to similar previous research. The purpose with this is to avoid a 

repetitive analysis rather than a categorization of the user requirements (i.e. naming the 

bundles). 

 

PEOU bundle: 1 

Here are the requirements of single log-in, light user-interface, user-customizable interface 

and three-click rule on a KMS listed and analysed in relation to the interview findings and 

previous research. 

 

Single log-in was a relatively narrow finding from the interviews. This requirement reflects 

the unwillingness to employ a system, from the user’s perspective, if the security around it 

constantly requires different login information, i.e. if the repositories are not aligned. 

Suggestions here touched upon the subject that the KMS should indeed embrace all existing 

repositories and that only once should the account information details be provided. Users 

expressed that the usability should be prioritized and thereafter can a security system be 

constructed accordingly, not the other way around. Since this was identified to ease the effort 

a user places on browsing through the KMS, it was categorized under the category of PEOU. 

 



42 

 

This phenomenon is found in the literature as a reflection of when technology is created, which 

is supposed to ease the job of the users, but without actually considering all the aspects. As 

mentioned in chapter 2.3.1 and illustrated in Figure 2, technology is supposed to provide 

support for the users. It marks that the design priority is undefined, but that nevertheless are 

all aspects to be considered. It also marks the fact that a KMS should be designed after an 

exploratory study approach has been performed, which the findings in this research clearly 

argues to not be the case. However, in chapter 2.4.1 goes the discussion around modern KMS 

technology, and that the use of social tools might stress the need for closer security checks to 

avoid information spilling over. These aspects must be adhered to the equation when an 

organization designs the KMS so that it can be accessed from one single log-in check. 

 

Light user-interface is a requirement spurred from the fact that the current case company 

interface was determined (by the users) to be too complex. Though were often drawn to the 

term simplicity and that on a KMS there should not exist more than a search box, and that it 

could organized in tabs. However, this was only some though among many, the common 

denominator still remained, the user interface on a KMS should be simple and its features are 

similar to Internet browsing tools such as Google. This would, according to the interviewees, 

reassemble “common knowledge”-systems and minimise the learning curve for new users. 

Such definition led this research to sort the requirement under the category of PEOU, due how 

it would reduce the effort users place on sorting out irrelevant information pushed to them. 

 

The precise matter of light user-interface has not been present in earlier literature about KMS. 

However, indirectly it has presented itself in terms of user customizable interface features. 

This is emphasized in chapter 2.4.2 as a desired KMS capability to focus on, the capability to 

present different content depending on the users demands, which constructively enhances the 

importance of considering users demands of simplifying the interface. 

 

User-customizable interface was a suggestion to tackle the dynamical change demands that 

are continuously fluctuating. Several interviewees expressed the notion that even if their needs 

were to be fulfilled today, it could be completely different the next month or year, hence a 

KMS with an interface customizable by the user was preferred. This would work like a desktop 

that has several boxes where the user would be able to drag/drop content/features to these 

boxes, thereby enabling a personalization of the user interface, to a certain degree. Within this 

research, this factor was deemed to belong to the category of PEOU due to how it would ease 

the effort a user has to make to access certain features/content. The feature itself would not be 

considered as a work performance enhancer but merely reduce the effort to access content, 

e.g. sales pitches.  

 

As previously mentioned, in section 2.4.2, literature emphasizes the importance of designing 

a customizable interface for the KMS, which in this case has also been identified as a 

requirement from the users. It is also outlined, in section 2.4.1, that an organization must 

consider the generation difference of employees, which often results in a variety of user 

interface requirements. Therefore is a user-customizable interface arguably an adequate way 

to tackle this matter, and a factor that must be adhered to the equation. 

 

Three-click rule was identified to set the boundaries for how the design of a KMS should look 

like. Interviewees continuously marked that the current KMS was far too complex, and that 

the overwhelming information pushed to them decreased the Perceived Ease of Use. The 

three-click rule demands that nothing should be more than three clicks away, and if it is not, 

the user will not browse for it but rather use the search engine. Simplicity is a key definition 
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here. Whereas this only sets boundaries for how to design a KMS, rather than define what it 

should contain, made this research classify it under the category of PEOU. 

 

This adheres to the previous mentioned fact that, even if this is not a requirement identified in 

the KM literature, user requirements are vital to consider. Section 2.4.1 outline the importance 

of considering generation differences, and section 2.3 mark that a KMS should embrace all 

the existing repositories, which would arguably result in different sections/layers in the user 

interface. However, since this requirement is somehow only supported by the findings from 

this research and not previous research, it could arguably be subject to criticism if applied to 

a different organization. 

 

PEOU bundle: 2 

Here is the requirement of optimize push-information on a KMS listed and analysed in 

relation to the interview findings and previous research. 

 

Optimize push-information is a factor that aims to tackle the information overflow, which is 

what has been mentioned as a mayor issue within to overcome in internal information systems. 

Users are experiencing that a lot of irrelevant information is reaching them; hence either 

steeling time from them when they scroll to information relevant to them, or it ultimately 

results in a decreased usage of the system as a whole. Optimizing what information reaches 

the user should, as suggested by interviewees be related to their job role and/or expertise, as 

well as which division they belong to, hence a need for considering it within the creation of a 

KMS. This research placed this definition under the category of PEOU because it does not 

improve the work performance of the user, but rather decrease the effort to keep them up to 

date with what is relevant for them. 

 

Optimizing what information is pushed to the user of a KMS is arguably always subject to 

criticism since there often are a wide variety of users, which in this research is a fact 

(illustrated in Figure 8). This could be argued to be related to the consideration, mentioned in 

section 2.4.1, of the generation variable. It is also emphasized in previous research that 

demands presenting different content depending on which user is logged in, as mentioned in 

section 2.4.2. Workforce diversity requires a dynamical user-configured system, which in this 

case could be the adoption of social technologies such as subscribe to different information 

feeds instead of having a determined category pushed to the user. Another view shared in 

section 2.4.1, is also the fact that content uploaded to the KMS must undergo a certain 

validation process. This would arguably minimise content overflow and increase the quality 

of the uploaded content. 

 

PEOU bundle: 3 

Here are the requirements of global creation mind-set, taxonomy, consistent folder structure 

and interconnected repositories on a KMS listed and analysed in relation to the interview 

findings and previous research. 

 

Global creation mind-set was widely recognized as a set of mind that must be adhered to the 

equation to prevent knowledge islands. Barriers are, across the case company, tackled at the 

pace they present themselves and within the region where they first occur. This has resulted 

in that various solutions, that share similar characteristics, are created all over the organization. 

Among the interviewees was this perceived as a great deal of resource wasting, since they are 

constantly “reinventing the wheel” instead of early adopting a creation mind-set that considers 

the global use rather than just regional. It would prevent resource wasting, but furthermore, it 
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minimises the effort users must make when they need to interact with several repositories/tools. 

Whereas it could be realised, led this research to classify this key requirement under the 

category of PEOU. 

 

Besides being a common denominator in the case company, research also supports the theory 

of knowledge islands. There is, in section 2.3, a great deal of emphasize on considering the 

KMS as a virtual platform where all KM related content/tools are created. It is supposed to 

gather all the tools and repositories under one interface, so that the reinvention of the wheel 

can be avoided. A KMS should be constructed so that it contains both repositories and 

networks, as mentioned in 2.3.1, so that both tacit and explicit knowledge is shared under the 

same virtual location. Section 2.4.1 also drafts the notion of creating a KMS around cloud 

technology, which would arguably provide the tool necessary to prevent knowledge islands. 

As can be viewed, this requirement is not only shared by the users but also by previous 

research, which marks it as an essential pillar to consider when an organization is to construct 

a functioning and employed KMS.   

 

Taxonomy is in this research regarded as a cornerstone, since without a great taxonomy, 

locating content would dramatically require more resources and thereby make the system 

harder to use, regardless of the quality of the content. However, even if it was mentioned by 

the interviewees in different terms, many did talk about the content tagging and that it should 

be generalizable across units and that external definitions should be employed in-house to 

facilitate the integration of new users. This factor was placed within the category of PEOU 

since it facilitates the locating and reusing of content, rather than contribute with a new content 

category. 

 

Section 2.3 mentions the fact that generalizability across repositories is vital, and thereby also 

a taxonomy system. It is determined that this generalizability is essential to prevent knowledge 

islands. However, section 2.4.1 marks the importance of acknowledging that in a KMS are all 

users’ content creators. For this system to function, all users must apprehend the role and 

importance of tagging content accordingly. Whereas this can be a difficult task, since it 

demands extra efforts from users, the tool that can facilitate it is a validation process where 

the content can only be tagged with certain fixed categories. This is also emphasized in section 

2.4.2 where a clear indexing is of outmost importance to enable sophisticated searches. Such 

semi-automated categorization is defined in section 2.3.1 as P1, which visualizes a system 

that translates information/knowledge into a common language by forcing users to tag it 

accordingly. A most crucial part in the construction of a KMS, and one that certainly must be 

adhered to the equation when initiating the design. 

 

Consistent folder structure is a factor that is a common mentioned solution to the inability of 

locating the desired content. Here the users are expressing the need of having a generalizable 

folder structure, across units, so that if there is uncertainty about what the specific content is 

named but the user knows what business unit provides it, that units folder structure should be 

easily navigated. This aspect is also why in this research it is placed under the category of 

PEOU, because of its characteristic of easing the browsing for content rather than creating it. 

It decreases the efforts of browsing through unknown content-terrain. 

 

This basically follows the same reasoning as for taxonomy, where section 2.3 emphasizes the 

importance of generalizability across repositories. In order to prevent knowledge islands in an 

organization where every user is a content creator, not only is a taxonomy system needed, but 

also a generalizable folder structure. If the user is unaware of what he/she is looking for, and 
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must browse through other repositories than his/hers own, the categorization of different 

tagged content should be intuitively organized, as reassembles P2 explained in section 2.3.1. 

However, a consistent folder structure is also a way of disrupting how users work; it forces 

them to store content in a consistent manner, which contradicts the previous mentioned factors 

of allowing customization. Whether this requirement can be fulfilled or not, some degree of 

consistency might be achievable, but perhaps the amount of layers before disorder is reached 

falls short and thereby also the purpose of it. 

 

Interconnected repositories are something that several users mentioned as a desirable solution 

to what many more identified as a problem, knowledge islands. If a certain user works across 

divisions and must interact with several repositories, the lack of connection between these 

(alignments of content, i.e. updates) creates isolated islands between different divisions and 

often causes unnecessary user-to-user interaction. This problem caused severe resource 

wasting, acknowledged by several users. How to connect the repositories is however 

something that will have to be discussed in another research, since the alignment would 

require a thorough investigation itself. The key definitions was identified to belong to the 

category of PEOU due to how, if addressed, it would decrease the efforts a user must make to 

interact between different repositories. It could arguably be categorized as a factor that would 

increase the job performance, but since it is not providing the system with any new useful 

content it was regarded to better be sorted under PEOU. 

 

Previous research emphasize that interconnected repositories is a vital cornerstone in the 

creation of a KMS. Section 2.3, as mentioned earlier, marks the importance of adhering every 

repository within an organization to a borderless searchable platform. This is as mentioned in 

section 2.3.1 essential to eradicate knowledge islands, which presents itself in the form of the 

final stage, P3 that enables the location of all information/knowledge across an organization. 

It is also of desire to, as written in section 2.4.1, enable an interconnection with cloud 

technology, which would allow users to undisrupted access to all repositories. However, with 

cross-sectional information in the picture, the security aspect rises as a great barrier, and one 

that must be adhered to the design. But even so, one cannot forget the fact expressed in 2.3.1, 

which the technology is supposed to support the users and not hinder them. 

 

PEOU bundle: 4 

Here are the requirements of semi-automated competence update and passive document 

upload on a KMS listed and analysed in relation to the interview findings and previous 

research. 

 

Semi-automated competence update was recognized as a solution to a common problem 

mentioned by the interviewees. The functionality would solve the issue to users needing to 

rely on their personal network to identify what user might be able to help them in a certain 

project or matter of investigation. In today’s environment, the mapping of what competence 

the case company has is relying on the users manually updating an internal profile. Here was 

the suggestion to acquire a system that automatically pushed competencies according to what 

project you have just contributed to, and only requested a verification of which ones that are 

applicable to you. Such system would minimise the efforts of both the content contributors 

and for the users attempting to locate certain expertise, which is why it was assigned to the 

category of PEOU. It could arguably belong to PU as well since it creates new information 

regarding the user’s expertise, but since it is only a tool that facilitates the users updating of 

their own profile it was deemed to be better placed at PEOU. 
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The semi-automated competence update is, besides the views expressed by interviewees, a 

feature that would minimise the effort a user must make to interact with the KMS. It would, 

as illustrated in Figure 2, provide support for the users. This could be argued to play an 

essential role in mapping together the network that a KMS must provide in order to facilitate 

the exchange of tacit knowledge between users. However, since previous research does not 

explicitly point out the competence mapping, the requirement should only be viewed as a 

matter to adhere to the design for the case company at hand. In other words, if an adjacent 

organization were to employ it, it must first consider whether mapping of user’s competencies 

is an outmost necessity for their peers to perform their job roles. 

 

Passive document upload was an identified factor that came to light after follow up questions 

were asked to the interviewees regarding barriers tied with users not uploading valuable 

content. Uploading to the cloud is hampered because the uploading and tagging of content is 

time consuming and complicated, as well as not encouraged by many managers, thereby often 

not prioritised by the users. This factor was placed under the category of PEOU due to how it 

decreases the effort the user has to make in order to upload content to the KMS. It does not 

directly improve the performance of the content owner, but it minimises the effort of 

uploading. 

 

This feature basically follows the exact same reasoning as for semi-automated competence 

update. It eases the effort users must make to interact with the KMS, and thereby fulfils the 

support function illustrated in Figure 2. It is also marked in section 2.4.1 that in order to 

prevent knowledge islands users must comprehend that they are content creators, and the 

responsibility that comes with that role. The KMS is merely a tool, which without uploaded 

and retrieved content does not generate a return on the investment. A feature that passively 

uploads user’s documents to the cloud would arguably minimize the effort required from the 

users, and also enable a chance of acquiring higher return on the investment on a KMS. 

However, if all the content were to be uploaded, the KMS would probably be a repository with 

overflowing content, and arguably of lower quality without the validation process mentioned 

in 2.4.1. 

 

PEOU bundle: 5 

Here are the requirements of map access-providers of content and recognition mechanism 

on a KMS listed and analysed in relation to the interview findings and previous research. 

 

Map access-providers of content came to be when interviews where held with many of the 

users that are involved in cross-functional projects, since it then often meant that they had 

restrictions on what content could be viewed/downloaded. It was argued to belong to the 

category of PEOU since it is a feature that facilitates the access to content rather than providing 

new content. The feature eases the use of the system and does not directly involve content that 

increases the usefulness (i.e. benefits). 

 

Providing access to content or tagging the access-provider if it is restricted is arguably an 

essential factor to include in the construction of a KMS. Without it, explicit knowledge cannot 

be fully exchanged, and thereby a full adoption of a codification strategy according to 2.2.2 is 

endangered. Getting access to valuable content, by pushing a few buttons and directly locating 

the content owner that can provide you with access, would truly ease the burden of locating 

this person through the personal network. As of today, users have expressed that this latter 

method often goes quite smoothly, but if they stumble, it might take weeks. It marks that the 
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tacit knowledge exchange is a dominant part of the daily business, even in areas where more 

could be done to codify, or to provide access to this codified knowledge. 

 

Recognition mechanism is the interviewees’ answer to what could be done to tackle the lacking 

incentives to share knowledge. Allowing users to create content, and thereby also leaving the 

rating of quality to adjacent users, would embrace the chaos that comes with several content 

creators while still maintaining certain control. Such mechanism would promote sharing of 

qualitative content, as well as enabling users to subscribe to content creators of trust. This and 

some features are similar to social technologies, and the benefits with them are immense. Not 

only does it remove badly structured KPI’s but it also reduces the amount of resources 

management need to dedicate to the KMS. The definition, within this research, falls under the 

category of PEOU due to how it eases the identification of qualitative content, as well as 

promote those that dedicate time to share it. 

 

As pointed out in 2.3.2, users thrive in communities where rewards could be either group or 

individual based. However, a recognition mechanism is more of individual reward, which 

previous research state generate lower yield for the users than if the rewards are group-based. 

So if the research is to be believed, some though should be placed on constructing a group 

based recognition mechanism. The group incentive is important, but with the findings from 

this research pointing in the individual direction, an appropriate design would contain both 

individual and group recognition mechanism. Also mentioned in 2.3.2, managers should pave 

the way in these types of systems, so that they indoctrinate a knowledge sharing culture. This 

might also spur users to share stories of both success and failure, which has been pointed out 

in previous research as a most needed assessment to the promoting of failure sharing. 

Stimulating knowledge sharing by incentives is also a matter supported by previous research 

in 2.3.3. In section 2.4.1, motivational factors related to recognition mechanism is named as 

organizational factors that motivate knowledge sharing. It marks such approach as vital in a 

future KMS design. 

 

PEOU bundle: 6 

Here are the requirements of semantic search engine and advanced filtering options on a 

KMS listed and analysed in relation to the interview findings and previous research. 

 

Semantic search engine was a common mentioned factor, but not necessarily expressed 

explicitly. Users described the current search engine within their intranet to be lacking several 

smart functions, as collection of Meta-data and cookies that facilitate the users to locate 

desired content. Many times, the arguing went about that if a user’s search for a certain topic 

but is uncertain about what the desired document is called, the search engine could collect 

data about that user and its previous searches so that more relevant content/information could 

be showed. Often, interviewees where unaware of the term semantic and instead mentioned 

that it should resemble a “Google”-like search engine, which then was identified as a semantic 

one. This feature was argued to be best placed in the category of PEOU due to how it plays a 

key role in easing the process of locating content within the organization, rather than creating 

content which would make the system useful or desirable to employ. 

 

Sections 2.3 argue about the need to employ a codification or personalization strategy in 

conjunction with the other, but with a main focus on either one and not equally on both. Given 

the response from this research, much of the requirements surround matters of codification, 

which gives weight to a codification strategy. Such strategy requires a flawless search engine, 

since without it is users unable to locate content unless they possess the direct web address to 
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it. Together with previous mentioned facts in 2.4 about cloud technology, embracing all in-

house repositories and a taxonomy system marks a semantic search engine as most essential 

in the design of a KMS. 

 

Advanced filtering options was mentioned several times, but from different point of views. It 

was decided that it should belong to the category of PEOU, since it is a feature that is more 

related to the easing for users to locate content, and not content itself. Whilst the demands 

from users varied all between content creation dates to who has created, or to what type of 

content it is as well as which business unit it belongs to, they all had it in common that an 

advanced filtering mechanism should be put in place. 

 

This feature follows the same reasoning as for a semantic search engine, since it complements 

it. Enabling the users to even further (manually) sort their search hits, would allow them to 

ease their locating of content where the taxonomy is less known. However, if the internal 

databases are of scarce content, and the organization of small quantity, neither the search 

engine nor the filtering options will constitute a great change and could thereby leave space 

for more urgent features. 

 

PEOU bundle: 7 

Here is the requirement of mobile access on a KMS listed and analysed in relation to the 

interview findings and previous research. 

 

Mobile access is a factor mentioned mostly by users that have extensive travelling schedules 

or that are more familiar with modern social technologies. Whereas downtime on an airplane 

or just while commuting to the workplace can be employed to decrease job burden when 

arriving at the office, some users expressed the desire to do certain tasks on their portable 

devices (smart phone, tablet, etc.). A mentioned factor here was to employ an offline-version 

of the KMS which could be accessed through mobile devices, or to have the ability to save 

certain pages to offline-mode. In the research, it was argued to belong to the category of PEOU 

due to how it would facilitate access to content rather than creating any new content. It would 

decrease the effort of using the system, i.e. eradicates the need to have access to a laptop. 

 

Trends about KMS in section 2.4 examine the great outcome of constructing a KMS based on 

cloud technology, which would allow a full-time access to all the internal resources needed. 

However, even though a full application of the KMS might not be possible to run on mobile 

devices, as mentioned by users, section 2.4.2 still mark a most desirable future feature would 

be to access the KMS from various locations and devices. Both users and previous research 

thereby support this requirement, which then emphasize it as a vital component in future 

designs. 
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6.2 Research question 2 
The user requirements were sorted and the frequency rate of the mentioned requirements was calculated. This was performed so that an answer 

for the second research question, “To what extent are these requirements desired among the users?”, could be outlined. 

6.2.1 Perceived Usefulness 

All of the aspects related to how a KMS would improve the interviewees work performance (Perceived Usefulness - PU) has been internally ranked 

based on how frequent they were mentioned among the interviewees. The outcome is illustrated in Figure 10 below. 

 

 
Figure 10. Count of the common user requirements, related to PU 
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6.2.2 Perceived Ease of Use 

All of the aspects related to how effortless an employee would perceive the KMS (Perceived Ease of Use - PEOU) has been internally ranked 

based on how frequent they were mentioned among the interviewees. The outcome is illustrated in Figure 11 below. 
 

 
Figure 11. Count of the common user requirements, related to PEOU 
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6.3 Main research question 
Lastly are the findings from research question one and two combined to answer the main 

research question “What are the relevant user requirements to focus on when designing a 

Knowledge Management System for a knowledge intensive business?”. 

 

Since the findings from research question one included both generalizable and case company 

specific requirements, a classification of the requirements has been done together with a rating 

based on the frequency count from research question two. The answer to the main research 

question is performed from a KMS point of view, which means, case company specific 

requirements are to be removed from the final conclusion. The generalizability degree is to be 

decided upon what previous research state about the requirement, and how well aligned these 

are. The generalizability is to be classified according to the characteristic of generalizable or 

specific. Generalizable is here defined by the researchers as requirements that can be 

considered to be vital in any knowledge intensive business. Specific is considered to be factors 

that are closely related to the case company at hand (Figure 7), or in other words, requirements 

that are considered to not be generalizable across different knowledge intensive businesses. 

 

Since the requirements have been funnelled in research question one by the criterions in Table 

2, and the frequency count in research question two, no further analysis besides the 

generalizability has been performed in this subchapter. Also, since the findings have been 

sorted according to the categories of TAM, they are deemed relevant in terms of achieving 

users usage of a prominent KMS built on these findings. A full list of the sorted findings (a 

combined list of all the PU and PEOU requirements) can be found in chapter 8, Table 8.  

 

Based on the analysis and answers in research question one and two, it has become possible 

to answer the main research question, which together with a categorisation of the 

generalizability (performed by the researchers) is outlined below in Table 6. Some 

requirements share the same frequency count and thereby priority position, and the researchers 

deemed that this must be left to the reader, and designers of a KMS, to decide which is most 

relevant to target. 

 
Table 6. Listing of the user requirements on a KMS and their frequency count 

Rating User requirement Frequency count Classification 

1 Semantic search engine 70% Generalizable 

2 News feed 46% Generalizable 

2 Interconnected repositories 46% Generalizable 

3 Reference projects 40% Generalizable 

3 Customer case information 40% Generalizable 

4 Competence mapping 37% Generalizable 

5 Global offerings catalogue 35% Generalizable 

6 Organizational viewer 32% Generalizable 

6 Market information 32% Generalizable 

6 Singly entry point 32% Generalizable 

6 Content management 32% Generalizable 

7 Organizational offerings 28% Generalizable 

7 Project members list 28% Generalizable 

7 Advanced filtering options 28% Generalizable 

7 User-customizable interface 28% Generalizable 

8 Map access-providers of content 27% Generalizable 
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8 Global creation mind-set 27% Generalizable 

9 Taxonomy 26% Generalizable 

9 Job role best practices 26% Generalizable 

10 Optimize push-information 25% Generalizable 

11 Consistent folder structure 22% Generalizable 

11 Communities of practice 22% Generalizable 

12 Trending content 21% Generalizable 

12 Product key contacts 21% Specific 

13 Reuse codified knowledge 19% Generalizable 

14 Passive document upload 17% Generalizable 

15 Semi-automated competence update 15% Generalizable 

15 Dynamic product catalogue 15% Specific 

16 Document tracking 14% Generalizable 

17 Third party product catalogue 13% Specific 

18 User-rating system 12% Generalizable 

19 Mobile access 10% Generalizable 

19 Recognition mechanism 10% Generalizable 

20 Three-click rule 9% Generalizable 

21 Light user interface 7% Generalizable 

21 External interface 7% Specific 

22 Search hit abstract 6% Generalizable 

23 Single log-in 3% Generalizable 

24 Sales pitches statistics 2% Generalizable 

 

Requirements that were not deemed to be applicable on a generalizable KMS: 

 

 Product key contacts were not deemed, in this research, to be generalizable because 

not all knowledge intensive businesses offer products.  

 Third party product catalogue were not deemed, in this research, to be generalizable 

since not all knowledge intensive businesses offers third party solutions/products to its 

customers. 

 Dynamic product catalogue were not deemed, in this research, to be generalizable 

because not all knowledge intensive businesses have its own R&D department. 

 External interface were not deemed, in this research, to be generalizable because not 

all knowledge intensive businesses have a need to allow external users to access its 

internal documents. 
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7 Discussion 
This chapter presents a discussion of the research results and analysis that were presented 

in the previous chapters. Together with a discussion around the methods used and how the 

research has been affected by ethical values, does this chapter aim to provide the reader 

with a general understanding on how to interpret the conclusions. 

 

The scope of the research has been outlined in subchapter 1.6. However, aspects that can be 

regarded to belong to it but are not mentioned in the results derived from the research questions 

must be discussed before a thorough conclusion can be performed. This emphasize that the 

research must reflect upon the research purpose, how the research questions have managed to 

answer the main research questions, and how this in turn has fulfilled the purpose. While 

results can be viewed, its interpretation without a complete context falls short in terms of 

implications for practitioners and is why such reflections must be made. This also includes a 

discussion about the applied method and ethical aspects involved in this research, which is to 

illustrate the degree of its suitability and moral consideration towards scientifically research. 

7.1 Research purpose 
This subchapter contains a general discussion about the empirical findings and analysis that 

have been presented in the previous chapter, but also regarding findings that have yet to be 

presented. These findings are about topics which came up during the interviews, but were 

regarded to be outside of the researched scope. They came up due to the open-ended structure 

of the interview, and will contribute with interesting input on implications as well as future 

research topics.  

7.1.1 Research question 1 

What are the requirements users put on a Knowledge Management System in a knowledge 

intensive business?  

 

The main findings from this research question were what requirements the users put on 

Knowledge Management System (KMS). This implies that the answers may vary depending 

on the interviewee, which made it necessary for the researchers to limit the scope. In order for 

a requirement to be regarded as a requirement connected to a KMS were a few criterions 

(Table 2) created. These requirements were decided by the researchers in order to create 

boundaries in which requirements that should be considered in the research. The first 

requirement were created in order to define what should be considered as knowledge related 

or not, whilst the other two are related to managerial limitations. However, in some of the 

interviews, interviewees mentioned interesting aspects that were considered as to company 

specific in order to make them relevant in an analysis. These were the fact that they believed 

that the tools the company is currently facilitating are not covering all of the user’s needs. 

This, in combination with the fact that the users are able to construct and implement their own 

tools, are problematic since it creates ‘knowledge islands’ and barriers between how different 

departments work with Knowledge Management (KM). Among others, interviewees 29 & 37 

mentions that the creator of their own tools is only focusing on improving their own work 

environment, and is lacking the global mindset. This obstructs the creation and 

implementation of global tools since it is irrelevant for the users to employ these tools if they 

already are working in a customized environment. Another requirement, mentioned by 

interviewee 51, was that a great problem with the organization is that they constantly create 

their internal tools, which are to fulfill the purpose of an external (e.g. an internal LinkedIn) 

instead of purchasing these licenses. It is claimed that the idea with this should be supported, 
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but that the results are too far from the predecessor so that the tool are not used in a wider 

extent. It would arguably avoid development costs, and reduce the knowledge barrier on how 

to employ these tools for people that are recently hired. 

7.1.2 Research question 2 

To what extent are these requirements desired among the users? 

 

The frequency count of the interviewee’s response was considered to be important in order to 

facilitate a list of relevancy according to their requests, and not the researchers. Findings were, 

besides the frequency count, also sorted according to the categories of PU and PEOU listed in 

the framework of TAM (chapter 3). This is based on previous research believed to prove the 

requirements to actually lead to users employed a KMS built on them. The sorting based on 

the entire company were done in order to increase the generalizability, whilst it was considered 

to include sorting’s based on geographical location or job role. It was however considered to 

be too specific to include such information, together with the fact that it is possible for the 

reader to create its own presentation of the findings since they all can be found (unsorted) in 

Appendix D, Table 12. 

7.1.3 Main research question 

What are the relevant user requirements to focus on when designing a Knowledge 

Management System for a knowledge intensive business? 

 

Since a KMS are to include several different aspects in order to make it useful, the researchers 

found it to be important to determine which of these that should be considered to be most 

relevant. Relevant are, in this case, related to what a company should focus on first in the 

development of a KMS. This implies that the requirements that were to be considered as both 

generalizable independent of which sector or business area a company belongs to, whilst it is 

frequently mentioned by the interviewees, are to be considered to be the most relevant. Even 

though one can see that the end result points towards a uniformity of the top answers, it is 

important to remember that the interviewees are regular users with no specialisation within 

KM practises.  

7.1.4 Adjacent findings 

It has throughout the research become clear that the interviewees has more input than covered 

by the research purpose and limitations. These findings are to be considered as important in 

order to support the usage of a KMS.  

 

Interviewee 31, 37, 42, 83 and 90 mentioned the problems to have irrelevant Key Performance 

Indicators (KPIs). They stressed that the company are currently having a large number KPIs 

where few of them can be seen as relevant and supportive of a sustainable usage of a KMS. 

For example they mentioned that there is a KPI which is measuring the amount of documents 

read, but non that measuring the amount of documents reused. This is to be considered 

problematic since no one understands how much of the internal shared knowledge that actually 

is reused. They are also criticising the absence of group incentives related to this matter. This 

is aspect is important to consider since it is, according to chapter 2.3.2, more important to 

focus on group incentives than individual incentives. It is further noted in chapter 2.3.2 that a 

KMS should have integrated incentive systems that links the usage towards the value yield. 

Several interviewees (number 22, 30, 31, 46, 47, 53, 57, 60, 68, 70, 72, 82, 83 & 88) are also 

claiming that the current culture does not support the sharing and re-usage of knowledge. 
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Interviewee 48 is also claiming that it is hard to produce any value by itself, since it is to 

dependant on its colleagues and interactions in order to deliver.  

 

Culture is, as stated in chapter 2.3.3, the most important factor when facilitating such 

behaviour. This yet again is to be supported by incentives, but also by managers and leadership 

(chapter 2.3.3 & 2.4.1). These aspects are also mentioned by interviewee 82 & 87 as 

problematic, especially since the company has maintained its old manufacturing hierarchy 

whit a high number of middle managers and a top-down structure. They argued that this might 

be suitable for their previous operations, but since their manufacturing operations have 

decreased are they now opening for a flatter organization with a more agile approach than it 

is for now.  

 

Besides the mentioned problems with culture and leadership are two interviewees (number 25 

& 51) also mentioning that they are experiencing difficulties when using purchased internal 

tools. This is because they believe that when the company have acknowledged and purchased 

an external tool or license, they tend to modify it in order to make it fit the current system. 

This modification work is then leading to the fact that the purchased program, which is a good 

program when operating by itself, has become less useful since it now has lost some of the 

relevant functions. Which then leads the researchers to identify that out of the four KM 

enablers (culture, structure, people and IT), that were mentioned in chapter 2.4.1, are the 

company (based on the response from the interviewees) lagging on culture, structure and IT. 

This is something which opens up for a further investigation when the research goes from an 

individual perspective to an organizational in order to investigate important enablers and how 

to tackle them.  

 

Another aspect, which would be important to consider for further analysis, is how to proceed 

with the findings and develop them in order to create a relevant KMS. This can be done by 

both analysing how to realize the requirements, but also how the requirement are to be 

developed on a global and local level. . 

7.2 Methods used 
Here is the employed method outlined, how the reader should interpret it and how its 

application has affected the obtained results. 

 

The collection of secondary data (i.e. literature) is the first cornerstone in this discussion since 

it has shaped the research purpose and its methodology. Early discoveries around the subject 

of KM and KMS, led this research to identify an empirical gap around the practical 

requirements a KMS must fulfil in order to satisfy user’s needs. While some findings within 

this subject could be acquired, none of them discussed the requirements on a KMS designed 

for a knowledge intensive business. These researched the factors of storing content, so that it 

can be virtually accessible by adjacent colleagues, and others marked that this is just one single 

purpose of a KMS in a much larger setting. Much alike the mentioned two part component 

cluster in a KMS, networks and repositories. However, the employed method of literature 

review, illustrated in Figure 5, has proven to be effective in identifying what the current and 

most reliable research around KMS is. Not only has it shaped the scope of this research, but 

also the researchers’ understanding of the subject, and thereby how the analysis and 

discussions of results have been performed. 

 

The literature findings led this research to adopt a wider scope towards what type of user 

requirements that was to be included within the scope. Criterions for this can be viewed in 
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Table 2. A wider scope also resulted in confusion among several interviewees, and many 

required explanations of what was included. Some even argued that if the researchers deemed 

some of their answers as being outside the scope, it could be removed. Such findings have 

been mentioned above, in subchapter 7.1.4. While most of the discussions around the 

interviews and its findings can be found in subchapter 7.1.1-7.1.3, the applied method of using 

semi-structured interviews has arguably enriched the research. Semi-structured interviews has 

enabled the interviewee (i.e. the actual users of a prominent KMS) to shape the scope and 

analysis of this research. Hence are the findings arguably of relevance, but in several cases 

outside the area of generalizability, which led the researchers to exclude some of these 

findings for the sake of science. However, the method included criterions on job roles and 

geographical spread, and is also factors that are deemed to enrich the study’s scientific 

perspective. 

 

It all might sound straight forward, but most challenging was the explanation of the subject, 

what KM and KMS is, for each and every one of the 100 interviewees. Performing this in a 

consistent manner required well considered vocabulary. It is an aspect that might have resulted 

in slightly different results if another researcher were to hold the interviews. Measures were 

taken by the researchers to avoid placing ideas/thoughts in the interviewee’s mind. It was to 

avoid biased results, but it often resulted in a shortage of findings if the interviewee came 

unprepared. In such cases, efforts were made to initiate a dialogue about matters that were 

identified as “close to the heart” of the interviewee, and connecting these to KM practices so 

that relevant findings could be obtained. 

 

This approach was deemed by the researchers to generate reliable qualitative data, from where 

analysis could take place and findings be outlined. Analyse and sorting the findings was 

conducted by both the researchers to avoid neglecting/misinterpreting any findings. However, 

even though these 100 interviews have arguably resulted in qualitative findings, some 

reflections have been made around that if these were to be integrated into a global survey, the 

results would weight even more. Not that this method did not cross the minds of the 

researchers, there was simply not enough time and resources to perform such survey. 

7.2.1 Ethics 

Working with an outside organisation often creates barriers because the acquired information, 

and thus also findings derived from it, are usually confidential. This is a clear case that now 

presents itself in this research. The objective constitutes, to some degree, information 

collection that the organisation clearly has stated is confidential through a non-disclosure 

agreement (NDA). This oppose an obstacle for some reporting within master thesis, since 

ethical rules state that research is to be built on transparency and interaction between peers, 

so that the acquired knowledge can be distributed (Collis & Hussey, 2013). Such matter could 

affect validity and reliability of the findings.  

 

The chosen methodology of basing the research on an exploratory study that relies mainly on 

interviews, will also require getting consent from the interviewees so that the information they 

share can be used in an academically study (Patel & Davidson, 2011). Research is built up on 

that the researchers can always validate the sources, if a researcher fails to do so it could result 

in plagiarism. Besides the consent, Collis & Hussey (2013) argue that the participants will 

have to be informed on what the purpose of the research is, and that they have the possibility 

to withdraw their participation at any time. Furthermore it will also require surpassing the 

criteria of confidential material (according to the NDA) in order for the findings to be used in 

a final report. However, if the findings directly imply that the participants and/or the company 
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are breaking the law would the matter be taken into consideration on whether to break the 

NDA agreement or not.  

 

Those were some of the regards that have been considered throughout the entire thesis. There 

is also a two-sided coin aspect here, on one hand there is the internal perspective (i.e. if the 

researchers worked there) and on the other hand should the final recommendations be subject 

to ethical scrutiny. An outside perspective is important because even if the conclusions 

generate business value, ethical dilemmas could impact the long-term prosperity and is 

therefore a factor that should be regarded. 

 

The research focused a great deal on what current practices and barriers regarding KM were 

at the case company. This is something that could be a valuable asset to external parties, if the 

case company had an approach that can lead to a market leadership position. It would not 

oppose a matter of discussion if the research were kept internally (from an internal point of 

view). However, it must be reflected upon since the research was closely tied to academia 

reporting the goal was to enable distribution of our findings and further complement the body 

of knowledge. From a case company view, it presents itself as an investment that could lead 

to nothing new, and instead become a resource for competitors to take advantage of. This 

affected greatly how we translated our findings to conclusions, so that it clearly leaves out 

details about best practices at the case company. It merely provides general recommendations 

for organizations experiencing the same needs for KM practices. 

 

Moving over to the research process. Confidential information from the interview, that later 

translated into specific recommendations for the case company, did not need censoring. 

However on an academically perspective, some censoring had to be done to prevent portraying 

the case company in a negative manner. Although, from a pure social and academia 

perspective this is irrelevant, so there is a conflict of interest continuously present during these 

types of projects. There always is waiting to be done, since a commissioner often wants to 

keep new and fresh insights to themselves in order to gain competitive advantage. On the other 

hand, researchers and society want the findings to be exposed so that needed information can 

be acquired by the masses, which is at the end what drives the entire innovation process 

forward regardless of subject. But since the acquired insight from interviews held at the 

company is regarded to be their intellectual property, such drive is somehow stressed and is 

what arguably has been the greatest challenge in this research. 

 

An important ethical aspect whilst conducting the interviews was also the way the different 

interviewees answered the questions. A decision the researchers often faced was that some 

criticism (i.e. answers) was pointed at several internal directions, and if the source of this were 

to be reported by name there could be some consequences derived from their comments. There 

are different ways of tackling this, one can generalise the results, like was the case in this 

research (i.e. translate the answers) or tackle strong and inappropriate answers by reflecting 

on whether to report this or not, unless it directly battles the NDA. So there is always a 

presence of whether me researchers should filter the findings or not. Arguably, researchers 

would like to act as observers and document findings without involving “political” or personal 

regards. From an internal perspective could this often not be the case, since the authors are 

paid to do a research. However, if the interviewee was aware of that the findings were reported 

directly and unfiltered to managers, then it perhaps would skew the obtained results. 

 

Furthermore, the analysis is performed in conjunction with literature consulting; this is an 

ethical aspect that emphasizes the fact that the researchers borrow knowledge publicly 
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available. If findings are then not reported, the authors would not be honouring the ethical 

code of a researcher’s duty to science. This is something that affects the conclusions, in 

meaning that they will not satisfy all stakeholders. An example is that perhaps a certain 

manager would like to see specified products be developed or a precise course of action taken. 

It would perhaps be appropriate from an internal point of view, but from an ethical aspect, 

targeting a certain person/division and expose what they specifically are doing wrong could 

cause grudges and/or dismay employees. 

 

Considering the matter of the research’s findings. It might string the relation between the 

individual and organisation levels, since what is reported is not always beneficial for both and 

thereby could cause friction. What to do with such recommendations as a researcher is 

something that is truly a great challenge, and one that the researchers in this paper have 

thankfully not experienced. 
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8 Conclusion 
This chapter contains conclusions around the research questions and their implications on 

practitioners and sustainability, together with recommendations on future research. The 

aim is to present the essence of this report to the reader. 

8.1 Research purpose 
 This research had the purpose of identify what the requirements from users, regarding content 

and features that are relevant to focus on when designing a Knowledge Management System 

(KMS), targeted towards knowledge intensive businesses. 

 

The mail research question addressing this purpose was: 

 

“What are the relevant user requirements to focus on when designing a Knowledge 

Management System for a knowledge intensive business?” 

 

Two research questions were developed from the main research question and the following 

subchapters are presenting a summarized text on how these questions were answered.  

 

8.1.1 Research question 1 

Analysis of the interviews gave understanding to answer research question one: “What are the 

requirements users put on a Knowledge Management System in a knowledge intensive 

business?“. 

 

The user requirements that fulfil the criterions listed in Table 2, that also are supported with 

existing theory presented in chapter 6.1 are presented in Table 7 below. Adjacent findings, 

which did not meet the criterions in Table 2, are not disclosed here but left for the reader to 

examine in subchapter 7.1.4. 

 
Table 7. Summary of the user requirements on a KMS in a knowledge intensive business 

PU PEOU 

Single entry point Light user-interface 

Organizational viewer Three-click rule 

Competence mapping Single log-in 

Global offerings catalogue User-customizable interface 

Organizational offerings Optimize push-information 

Third party product catalogue Global creation mind-set 

Dynamic product catalogue Interconnected repositories 

Product key contacts Taxonomy 

Customer case information Consistent folder structure 

Reference projects Passive document upload 

Project members list Semi-automated competence update 

Job role best practices Recognition mechanism 

Communities of practice Map access-providers of content 

Content management Semantic search engine 

Reuse codified knowledge Advanced filtering options 

User-rating system Mobile access 

Document tracking  

Search hit abstract  
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News feed  

Market information  

Trending content  

Sale pitches statistics  

External interface  

8.1.2 Research question 2 

Sorting the findings from the interviews, and calculating their frequency count allowed the 

researchers to answer the second research question: “To what extent are these requirements 

desired among the users?”. 

 

The rating, based on which frequency they were mentioned among the interviewees, is as 

follows in Table 8.  

 
Table 8. Rating of the user requirements on a KMS in a knowledge intensive business 

PU PEOU 

User requirement Percentage User requirement Percentage 

News feed 48% Semantic search engine 70% 

Reference projects 40% Interconnected repositories 46% 

Customer case information 40% Advanced filtering options 28% 

Competence mapping 37% User-customizable interface 28% 

Global offerings catalogue 35% Map access-providers of content 27% 

Organizational viewer 32% Global creation mind-set 27% 

Market information 32% Taxonomy 26% 

Single entry point 32% Optimize push information 25% 

Content management 32% Consistent folder structure 22% 

Organizational offerings 28% Passive document upload 17% 

Project members list 28% Semi-automated competence 

update 

15% 

Job role best practices 26% Mobile access 10% 

Communities of practice 22% Recognition mechanism 10% 

Trending content 21% Three-click rule 9% 

Product key contacts 21% Light user-interface 7% 

Reuse documents 19% Single log-in 3% 

Dynamic product catalogue 15%   

Document tracking 14%    

Third party product 

catalogue 

13%    

User-rating system 12%     

External interface 7%     

Search hit abstract 6%     

Sale pitches statistics 2%   

8.1.3 Main research question  

Reviewing the findings from research question one and two, together with an analysis of the 

findings generalizability in a knowledge intensive business, has it become possible to answer 

the main research question: “What are the relevant user requirements to focus on when 

designing a Knowledge Management System for a knowledge intensive business?”. 

 



61 

 

Since research question one allowed the researchers to align the findings with actual usage of 

the system, by employing the Technology Acceptance Model, all of the requirements are 

relevant to focus on. These requirements were also abstractly supported by the literature, as 

discussed in subchapter 6.1. Research question two then illustrated to what extent user desires 

these requirements on a KMS, which complements previous researches in this area. What is 

now left is a presentation of the requirements, among these, that are considered to be 

generalizable.  

 

In Table 9 below are the relevant user requirements to focus on when designing a KMS for a 

knowledge intensive business listed, as can be seen, four case company specific requirements 

have been removed according to the analysis in subchapter 6.3. A complete list of 

requirements, including both generalizable and company case specific is presented in Table 6. 

This was regarded to be a suitable analysis for this research, however if practitioners can relate 

to the case company all of the findings in Table 6 are relevant. 

 
Table 9. Listing of the relevant requirements on a KMS in a knowledge intensive business 

Rating User requirement 

1 Semantic search engine 

2 News feed 

2 Interconnected repositories 

3 Reference projects 

3 Customer case information 

4 Competence mapping 

5 Global offerings catalogue 

6 Organizational viewer 

6 Market information 

6 Singly entry point 

6 Content management 

7 Organizational offerings 

7 Project members list 

7 Advanced filtering options 

7 User-customizable interface 

8 Map access-providers of content 

8 Global creation mind-set 

9 Taxonomy 

9 Job role best practices 

10 Optimize push-information 

11 Consistent folder structure 

11 Communities of practice 

12 Trending content 

13 Reuse codified knowledge 

14 Passive document upload 

15 Semi-automated competence update 

16 Document tracking 

17 User-rating system 

18 Mobile access 

18 Recognition mechanism 

19 Three-click rule 

20 Light user interface 

21 Search hit abstract 
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22 Single log-in 

23 Sales pitches statistics 

8.2 Implications  
Within this subchapter are implications for practitioners from the research’s findings listed, 

along with implications on sustainability. 

8.2.1 For practitioners 

Practitioners, as mentioned in chapter 1 and 2, are struggling with managing their knowledge 

and thereby capitalizing on it. Here is where this research can contribute with insight. The 

findings derived from interviews with users, and the sorting performed to acquire only 

generalizable results should prove most useful for practitioners. A priority list, over what 

requirements to tackle first, is the main contribution and thereby implication for how 

practitioners should design a KMS that will actually be employed by the users. 

 

It should however be considered that the study has interviewed users that belong to a 

knowledge intensive organization, thus its findings are biased towards that area. The 

interviewee’s job role and geographical spread aimed to increase the generalizability. While 

this can be criticised, findings are transparently demonstrated in Appendix D, thus enabling 

practitioners apply their own analysis over what requirements to implement in their KMS. 

 

Other important factors for practitioners to consider is that employing a KMS based on this 

research's findings include soft aspects such as culture and managerial involvement. But the 

great thing to adhere to the strategic decision of creating a KMS is that practitioners allow 

every user of their KMS to be content creators. One must apprehend that this is inevitable, and 

that measures to control it are often a waste of resources, as mentioned below in a citation 

from Key contact 6. The system should, or rather must, employ systems such as the 

recognition mechanism to enable the users to “control” their own created content. 

"You cannot stop the Internet; you just have to learn to live with the chaos" 

– Key contact 6 

8.2.2 On sustainability 

The notion of sustainability related to the implications this research’s findings bring forth is 

an important matter to consider. Development of new practices, technologies, and so forth, 

cannot longer be regarded as fully successful until they include a notion of sustainability. 

 

It has been identified that most interviewees were reluctant to talk about specific requirements, 

since many of these are dependent of time. In other words, they are subject to change and 

whether these requirements change over the course of one week or one year should not matter 

since a truly sustainable finding should be generalizable and constant as much as possible. 

This outcome led the findings to reflect a dynamical requirement list on a KMS, which should 

stand the test of time.  

 

For a case company such as the one in this research, with 40% of the global network coverage 

(subchapter 5.1), developed IT tools should improve the work performance and not hamper it 

by constantly changing. It would otherwise result in an inefficient job practice, which 

ultimately could negatively affect the business, and thereby the millions of users depending 

on their continuous success. Such factor would imply effects on social, environmental and 
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economical sustainability. The efficient usage of resources, whether it is in the construction 

of a coverage antenna or an IT system, must be optimized to ensure sustainable operations. 

8.3 Recommendations on future research 
The purpose of this research has been to identify what requirements from users, regarding 

content and features are relevant to focus on when designing a KMS, targeted towards 

knowledge intensive businesses. This has led the researchers to identify relevant areas for 

future research.  

 

It is believed that the next step of this research would be the creation and analysis of a 

questionnaire based on the findings in the report. The outcome of such a questionnaire would 

provide deeper insights in the user requirements, since a wider spread could be reached with 

such a method when compared to interviews. It is also relevant to investigate how such a 

system (and thereby the requirements) is to be implemented in a company in relation to 

enablers such as organizational structure, culture, governance, design and change management. 

This also includes the interplay between the requirements. 

 

An investigation over the knowledge creation within a knowledge intensive business is also 

an area, which could be interesting to investigate. This can be in terms of knowledge re-usage, 

sharing and incentives mechanisms, and how these are to be developed in order to facilitate 

support to a KMS. Another area that is interesting to investigate is to map out what tools that 

are available on the market together with how well they fulfil the user requirements. Finally, 

would an investigation on another case company of high relevancy be desirable, in order to 

compare the findings and verify their generalizability. 
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Appendix A – Key contacts 
 

In Table 10 below are all of the interviewees listed in chronological order.  

 
Table 10. List of the key contacts 

Index Region Job role 

1 Sweden Operations Manager 

2 Sweden Operations Manager 

3 North America Knowledge Management Responsible  

4 Sweden Knowledge Management Responsible 

5 Sweden Product Manager 

6 Western & Central Europe Product Manager 

7 Mediterranean Program Manager 

8 Sweden Operations Manager 
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Appendix B – Interview guideline 
 

The interview questions used in the interviews are presented below. These are (as mentioned 

earlier) open-ended, which often resulted in spontaneous follow up questions along the 

interviews. 

 

Background and role description 

 

1. Describe your current job role and state how many years you have been at case 

 company. 

 

2. What are the top five things you do in your daily work? 

 

 

Content and features 

 

3. What kind of knowledge/information/people do you need in order to perform your 

 job function? 

 

4. How do you receive this knowledge/information/people today? 

 

 

Overall opportunities and challenges 

 

5. What do you consider would simplify finding this knowledge/information/people 

 you need? 

 

6. What would you like to have presented on a new intranet page (KM platform) 

 [content and features]? 

 

7. What are your biggest challenges when searching for knowledge, information and 

 people at case company?  
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Appendix C – List of interviewees 
 

In Table 11 below are all of the interviewees listed in chronological order.  

 
Table 11. List of the interviewees 

Index Region Job Role 

1 Western & Central Europe Account Manager 

2 Russia, Middle East & Africa Solution Architect 

3 Western & Central Europe Solution Architect 

4 Russia, Middle East & Africa Solution Architect 

5 Mediterranean Solution Architect 

6 Sweden Support Function 

7 Russia, Middle East & Africa Solution Architect 

8 Western & Central Europe Solution Architect 

9 Sweden Solution Architect 

10 Mediterranean Network Support/Engineer 

11 Russia, Middle East & Africa Solution Architect 

12 Russia, Middle East & Africa Network Support/Engineer 

13 Mediterranean Solution Architect 

14 Mediterranean Support Solution 

15 South Africa Account Manager 

16 Western & Central Europe Account Manager 

17 Mediterranean Support Function 

18 Western & Central Europe Solution Architect 

19 Mediterranean Solution Architect 

20 Western & Central Europe Business Development 

21 North America Solution Architect 

22 Sweden Solution Architect 

23 China & North-East Asia Support Solution/Engineer 

24 Mediterranean Solution Architect 

25 Sweden Business Development 

26 Mediterranean Solution Architect 

27 Russia, Middle East & Africa Business Development 

28 Western & Central Europe Support Function 

29 Sweden Business Development 

30 Sweden Business Development 

31 Sweden Support Solution/Engineer 

32 Latin America Solution Architect 

33 South-East Asia & Oceania Solution Architect 

34 Sweden Support Function 

35 Russia, Middle East & Africa Solution Architect 

36 Western & Central Europe Account Manager 

37 Sweden Support Function 

38 North America Product Manager/Developer 

39 Western & Central Europe Product Manager/Developer 

40 Russia, Middle East & Africa Solution Architect 
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41 Sweden Product Manager/Developer 

42 India Account Manager 

43 India Product Manager/Developer 

44 North America Product Manager/Developer 

45 Sweden Product Manager/Developer 

46 Western & Central Europe Solution Architect 

47 Sweden Business Development 

48 Sweden Business Development 

49 Western & Central Europe Account Manager 

50 North America Product Manager/Developer 

51 Sweden Product Manager/Developer 

52 Sweden R&D 

53 Western & Central Europe Account Manager 

54 Sweden Solution Architect 

55 North America Business Development 

56 Sweden R&D 

57 India Account Manager 

58 China& North-East Asia Solution Architect 

59 India Account Manager 

60 Western & Central Europe Account Manager 

61 India Account Manager 

62 India Product Manager/Developer 

63 Sweden Product Manager/Developer 

64 Sweden R&D 

65 Sweden Product Manager/Developer 

66 Sweden Support Function 

67 Sweden R&D 

68 Sweden Business Development 

69 Western & Central Europe Account Manager 

70 Sweden Support Function 

71 Sweden R&D 

72 Sweden R&D 

73 Western & Central Europe Support Function 

74 Western & Central Europe Support Function 

75 Mediterranean Business Development 

76 India Support Function 

77 Sweden R&D 

78 Mediterranean Business Development 

79 Mediterranean Support Solution/Engineer 

80 Mediterranean R&D 

81 Mediterranean R&D 

82 Sweden R&D 

83 Sweden R&D 

84 Western & Central Europe R&D 

85 Mediterranean Support Solution/Engineer 

86 Mediterranean R&D 
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87 Sweden R&D 

88 Sweden R&D 

89 Sweden Product Manager/Developer 

90 Sweden Product Manager/Developer 

91 Sweden R&D 

92 Sweden R&D 

93 Western & Central Europe R&D 

94 Sweden Support Function 

95 Sweden R&D 

96 Sweden Business Development 

97 Mediterranean R&D 

98 Sweden Product Manager/Developer 

99 Sweden R&D 

100 Sweden R&D 
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Appendix D – Interview analysis 
 

In Table 12 below are all of the findings from the interviews listed in chronological order.  

 
Table 12. Findings from the interviews 

Index PU PEOU 

1 Organizational viewer Interconnected repositories 

Competence mapping Semantic search engine 

Reuse documents Taxonomy 

Organizational offerings Semi-automated competence update 

Sale pitches statistics Consistent folder structure 

Global offerings catalogue Map access-providers of content 

Reference projects Three-click rule 

Trending content   

Market information   

Single entry point   

Search hit abstract   

2 Reuse documents Map access-providers of content 

Document tracking Mobile access 

Single entry point Passive document upload 

  Interconnected repositories 

  Semantic search engine 

  Taxonomy 

3 Organizational viewer Map access-providers of content 

Competence mapping Semantic search engine 

Organizational offerings Semi-automated competence update 

Reuse documents Global creation mind-set 

Document tracking   

Project members list   

Reference projects   

4 Competence mapping Interconnected repositories 

Organizational viewer Map access-providers of content 

Organizational offerings Consistent folder structure 

Reference projects Taxonomy 

Single entry point Mobile access 

  Advanced filtering options 

5 Reuse documents Recognition mechanism 

Competence mapping Taxonomy 

User-rating system Passive document upload 

Document tracking Optimize push-information 

Reference projects Map access-providers of content 

6 News feed Mobile access 

Competence mapping Interconnected repositories 

Organizational offerings Three-click rule 

User-rating system Global creation mind-set 

Reuse documents User-customizable interface 

Organizational viewer Semantic search engine 

  Advanced filtering options 

  Recognition mechanism 
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  Semi-automated competence update 

7 Global offerings catalogue Interconnected repositories 

Third party product catalogue Semantic search engine 

User-rating system   

Organizational viewer   

Product key contacts   

8 Reuse documents Passive document upload 

Market information Map access-providers of content 

Competence mapping Semantic search engine 

User-rating system   

Document tracking   

9 Market information Semantic search engine 

Document tracking Optimize push-information 

Dynamic product catalogue User-customizable interface 

Organizational offerings   

Competence mapping   

Global offerings catalogue   

News feed   

Project members list   

User-rating system   

10 Single entry point Semantic search engine 

Content management Advanced filtering options 

Organizational offerings Consistent folder structure 

Market information Taxonomy 

Global offerings catalogue   

News feed   

11 Organizational offerings Interconnected repositories 

Organizational viewer Semi-automated competence update 

Reference projects Semantic search engine 

Competence mapping   

Customer case information   

Single entry point   

12 Organizational viewer Semantic search engine 

Single entry point Taxonomy 

13 Competence mapping   

Global offerings catalogue   

Product key contacts   

Third party product catalogue   

Market information   

Customer case information   

News feed   

Reference projects   

Organizational offerings   

14 Project members list Semi-automated competence update 

Customer case information Semantic search engine 

Job role best practices Advanced filtering options 

Competence mapping Recognition mechanism 

Reference projects Consistent folder structure 

Content management   

Communities of practice   
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15 Customer case information User-customizable interface 

Market information Optimize push-information 

News feed Semantic search engine 

Single entry point   

Reference projects   

Project members list   

Organizational offerings   

16 Competence mapping Semantic search engine 

Customer case information User-customizable interface 

News feed Interconnected repositories 

Trending content   

Reference projects   

17 Global offerings catalogue Map access-providers of content 

Market information Advanced filtering options 

Competence mapping Semantic search engine 

Product key contacts Optimize push-information 

Reference projects Interconnected repositories 

Organizational viewer User-customizable interface 

Single entry point   

Trending content   

News feed   

18 Reference projects Advanced filtering options 

Job role best practices Semantic search engine 

Global offerings catalogue Interconnected repositories 

Market information   

19 Global offerings catalogue Semantic search engine 

Reference projects Map access-providers of content 

Customer case information   

Single entry point   

Organizational viewer   

Project members list   

External interface   

20 Reference projects Semantic search engine 

Market information Advanced filtering options 

Customer case information User-customizable interface 

News feed Semi-automated competence update 

Organizational offerings   

Content management   

21 Global offerings catalogue Interconnected repositories 

Market information Recognition mechanism 

Product key contacts Semantic search engine 

Single entry point   

Document tracking   

News feed   

Content management   

Trending content   

Reuse documents   

Customer case information   

22 Competence mapping Taxonomy 

News feed Recognition mechanism 
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Communities of practice Interconnected repositories 

Organizational offerings Semi-automated competence update 

Organizational viewer   

Third party product catalogue   

Trending content   

News feed   

23 Global offerings catalogue Interconnected repositories 

Job role best practices Optimize push-information 

Customer case information Taxonomy 

Competence mapping Semantic search engine 

Trending content   

24 Content management Map access-providers of content 

Job role best practices Optimize push-information 

Organizational viewer Global creation mind-set 

Project members list Semi-automated competence update 

Competence mapping   

25 Trending content Interconnected repositories 

News feed Optimize push-information 

Search hit abstract User-customizable interface 

  Taxonomy 

  Semantic search engine 

  Global creation mind-set 

26 Third party product catalogue Semantic search engine 

Global offerings catalogue Advanced filtering options 

Job role best practices User-customizable interface 

Organizational offerings Interconnected repositories 

News feed   

27 Global offerings catalogue Semantic search engine 

Product key contacts User-customizable interface 

Trending content Map access-providers of content 

Organizational offerings   

News feed   

Reference projects   

Content management   

28 Market information Consistent folder structure 

Organizational offerings Map access-providers of content 

Third party product catalogue Interconnected repositories 

Global offerings catalogue   

Job role best practices   

Search hit abstract   

Communities of practice   

29 Reference projects Consistent folder structure 

Dynamic product catalogue Interconnected repositories 

Single entry point Advanced filtering options 

News feed Global creation mind-set 

Trending content Map access-providers of content 

  User-customizable interface 

  Semantic search engine 

  Taxonomy 

  Three-click rule 
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30 Dynamic product catalogue Interconnected repositories 

Customer case information Semantic search engine 

Project members list Taxonomy 

News feed Semi-automated competence update 

Job role best practices Passive document upload 

Competence mapping Map access-providers of content 

Single entry point   

Market information   

Trending content   

31 Global offerings catalogue Interconnected repositories 

Reference projects Optimize push-information 

Single entry point Passive document upload 

Trending content Global creation mind-set 

News feed Mobile access 

  User-customizable interface 

32 Product key contacts Interconnected repositories 

Customer case information Advanced filtering options 

Single entry point Map access-providers of content 

News feed Taxonomy 

Trending content User-customizable interface 

Document tracking   

33 Market information Passive document upload 

Trending content Recognition mechanism 

Global offerings catalogue Mobile access 

Reference projects   

Communities of practice   

News feed   

Dynamic product catalogue   

Organizational offerings   

Project members list   

34 News feed Semantic search engine 

Organizational offerings Consistent folder structure 

Organizational viewer Taxonomy 

Content management   

Job role best practices   

35 Third party product catalogue Consistent folder structure 

Organizational offerings Semantic search engine 

Reuse documents Semi-automated competence update 

Customer case information   

Job role best practices   

Reference projects   

Content management   

Competence mapping   

36 Global offerings catalogue Interconnected repositories 

Reuse documents User-customizable interface 

Customer case information Passive document upload 

Job role best practices   

37 Product key contacts Taxonomy 

Organizational viewer Advanced filtering options 

Market information Optimize push-information 
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Single entry point Global creation mind-set 

Job role best practices   

38 Reference projects User-customizable interface 

Dynamic product catalogue Taxonomy 

Job role best practices   

Market information   

Customer case information   

Global offerings catalogue   

News feed   

39 Customer case information Interconnected repositories 

Job role best practices Recognition mechanism 

Global offerings catalogue Semantic search engine 

Content management Consistent folder structure 

Document tracking   

40 Market information Map access-providers of content 

Customer case information Passive document upload 

Job role best practices Semantic search engine 

Trending content User-customizable interface 

Reuse documents   

Content management   

Competence mapping   

41 Reference projects Interconnected repositories 

Job role best practices Map access-providers of content 

Single entry point Semantic search engine 

Content management Taxonomy 

  Global creation mind-set 

  Passive document upload 

42 Organizational offerings User-customizable interface 

Job role best practices Taxonomy 

News feed   

Competence mapping   

External interface   

43 News feed Semantic search engine 

Market information   

Reference projects   

Product key contacts   

Organizational viewer   

Global offerings catalogue   

44 Global offerings catalogue Semantic search engine 

Customer case information Interconnected repositories 

Organizational offerings Map access-providers of content 

Single entry point Optimize push-information 

Document tracking   

Content management   

45 Market information Semantic search engine 

Job role best practices Advanced filtering options 

Project members list Three-click rule 

Organizational viewer Interconnected repositories 

Product key contacts Consistent folder structure 

Customer case information Passive document upload 
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Reference projects   

Global offerings catalogue   

External interface   

46 Reuse documents Consistent folder structure 

Project members list Map access-providers of content 

Reference projects Semi-automated competence update 

Customer case information Taxonomy 

Competence mapping User-customizable interface 

Market information Passive document upload 

  Mobile access 

  Semantic search engine 

47 Competence mapping Interconnected repositories 

Organizational viewer   

Organizational offerings   

Product key contacts   

Job role best practices   

News feed   

48 Dynamic product catalogue Semantic search engine 

Organizational offerings Interconnected repositories 

News feed Taxonomy 

Product key contacts Map access-providers of content 

Content management Semi-automated competence update 

Organizational viewer   

Competence mapping   

Communities of practice   

Trending content   

Document tracking   

Single entry point   

Project members list   

49 Global offerings catalogue Semantic search engine 

Reference projects Consistent folder structure 

Dynamic product catalogue Passive document upload 

Customer case information   

News feed   

Project members list   

Competence mapping   

50 Global offerings catalogue Interconnected repositories 

Competence mapping Consistent folder structure 

Market information   

Communities of practice   

51 Dynamic product catalogue Taxonomy 

Content management Semantic search engine 

Organizational viewer Global creation mind-set 

Competence mapping   

Market information   

Global offerings catalogue   

Search hit abstract   

Reference projects   

Communities of practice   

52 Job role best practices Interconnected repositories 
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Competence mapping Semantic search engine 

Product key contacts Consistent folder structure 

Single entry point Taxonomy 

Third party product catalogue   

Dynamic product catalogue   

Organizational viewer   

News feed   

Document tracking   

53 Competence mapping Consistent folder structure 

Customer case information Map access-providers of content 

Global offerings catalogue   

Single entry point   

Reference projects   

Reuse documents   

Organizational offerings   

News feed   

54 Customer case information User-customizable interface 

News feed   

Content management   

User-rating system   

Communities of practice   

Competence mapping   

Product key contacts   

Organizational offerings   

55 Customer case information Passive document upload 

News feed User-customizable interface 

Organizational offerings Optimize push-information 

Reference projects Semantic search engine 

  Mobile access 

56 Organizational viewer Interconnected repositories 

Third party product catalogue Semantic search engine 

Single entry point Taxonomy 

Competence mapping Global creation mind-set 

Content management   

57 Market information Three-click rule 

News feed Semantic search engine 

Reference projects Consistent folder structure 

Single entry point Optimize push-information 

Dynamic product catalogue   

Reuse documents   

58 Customer case information Map access-providers of content 

Global offerings catalogue Advanced filtering options 

Reference projects Consistent folder structure 

Content management Semantic search engine 

User-rating system   

Product key contacts   

59 Competence mapping Interconnected repositories 

Job role best practices Semi-automated competence update 

News feed   

Organizational viewer   
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60 Market information Consistent folder structure 

News feed Interconnected repositories 

Customer case information Optimize push-information 

  User-customizable interface 

  Semantic search engine 

  Advanced filtering options 

  Passive document upload 

61 Reuse documents Optimize push-information 

Sale pitches statistics   

Project members list   

Organizational offerings   

Reference projects   

Global offerings catalogue   

62 Market information Semantic search engine 

Reuse documents Map access-providers of content 

Global offerings catalogue   

Reference projects   

Project members list   

Customer case information   

63 Communities of practice Semantic search engine 

Third party product catalogue Advanced filtering options 

Product key contacts   

News feed   

64 Communities of practice Semantic search engine 

Organizational offerings Interconnected repositories 

Job role best practices User-customizable interface 

65 Global offerings catalogue Mobile access 

Customer case information Global creation mind-set 

News feed   

Organizational offerings   

Content management   

User-rating system   

Organizational viewer   

External interface   

66 Market information Global creation mind-set 

Customer case information Interconnected repositories 

Global offerings catalogue Semantic search engine 

Product key contacts Passive document upload 

67 News feed Semantic search engine 

Search hit abstract Interconnected repositories 

User-rating system Advanced filtering options 

  Three-click rule 

  Map access-providers of content 

  Single log-in 

68 Single entry point Global creation mind-set 

News feed Semantic search engine 

Trending content   

Content management   

Organizational viewer   

69 News feed Global creation mind-set 
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Market information Semantic search engine 

External interface   

Document tracking   

Reference projects   

Trending content   

User-rating system   

70 Product key contacts Consistent folder structure 

Competence mapping Semantic search engine 

Global offerings catalogue Global creation mind-set 

Content management   

71 Communities of practice Interconnected repositories 

Organizational viewer Semantic search engine 

Customer case information Light user-interface 

  User-customizable interface 

  Optimize push-information 

72 Project members list Semantic search engine 

Market information Advanced filtering options 

Competence mapping Interconnected repositories 

Customer case information Semi-automated competence update 

Reference projects Recognition mechanism 

Communities of practice Global creation mind-set 

News feed   

Content management   

Organizational viewer   

73 Reference projects Semantic search engine 

Project members list Global creation mind-set 

Third party product catalogue Optimize push-information 

Organizational viewer   

Content management   

News feed   

74 Content management Optimize push-information 

Reuse documents Map access-providers of content 

  Three-click rule 

75 News feed Semantic search engine 

Project members list Interconnected repositories 

Market information Advanced filtering options 

Reference projects   

Customer case information   

Single entry point   

Organizational viewer   

76 Dynamic product catalogue Interconnected repositories 

Reference projects Advanced filtering options 

Project members list Optimize push-information 

Single entry point   

Third party product catalogue   

77 Content management Recognition mechanism 

Job role best practices Global creation mind-set 

78 Customer case information Advanced filtering options 

Communities of practice User-customizable interface 

Trending content Interconnected repositories 
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Search hit abstract   

79 Global offerings catalogue Optimize push-information 

News feed Semantic search engine 

Project members list Consistent folder structure 

Organizational viewer   

80 Job role best practices Semantic search engine 

  Optimize push-information 

81 Dynamic product catalogue Advanced filtering options 

Customer case information Taxonomy 

Reuse documents   

Document tracking   

82 Project members list Semantic search engine 

Competence mapping Taxonomy 

User-rating system Light user-interface 

  Optimize push-information 

  Mobile access 

  Global creation mind-set 

83 Project members list Light user-interface 

News feed Optimize push-information 

Customer case information   

Content management   

84 Third party product catalogue Map access-providers of content 

Dynamic product catalogue Interconnected repositories 

Single entry point Light user-interface 

Content management User-customizable interface 

  Advanced filtering options 

85 Market Information Consistent folder structure 

Dynamic product catalogue Semantic search engine 

Project members list Light user-interface 

Communities of practice Global creation mind-set 

Content management   

86 Communities of practice Interconnected repositories 

Document tracking Passive document upload 

Customer case information Semantic search engine 

  Global creation mind-set 

87 Organizational viewer Semantic search engine 

Project members list   

Communities of practice   

Competence mapping   

88 Market information Advanced filtering options 

Product key contacts Passive document upload 

Organizational viewer Light user-interface 

Competence mapping Semantic search engine 

News feed   

89 Global offerings catalogue Global creation mind-set 

Customer case information Taxonomy 

Product key contacts Semi-automated competence update 

Project members list   

Organizational viewer   

90 Product key contacts Interconnected repositories 
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News feed Consistent folder structure 

Reference projects Optimize push-information 

External interface Semantic search engine 

Single entry point   

Trending content   

Content management   

Customer case information   

91 Product key contacts Map access-providers of content 

Reuse documents   

Competence mapping   

Global offerings catalogue   

Trending content   

92 Reuse documents Global creation mind-set 

Communities of practice Interconnected repositories 

  User-customizable interface 

  Semantic search engine 

  Single log-in 

93 Project members list Semantic search engine 

News feed Optimize push-information 

User-rating system Map access-providers of content 

94 Third party product catalogue Interconnected repositories 

Customer case information Recognition mechanism 

Market information Advanced filtering options 

Competence mapping   

External interface   

Reference projects   

95 News feed Optimize push-information 

Communities of practice   

Content management   

Single entry point   

96 Communities of practice Interconnected repositories 

Trending content Semantic search engine 

News feed Advanced filtering options 

  Three-click rule 

  User-customizable interface 

97 Job role best practices Light user-interface 

Communities of practice Mobile access 

Single entry point Semantic search engine 

98 Customer case information Taxonomy 

Market information User-customizable interface 

Dynamic product catalogue Semantic search engine 

Project members list Advanced filtering options 

Global offerings catalogue Global creation mind-set 

Single entry point   

99 Project members list Interconnected repositories 

Single entry point User-customizable interface 

Communities of practice Advanced filtering options 

Content management Semantic search engine 

  Global creation mind-set 

100 Reference projects Semantic search engine 
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Job role best practices Advanced filtering options 

Content management Single log-in 

Organizational viewer Three-click rule 

  Global creation mind-set 
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