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Abstract 

The aim of this study is to locate if there are some common problems connected to 

knowledge management systems (KMSs) within organizations. This thesis begins 

with an introduction to knowledge management (KM) and knowledge 

management systems, followed by a presentation of previous research in the field 

of KM problematics. To find these possible issues that may prevent an effective 

use of KMSs within organizations, we will study contemporary literature and 

perform some complementary interviews. The questions formulated are addressed 

to participants from the organization Tieto, at their office in Lund. The questions 

are kept to a restricted number to gather replies that collect the main answers of 

relevance. The results from the literature review are then compared to the 

interviews. The main conclusion of this study is that the organizational culture 

may affect the possible occurrence of KMSs that suffer from usability problems, 

which causes the knowledge sharing to be inadequate. Finally; a picture of the 

problem areas concerning KMSs within organizations arise and some resolutions 

along with recommendations are presented. 
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1. Introduction 

 

The background of this study is that we were interested in identifying if there are some 

possible issues related to knowledge management systems (KMSs) in organizations. As well, 

when we acquainted us with this topic we detected that it is difficult to find a universal or at 

least a comprehensive compilation of common problems related to KMSs. Therefore, a 

meticulous study in this field is of great interest because it can reveal and demonstrate such 

usually occurring KMSs issues. 

According to Frost (2017) a KMS is any kind of IT system that store and get back knowledge, 

help collaboration, find knowledge sources, supply archives for hidden knowledge, take and 

use knowledge, or in some other way add to the knowledge management (KM) process. Some 

examples of KMSs could be an intranet or a groupware system such as a communication tool 

like any email or wiki (Frost, 2017). 

This chosen subject is important because if employees are withholding knowledge from each 

other it is rational to believe that the organization will suffer from this unused knowledge. The 

key participants in this investigation are some employees at the high tech company Tieto. To 

explore the research topic we consulted contemporary scientific literature in this field and as a 

valuable complement we interviewed employees at Tieto to get an insightful perspective from 

a relevant organization in this context. The reason why this study was accomplished was to 

test our assumption that there are some specific problems connected to KMSs and knowledge 

sharing. These assumptions consists of the valuable fact that it is challenging to encourage 

knowledge sharing in organizations, as stated by Ahmad and Widén (2015). To stimulate the 

individual tendency to share their knowledge a KMS can support communication, 

coordination, collaboration, and control as mentioned by Dalkir (2011). But, this is a 

complicated task as a result of interpersonal, organizational and contextual aspects that 

influences spontaneous knowledge sharing at the personal level (Ahmad & Widén, 2015). 

Also KM projects usually are uncertain and complicated with the individual's motivation 

being an important part of its possible success, as Sivasubramanian, Syed Aktharsha, and 

Sheik Mohamed (2015) have demonstrated. 

The reason why this study was carried out was not to fulfil the demands of Tieto. Instead, the 

motive and aim of this report was to still our profound curiosity in finding eventual issues 
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accompanying KMSs within organizations. Also, as mentioned before, we wanted to identify 

and gather the most frequently existing KMSs issues so that those problems can be clarified 

and to likewise provide suggestions on how to solve these complications in the long term. 

Additionally, not to forget, this study has an important significance as it also bridges a gap in 

previous research in terms of the lack of focus on the specific domains of KMSs issues and 

knowledge sharing. 

Our unique contribution to the field of informatics that have emerged during this work is an 

extended understanding about the common KMSs issues, but also an increased 

comprehension of the obstacles that often will prevent knowledge sharing within 

organizations when KMSs are in use. To gain this specific knowledge will make it possible 

for an organization to not repeat the same devastating mistakes that other organizations have 

done before. Furthermore, this will probably also save a considerable amount of time, money, 

and inconveniences. The intended audience for this paper are individuals working with KM in 

some way within different organizations. But likewise all people with the least interest in this 

area will have pleasure and use of this report. 

 

1.2 Purpose 

 

The idea for our study was planted when Pontus was talking to a friend who works at the IT-

company Tieto in Lund. Pontus said that he was taking a course in knowledge management 

systems, which made the friend in turn reply: “Wow, that is one hopeless kind of system. No 

one puts any effort into sharing what they know. Good luck with that.” This made us wonder 

if this opinion is a common attitude among employees within organizations that have 

implemented KMSs? We also asked ourselves what this could mean in reality? Could 

companies that are facing this kind of problem for example be losing a huge amount of 

potential competence? Are a lot of resources wasted on implementing systems that are not 

being used? And are the companies themselves aware that this problem might be occurring? 

With these aspects exemplified above in mind, we read a vast amount of relevant literature to 

determine if there are some existing issues concerning the use of KMSs and problems 

regarding knowledge sharing. After our extensive literature study we did detect that there are 

some common issues in this specific field and later on in this report we will discuss them 
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meticulously. Then we formulated the following defined research question: What kind of 

issues may prevent organizations from using the full potential of their KMSs? 

To get clear and comprehensible answers to this research question, we will study previous 

research in this domain to generate a collection of different issues that are related to the 

management of KMSs. The identified problems will lay ground for an interview which will be 

held with some employees at Tieto’s office in Lund. A comparison between the literature 

study and the answers from the interviews will give us the tools to distinguish the similarities 

and the odd reasons for the failures in exploiting the full potential of an organization's 

KMS(s). But also, this operation will make it possible to locate why problems can occur that 

hamper knowledge sharing among coworkers. By answering our research question we aim to 

illustrate the underlying typical KMSs issues within organizations, propose solutions to how 

these problems can be corrected, and finally formulate some advices for organizations that are 

using KMSs. 

 

1.3 Limitations to the Research 

 

A limitation to this study is that the time frame made it impossible to conduct a qualitative 

investigation where more than one organization was the target. If we could have interviewed 

people from multiple organizations it would have been great to compare the results from those 

different companies in various trades and of uneven sizes. It should have broadened the 

picture and enriched the study somewhat. We had also hoped to include employees from other 

offices of Tieto as well. However, due to the lack of time, we have not been able to do this 

exactly as we had originally desired. 

The limitations in our study might provide useful insights and therefore it can be a guideline 

for future research. Firstly, we relied exclusively on previous research and interviews. This 

does not give us the right to presume that the results necessarily are applicable on other 

organizations, even if we think that they are in many cases. Secondly, it would have been 

valuable to include some other qualitative research method; like questionnaires or 

observations to augment the study and obtain a richer understanding of our examination of 

KMSs. Thirdly, we had only three participants from Tieto in Lund when we were conducting 

the interviews and that fact is a restriction in the sense of how much substance and 

generalization we can draw from these answers collected. Thus, we are fully aware that we 
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only interviewed three people, but these individuals hold key roles within the organization 

and their responses can therefore provide an interesting and rewarding hint of the actual 

conditions within the framework of our questions. All in all, these limitations do not 

discourage us from consider the study to be weak. On the contrary, we find this paper to be 

useful in the way that it is increasing the general understanding of how certain issues can 

hinder organizations from using their full capacity of KMSs. In other words, we are confident 

that the outcomes of this study will appeal to individuals and organizations beyond the 

boundaries of Tieto. 

 

1.5 About Tieto 

 
As we mentioned earlier, our study has been conducted at a company named Tieto. According 

to their homepage Tieto (2016) is a Finnish-Swedish IT consulting and development company 

with its new headquarters in Espoo, Finland.  This head office was opened in 2015. Tieto was 

founded in Espoo in the year of 1968 under the name Tietotehdas Oy. During the first years 

Tietotehdas operated mainly as a computer center for its owners. IT systems were developed 

and maintained mainly for the Union Bank of Finland and its customers, and for a few forest 

industry companies. The customer base of the company broadened during the 1970s and midi-

computers were introduced alongside the existing mainframe computers. Personal computers 

became common in the 1980s. The operations of Tietotehdas now consisted of mainframe 

computer services and software as well as development of IT systems. The customers 

represented multiple industries on the basis of which the company’s operations were 

organized (Tieto, 2016). 

In the 1990s, the enterprise experienced rapid growth through a number of acquisitions, 

mergers, and strategic alliances. The company's name was changed from Tietotehdas to TT 

Tieto in 1995 and to Tieto in 1998. In 1996, the company strengthened its position in the 

telecom sector considerably through the acquisition of Avancer. In 1999, Tieto and Enator 

merged, and TietoEnator was born (Tieto, 2016). 

During the 2000s, the globalization of the IT industry did accelerate quickly, speeding up 

Tieto’s advancement to international markets. Offshore production was started in 2004, which 

was the time when Indian players started to enter the Nordic market, making the competition 
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fiercer. In 2007, the company took a new course, moving the focus of operations back to 

Northern Europe. However, telecom operations were one of the segments Tieto continued to 

develop globally (Tieto, 2016). 

The importance of horizontal operations and adequate offshore resources was growing, and in 

2009 the organization replaced its industry based structure by a matrix comprising of country 

organizations, industries, and global service lines. Towards the end of the decade offshore 

production was increased substantially. Tieto has over 13000 employees in about 20 countries 

and the company is listed at Nasdaq OMX in Helsinki and Stockholm (Tieto, 2016). 

From our interviews it appears that the management of knowledge is also an important factor 

for Tieto, and they are using essentially two central systems in order to promote the sharing of 

knowledge within the organization; a wiki-based system and a Sharepoint-solution called 

Teamer. Through the interviews we learned that the wiki-based system is an internal 

corporate wiki, where the employees themselves are in charge of the creation and 

arrangement of content as well as the development of the wiki-page itself. In the wiki the 

employees create the content by starting new articles. The second primary KMS which is 

being used is one called Teamer. This is a fully developed SharePoint oriented system 

solution which works as a document management system for the users. MyData is Tieto's own 

internal system for all staff handling. Another system is OneNote and the information in 

OneNote is not saved in any other system. CA is another system and it works as a knowledge 

base. 

 

1.6 Structure of the Thesis 

 

This paper is organized as follows: Section 2 review the relevant literature on KM and KMSs 

equally as identifying some suggestions on further studies. Section 3 describes the methods 

that were used to accomplish the study; it presents the concepts of validity and reliability, and 

it emphasis the importance of ethics. Section 4 presents the results of the study. Section 5 

analyzes the findings. Section 6 discusses the results, the methods, and the limitations of the 

study. Finally, section 7 proposes the conclusions. 
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2. Literature Review 

 
In the following sections we are going to present literature suitable to our research topic. The 

focus is to give the reader an insight in the concept of KMSs by initially explaining what 

knowledge and knowledge management really is. This will lead to a richer understanding of 

the context and the concepts that are presented in this report. The literature review will 

produce and justify the research objectives and the question of this thesis by demonstrating 

the issues that possibly could prevent an organization from using all their KMS potential. 

 

2.1 Knowledge 

 
Kefela (2010) proclaims that as a result of globalization and the technological revolution, 

knowledge has certainly become the key driver of competitiveness and is now completely 

transforming the patterns of the world’s economic growth and activity. Along with knowledge 

investments, knowledge distribution through formal and informal networks is fundamental to 

economic performance (Kefela, 2010). Therefore, the world economy is nowadays based on 

knowledge and information, no longer primarily relying on the industry. As stated by Ahmad 

and Widén (2015) knowledge has emerged as the main organizational resource in today’s 

society. Knowledge is, contrasted to other organizational assets, of most value if shared. A 

fruitful implementation of an organization's strategic plans craves continual collaboration and 

knowledge mobilization. Individuals need to share their knowledge. But to encourage 

knowledge sharing in organizations is difficult. It is a complex matter due to plenty of 

interpersonal, organizational and contextual factors that impact informal knowledge sharing at 

the individual level (Ahmad & Widén, 2015). 

According to Jashapara (2011) knowledge can be seen as “actionable information”. 

Actionable (or practical/functional) information lets people to make better decisions and give 

an effective input to dialogue and creativity in organizations. It occurs by providing 

information at the right place, at the right time, and in the appropriate format. Knowledge 

provide individuals to act more effectively than information or data and it supply us with a 
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better capacity to foresee future outcomes (Jashapara, 2011). Dalkir (2011) declares that 

knowledge is the ability to grow understanding from a combination of data, information, 

experience, and individual interpretation. Information is content that represents analyzed data 

and it is the answer to a question. Data is content that is directly observable or verifiable; a 

fact from which conclusions may be drawn, such as scores on some tests. In present times, 

knowledge is considered as a treasured commodity that is embedded in products and in the 

tacit knowledge of very movable employees. Thus, the management of knowledge has 

become more and more essential in today’s knowledge economy (Dalkir, 2011). What is 

knowledge management (KM) then, the reader might ask him- or herself at this point? 

 

2.2 Knowledge Management 

 
As stated by Dalkir (2011) it is challenging to find a good definition of knowledge 

management as a consequence of the absence of consensus over what constitutes the concept. 

The creation of diffusion/distribution of knowledge has turned out to be a more central aspect 

in competitiveness among various organizations. KM has multidisciplinary origins and there 

are two main forms of knowledge, namely tacit and explicit. Tacit (unspoken, implicit, 

personal know-how) knowledge is hard to articulate and it exists in the heads of knowers. 

Explicit (clear, specific, expressed) knowledge represents content that has been captured in 

some concrete arrangement, for instance in words. Nevertheless, Dalkir (2011) points out that 

knowledge owns some inconsistent features: 

● You cannot consume it. 

● Transferal does not lead to losing it. 

● It is plentiful, but rarely used. 

● Much of it disappears from the organization at the end. 

 

According to Dalkir (2011) KM is a business activity with two primary aspects: 

1. Handling the knowledge component of business activities as an explicit concern 

of business revealed in strategy, policy, and practice at all levels of the 

organization. 

2. Making a straight connection among an organization’s intellectual assets - both 

explicit and tacit - and positive business results. 
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As stated by Dalkir (2011) KM is both the capturing and storing of knowledge together with 

the valuing of intellectual assets. The basic aim of KM is to leverage knowledge to the 

organization’s advantage. The concept of KM is a complex matter and according to Dalkir 

(2011) there are over 100 published definitions of it. KM is a multidisciplinary field and it 

suffers from the “three blind men and an elephant” syndrome, i.e. an Indian story used to 

illustrate a range of truths and fallacies, which implies that one’s subjective experience can be 

true, but that such experience is inherently limited. There are the business perspective, the 

cognitive science/knowledge science perspective, and the process/technology perspective 

regarding the concept of KM. It is also important to understand that KM is a mix of strategies, 

tools, and techniques (Dalkir, 2011). 

According to Chatterjee (2014) there are still barriers toward making learning accessible and 

all-pervasive throughout organizations. Often this is a consequence of two significant factors: 

(1) bureaucratic and hierarchical forms of organizations; and (2) due to the situated and tacit 

character of knowledge. Effective KM practices need efficient knowledge managers. It is also 

essential to diagnose, identify and remove limiting factors that often prove to be real obstacles 

to KM and which unhelpfully affect organizational level performances (Chatterjee, 2014). 

As reported by Sivasubramanian et al. (2015) KM projects are often risky and complex in 

nature, and considering participant motivation may be one of the key factors in making them a 

winner. Involvement, communication, responsibility, and trust are especially fundamental to 

build and cultivate motivation (Sivasubramanian et al., 2015). 

 

2.3 Knowledge Management Systems 

 

To support KM organizations and individuals can use knowledge management systems 

(KMSs), according to Dalkir (2011). These are tools designed to support KM. They emerged 

from information management tools that unified various aspects of computer-supported 

collaborative work (CSCW) settings with information and document management systems. 

As stated by Dalkir (2011) the main attributes of a KMS are backing for: 

● Communication 

● Coordination 
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● Collaboration 

● Control 

 

KMSs contribute distinct functions related to these four characteristics mentioned above. For 

example, it could be: e-mail for communication, calendars for coordination, shareable 

artifacts (e.g., computer programs) for collaboration, and internal audit trails (paper or 

electronic tracks that give a step by step documented history of business activities) for control 

(Dalkir, 2011). As defined by Jashapara (2011) the knowledge-based perspective of the 

organization point out the strategic value of knowledge within firms. Plenty of organizations 

have developed information systems (ISs) to aid sharing and mobilization of knowledge. 

These systems managing organizational knowledge operations are titled KMSs. 

There appears to be a lot of different aspects connected to the potential success of a KMS. 

According to Alavi and Leidner (2001) the success of a KMS partially depends upon the 

extent of use, which itself may be tied to system quality, information quality, and usefulness. 

System quality is influenced by attributes such as ease of use, characteristics of human-

computer interface, flexibility, and effectiveness of search mechanisms. Research focusing on 

KMS use process, development of intuitive search, retrieval, and display is needed to enhance 

KMS quality. At the level of knowledge quality, issues pertain to what kinds of knowledge 

can be usefully codified and at what level of detail, how to protect coded knowledge from 

unauthorized access or copying, and how to ensure that the knowledge is maintained. In terms 

of KMS usefulness, studies can examine the extent to which available knowledge is reused. 

Ratios of knowledge accessed to knowledge available and knowledge used to knowledge 

accessed could give an indication of system usefulness (Alavi & Leidner, 2001). Dong, Hung, 

and Cheng (2016) claims that the user satisfactory context stimulated by constant KMS 

improvement increases knowledge sharing intention via the mediation of individual cognition 

of self-efficacy and outcome expectancy. According to Jan and Contreras (2016) perceived 

user satisfaction depends directly on three factors: organizational trust, perceived KMS output 

quality, and perceived KMS usefulness. The authors also claims that user satisfaction also 

depends on perceived searchability (Jan & Contreras, 2016). 

Something that is very central to have in mind is the importance of interaction design of 

digital products. Cooper, Reimann, and Cronin (2007) considers that if we design and 

construct products so that the individuals who use them reach their goals, they will be 

satisfied, effective, and glad. They will also happily pay for the products and recommend 
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them to others. This can be accomplished in a cost-effective way and it will render into 

business success. Nowadays, most digital products emerge in the manner that developers 

create technologically fixated solutions that are challenging to use and control. Instead, they 

should plan and perform in regard to satisfying the needs of the end users (Cooper et al., 

2007). Also Benyon (2010) is claiming that it is essential to design interactive systems that 

are accessible, usable, and engaging. In order to achieve this, the design of such systems 

should be human-centered. But, being human-centered in design is costly. Nevertheless, it is 

worthwhile because this approach to design is beneficial for multiple reasons; it brings return 

to investment, it increases safety, it is good for ethics, and it contributes to sustainability 

(Benyon, 2010). Here, the authors seem to disagree when they describe whether it is 

expensive or not to practice a user-centered system design. Cooper et al. (2007) claims that 

this can be done in a cost-effective manner, while Benyon (2010) affirms that it is initially 

expensive but that it pays off in a longer perspective. Regardless of which, these thoughts are 

well worth considering in the design of different KMSs. 

Equally important to consider would be the number of searches returning no useful 

knowledge (Alavi & Leidner, 2001). Alavi and Leidner (1999) means that the knowledge-

based theory of the organization suggests that knowledge is the organizational asset that 

permits sustainable competitive advantage in hypercompetitive environments. The emphasis 

on knowledge in today’s organizations is based on the statement that barriers to the transfer 

and replication of knowledge provide it with strategic importance. Numerous organizations 

are developing ISs designed specifically to help the sharing and integration of knowledge 

(KMSs). The attention to KMSs across a variety of industries is very high and the 

technological foundations are diverse (Alavi & Leidner, 1999). According to Hahn and 

Subramani (1999) the basis of value creation gradually depends on leveraging organizations 

intangible (nonphysical) assets and KMSs are emerging as powerful sources of competitive 

advantage. Nevertheless, the general recognition of the importance of such systems seems to 

be escorted by a technology-induced drive to implement systems with inadequate 

consideration of the fundamental knowledge problems that the KMS are expected to solve 

(Hahn & Subramani, 1999). Hasan and Crawford (2003) are on the same path as Hahn and 

Subramani (1999) regarding KMSs. The author’s claims that in the complex realm of 

organizational knowledge management, current KMS technologies may do little more than 

just process data into information instead of promoting the sharing of knowledge. 
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Some authors also claims that it is possible to measure the actual usage of KMSs among 

employees. In a study by Tserng, Lee, Hsieh, and Liu (2013) a framework of measuring the 

usage of KMSs is being proposed, within which measurement factors correlate with one 

another to make the best use of KMSs. This kind of measurement is made by other authors as 

well; Lee, Lee and Kang (2005) for example presents a metric which they choose to call 

knowledge management performance index (KMPI). The metric can be used for assessing the 

performance of a firm in its KM at a point in time. 

 

2.4 Knowledge Management Issues 

 
In the chapter that follows we have identified and summarized the most problematic issues 

connected to knowledge management in previous research. To begin with, it could be  

appropriate to mention that De Long and Fahey (2000) declares that questioning essential 

beliefs and existing ways of working is mainly a problematic challenge for leadership, but 

generally a key step in creating new knowledge for the organization. There are four ways in 

which organizational culture affects behaviors fundamental to knowledge creation, sharing, 

and use: 

● Culture (and predominantly subcultures) shapes our assumptions about what 

knowledge is, and, therefore, which knowledge is worth managing. 

● Culture mediates connections among individual and organizational knowledge. 

● Culture creates the context for social interaction that eventually determines how 

effective an organization can be at creating, sharing, and applying knowledge. 

● Culture shapes the processes by which new organizational knowledge – with its 

associated uncertainties – is created, legitimated, and distributed (De Long & 

Fahey, 2000). 

 

Also Borges (2013) is pointing out the importance of culture by emphasizing that there is a 

link between organizational culture, personality, and social environment and the transmission 

of tacit knowledge, which has before been overlooked in the tacit knowledge literature. 

Organizational culture determines whether or not knowledge is a firm asset and how 

employees are anticipated to involve in tacit knowledge sharing behavior across the 

organization. Borges (2013) also means that personality characters have a direct effect on 
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individual nature with regards to sharing prior experiences and engaging in tacit knowledge 

sharing behavior. Tacit knowledge sharing is a sincere human interaction; therefore, the ways 

in which employees observe their social environment will impact their choice to involve in 

tacit knowledge sharing behavior. In detail, the strength of social ties and the level of 

competitiveness can be the occasion of mutual benefit and interpersonal trust, which should 

affect employees’ preparedness to share their skill. Besides, culture is collective, invisible, 

and manifested through the behaviors of a specific community. It is possible for leaders and 

organizations to create conditions to improve the probability that individual experiences will 

be distributed to other employees or teams, reducing the loss of tacit knowledge amongst IT 

professionals because of turnover. In other words: the loss of important personnel. 

Hardworking, responsible, and introverted employees have a tendency to share their tacit 

knowledge when they feel they are in a supportive and team oriented organizational culture 

(Borges, 2013). 

Filipov (2013) claims that a general strategy of the organization also is an important factor in 

the formation of human capital management. The lack of a strong direction concerning the 

importance of ongoing education or the poor integration of this concept into the 

organizational culture unquestionably lead to an absence of substance of any managerial 

efforts in this respect. The state of affairs is felt by managers sampled and considered critical 

in the decision making process under investigation (Filipov, 2013). Gambetti and Giovanardi 

(2013) argues that communication has been commonly considered as a significant driver of 

the key relationship based intangible properties of an organization, for instance corporate 

culture, identity, image, and reputation. Face-to-face communication is used to support 

strategic decision making on subtle and/or long term matters which have a strong influence on 

corporation’s intangible resources, such as culture unity, workplace environment, stability of 

communication support, employee engagement, or network partners trust building and 

commitment development. Communication appears to act as a “cultural glue”, a trade-off and 

compensation, a knowledge creation and distribution, a relationship development and 

maintenance, and an alignment and integration activity across the supply chain (SC), 

nurturing knowledge, managerial, relational, and competitive SC performance dimensions 

(Gambetti & Giovanardi, 2013). Another important aspect of organizational culture is the 

social capital among individuals. As Avgar (2010) states, diverse forms of conflict affect 

perceptions of social capital in a different way. Relationship and task conflict are significantly 

and negatively connected to employee perceptions of social capital (Avgar, 2010). 
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Continuing, Bai and Lindberg (1999) claims that social activity is always mediated by 

artefacts. It means that artefacts bring with them a specific culture and history, and are 

persistent in structures that stretch across activities through time and space. Activity is, to 

begin with, social in nature. Therefore, socialization, norms, values, and culture are popular 

means for clarifying why individuals unite into something called society. The everlasting 

human request for information and learning will challenge, change, and construct current 

values and social laws, rules, norms, and culture as criteria of social goals (Bai & Lindberg, 

1999). 

According to Li, Liu, and Liu (2016) resistance to KMSs is one of the main explanations 

often cited for the failure of KM initiatives. Although previous studies have employed various 

theoretical perspectives to explain user resistance behavior, the research on the resistance to 

KMSs is still lacking. The authors also states that KMS resistance is affected by loss aversion, 

transition costs, and social norms, and that managers should understand these mechanisms in 

order to reduce resistance behavior (Li et al., 2016). As reported by Fox, Tom, Trepel, and 

Poldrack (2008) loss aversion is when an individual is faced with a decision such as whether 

or not to invest in the stock market or welcome a new job, most people are remarkably risk 

averse. They are frequently unwilling to take a risk that involve the possibility of gaining or 

losing related to the status quo. People generally shows larger sensitivity to losses than to 

comparable gains when making decisions (Fox et al., 2008). 

The question regarding change within organizations also seems to be an important aspect. 

Jashapara (2011) states that organizational change affects people in different ways and that 

many people often react negatively towards it. The implementation of new technical solutions 

or promotion of knowledge-sharing cultures can result in considerable challenges to their 

effective implementation (Jashapara, 2011). Kotter (2007) proclaims that the primary problem 

today is that stability no longer is the norm in the business world and that the next few 

decades without doubt will deliver even more instability into the corporate environment. This 

is not bound to happen and it can be avoided or softened by consciousness and skill. The 

globalization of economy and markets push organizations to make drastic developments to 

survive. Successful change can be implemented within an organization and make it better at 

an acceptable cost. To realize these changes we have to comprehend that large transformation 

will not happen without difficulty. There is an eight-stage change process that has to be 

followed to accomplish an organizational adjustment (Kotter, 2007, p. 1): 
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1. Establish a sense of urgency. 

2. Form a powerful guiding coalition. 

3. Create a vision. 

4. Communicate the vision. 

5. Empower others to act on the vision. 

6. Plan for and create short-term wins. 

7. Consolidate improvements and produce more change. 

8. Institutionalize new approaches. 

 

According to Kotter (2007) it is essential to sequence. This means to establish a momentum 

necessary to overcome highly influential sources of inertia (apathy). Most change initiatives 

are created by several small projects that also go through the multistep process. Those who try 

to make major change with simple, linear, analytical processes almost all the time will fail. 

The reason is that individuals have been learned to manage but not to lead and then they rely 

too much on the easy change process. Rather, management should; plan, budget, organize, 

staff, control, and solve problems. Management should then generate a level of predictability 

and order. Leadership however should; establish direction, aligning (positioning) people, 

motivate, and inspire. Next leadership should create change (Kotter, 2007). 

Dalkir (2011) is on the same trail as Jashapara regarding obstacles, and claims that there are a 

number of these that can prevent the sharing of knowledge within organizations. The most 

prominent of these obstacles is the thought that knowledge is a kind of property and that the 

ownership is very important. A way to solve this problem is to assure the employees of an 

organization that attribution (credit) and authorship of their personal knowledge will be 

maintained. Dalkir (2011) states that this in fact is a necessity for obtaining a well-functioning 

KMS. Another side of this obstacle is the question regarding being rewarded. According to 

Dalkir (2011) people tend to think that they are more likely to be rewarded for things they 

know, rather than for things they share. This negative spiral results in the reinventing of 

wheels, building of empires, and resistance to ideas from outside organizations. This issue 

should be dealt with by stopping the rewarding of stacking up on knowledge individually and 

instead promote initiatives for sharing it. Dalkir (2011) is also mentioning problems 

connected to trust and credibility. The provider of knowledge may for instance be uncertain if 

the recipient (receiver) will understand how it should be used, and the recipient may in turn 

question the credibility of the knowledge that is being shared. As stated by Dalkir (2011) this 
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problem disappears in a community for example, since the community is a self-regulated 

system that continually validates contents and membership. As a final major issue, Dalkir 

(2011) is mentioning the question regarding organizational culture and climate. A culture that 

encourages innovation and discovery will be better off promoting the sharing of knowledge; 

while a culture that encourages individual geniuses will hinder the sharing. Dalkir (2011) 

claims that without a receptive (open) knowledge sharing culture in place, effective 

knowledge sharing cannot take place. In order to obtain a functioning knowledge sharing 

culture an organization might have to go through some major organizational changes (Dalkir, 

2011). As reported by Sivasubramanian et al. (2015) the knowledge sharing within 

organizations are facing challenges connected to motivational issues. The authors states that 

the motivation to share knowledge can be enhanced by promoting involvement, 

communication, responsibility, and trust among the workers within an organization. 

Some authors within the KM area proclaims a broader view of knowledge problematics. 

McDermott (1999) means that to influence knowledge we need to improve both thinking and 

information. To do this you can build communities that cross teams, disciplines, time, space, 

and business units. These four key challenges exist in creating the communities: the technical 

challenge, the social challenge, the management challenge, and the personal challenge. By 

merging human and ISs, organizations can construct the ability for learning wider than the 

learning of any of the individuals within it (McDermott, 1999). 

McInerney (2002) is also promoting a broader view on the subject. The author states that 

effective KM in many disciplinary contexts should be based on understanding the dynamic 

nature of knowledge itself. Also how to collect and organize knowledge artifacts and with a 

commitment to organizational learning, sharing knowledge can turn out to be part of an 

organization’s normal way of work, particularly in collaborative activities. Learning how to 

design agile systems with a high level of usability can help to make an organization’s 

knowledge more accessible. It also could be valuable in the active process of finding out what 

an organization’s members know if information managers were trained as journalists with a 

reporter’s skills of capturing, recording, and reporting new knowledge. Knowledge has 

dynamic attributes and a subjective nature which put yet more difficulties on individuals who 

would elicit (bring out), codify, and transform knowledge into a sharable format (McInerney, 

2002). 
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Another aspect is the question regarding leadership within organizations. According to Allio 

(2010) there are some clear imperatives for the CEO (chief executive officer) today. They 

have to learn how to manage transparency in the midst of the chaos of Internet. They have to 

re-examine expectations about customer beliefs, values, attitudes, and needs. They also have 

to clean up the relics of the organizations “not invented here” culture. Instead, the CEOs have 

to take advantage of enthusiastic collaborators amongst the organizations external virtual 

community and focus on innovation across the entire value chain. They need to be the 

disruptor, not the disrupted (Allio, 2010). According to Nunes, Annansingh, Eaglestone, and 

Wakefield (2006) KM appears to be effectively applied in large companies but it is mainly 

ignored by small and medium sized enterprises (SMEs). Although SMEs acknowledge that 

suitably capturing, storing, sharing, and distributing knowledge can produce better innovation 

and productivity; their managers are not willing to invest the quite high effort on long term 

KM goals for which they have trouble in establishing the extra value. Instead the KM 

activities within SMEs have a tendency to occur in an informal way, seldom supported by 

intentionally designed ICT (information and communication technology) systems (Nunes et 

al., 2006). 

Hlupic, Pouloudi, and Rzevski (2002) claims that companies often are unconscious of the 

potential value of corporate information and the amount of data held in their systems. The 

absence of top management commitment and support through the process of the project, poor 

consultation, blurred role of IT, and the lacking consideration to the cultural, social, and 

political issues are expected to be critical for the success of KM projects too. There is a need 

for an integrated and systematic approach to BPR (business process reengineering), including 

´hard´ (technical), ´soft´ (organizational), and ´abstract/methodological´ (philosophical) 

aspects of the concept in order to rise the chance of success of BPR or KM projects (Hlupic et 

al., 2002). Ahmad and Widén (2015) states that the sharing of knowledge has been under 

pressure of globalization and business internationalization. The many languages that these 

aspects have promoted has caused a diversity among the workforces, resulting in workers 

mainly sharing their knowledge with the workers that are speaking the same languages as 

them. This affects knowledge mobility and informal communication in organizations 

negatively (Ahmad & Widén, 2015). 

Continuing, Clobridge (2016) claims that there are several security and privacy issues 

connected to KM. According to the author not every bit of an organization’s knowledge 

should be accessible to the whole organization. There are plenty of information and data that 
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are politically sensitive, such as human resources (HR) policies, and other information is just 

strictly confidential, for example health records and social security numbers. Bulgurcu, 

Cavusoglu, and Benbasat (2010) states that the generating of a security-aware culture within 

the organization will increase information security. Besides this, Clemmensen (2006) declares 

that the research at the present establishes a hopeful line in new, social psychology, which 

contains gender and culture and may be applied to user psychology in daily human-computer 

interaction (HCI). Daghfous, Belkhodja, and Angell (2013) proclaims that beyond trusting the 

use of technologies to codify knowledge, managers should make KM programs as important 

fundamentals for all other strategies. This consists of a vision and a culture that encourages 

these programs and should be designed and spread locally across all branches. Strategies 

should only be validated when they are aligned with the organization's knowledge vision and 

culture (Daghfous et al., 2013). 

Orlikowski (1992) writes about organizational issues in groupware implementation. When 

new technology is introduced it changes work practices and social interactions. People’s 

mental models and organizations structure and culture significantly influence how groupware 

is implemented and used. Two organizational elements are particularly relevant in influencing 

the effective utilization of groupware; people’s cognitions or mental models about technology 

and their work, and the structural properties of the organization such as policies, norms, and 

reward systems. Orlikowski (1992) also declare that cognitive elements that have to do with 

information technology (IT) become particularly relevant. When people are confronted with 

new technology, they try to understand it in terms of their existing technological frames, often 

augmenting these frames to lodge special aspects of the technology. If the technology is 

adequately different, the current frames may be unsuitable, and people will need to modify 

their frames in order to understand or interact successfully with the new technology. How 

individuals change their technological frames in reply to new technology is influenced by the 

kind and extent of product information communicated to them, and the nature and form of 

training they get on the product. A major premise of essential groupware is the coordination 

of activities and individuals across time and space. People’s technological frames reflect a 

perception of the technology as a collective rather than a personal tool. It is possible that 

experiences will change over time as users of new technology get more accustomed to it. 

Communication and education are fundamental in nurturing the development of new 

technological frames. Present structural features of the organization will probably serve as 

substantial barriers to the desired use of technology. These obstacles could be norms, policies, 
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or rewards. Employees often fear loss of power, control, prestige, and promotion 

opportunities if they share their ideas or if their absence of knowledge or misunderstandings is 

made observable. In a competitive culture where associates are evaluated and rewarded as 

individuals, there are limited norms for sharing and cooperating. If groupware is to be used, 

these norms need to be changed. To position the new technology broadly could be done either 

by experimentation and use over time, creative ideas, and innovations then will flourish or by 

prototype the technology in a representative group of the organization and then deploy it to 

the rest of the employees once the technology’s abilities and implications are understood 

(Orlikowski, 1992). 

Jarvenpaa and Välikangas (2014) means that innovating in networks with associates that have 

diverse knowledge is challenging. The challenges originate from the fact that the regularly 

used knowledge protection mechanisms often are neither available nor suitable in early stage 

exploratory teamwork. Business participants in heterogeneous industry networks share private 

knowledge while defending firm-specific appropriation/funding. Interactive revealing 

practices can rise the integration of diverse knowledge without relying on a single person’s 

genius, while reaching outside open sourcing or modularizing knowledge in a pre-packaged 

form (Jarvenpaa & Välikangas, 2014). 

Continuing, Koppman and Gupta (2014) demonstrates how distributed team members 

compensate for the problems presented by the lack of mutual knowledge by modifying their 

use of KMSs and communication technologies to coordinate work, and using temporal and 

task-based differences to simplify problem solving (Koppman & Gupta, 2014). Pascal, 

Thomas, and Romme (2012) declares that the gap between theory and practice is a persistent 

difficulty in management and organization research. According to Clopton (2011) there is a 

significant connection between social capital and team performance. This role is above and 

beyond other input and process variables, such as past team performance. Felício, Couto, and 

Caiado (2014) proclaims that human capital affects social capital, and that experience and 

cognitive ability influences personal relations and complicity. Organizational performance is 

intensely influenced by human capital through the cognitive ability of the manager (Felicio et 

al., 2014). Shilton (2012) states that because ISs transform our world, computer scientists 

design affordances that impact the uses and influences of these technological objects. The 

practices of design affects the social values materialized in emerging technologies and explore 

how design practices can inspire ethical reflection and action (Shilton, 2012). 
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Consistent with Too and Weaver (2013) the concept of project management is well defined 

and understood. We know why projects flop; we know how to prevent their catastrophe - so 

why do they still fail? The systemic project failure is a fiasco of organizational governance. 

The art of good governance is striking the right balance among restrictive processes to avoid 

malfeasance, and permitting management the freedom to support effective development and 

innovation thus aiding the achievement of strategic goals of the organization. Waller, Lei, and 

Pratten (2014) states that effective crisis management is a key competency for organizations 

stressed to prosper in contemporary turbulent, unpredictable contexts. According to 

Yayavaram and Chen (2015) organizations must change their knowledge bases over time to 

keep pace with the shifting technological setting and to avoid exhausting combinations. 

Altogether, efforts to change often fail to produce the desired benefits as a consequence of 

disturbances in the information-process routines and problem-solving approaches used inside 

the organization. Yu, Lin, Liu, and Chang (2013) expresses that construction organizations 

use KMSs widely and organization managers need to consider the essential question of 

whether implementing the KMS is cost effective. 

Trusson, Doherty, and Hislop (2014) means that ICT based knowledge sharing is problematic 

because of a dissonance between managerial and worker discourse perspectives. Thus, there is 

a dysfunctional conflict among incompatible management and worker practices. The 

managers should instead involve workers more in (1) the evolutionary social creation of 

collaborative and cooperative processes; and practices and (2) (re)designing a hybrid 

knowledge-sharing strategy that recognizes the importance of the interaction between 

personalization and codification elements (Trusson et al., 2014). 

According to Kiniti and Standing (2013) wiki technology have been referred to as the next 

generation of KMSs; providing an alternative to traditional KMSs by addressing many of their 

limitations. Still, the authors identifies a number of issues connected to wiki-based KMSs; for 

example the lack of a clear purpose, the usability of the wiki, integrating wikis into 

established work practices, social issues, the role of management, and an organizational 

culture that supports knowledge sharing and collaboration (Kiniti & Standing, 2013). 

Here is a conclusion of the main issues we have found that may prevent organizations from 

using the full potential of their KMSs. First and foremost, we have discovered that the 

organizational culture is of great importance in the sense that it influence behaviors crucial to 

knowledge creation, sharing, and use. Organizational culture decides whether or not 
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knowledge is a firm advantage and how employees are likely to involve in tacit knowledge 

sharing behavior across the organization. People often react negatively to organizational 

change and new technology such as KMSs. This is usually because of loss aversion. An 

organization need a general strategy and stability is no longer the norm in the unstable 

globalized world. To handle organizational transformations, so that the result becomes as 

expected, then it is necessary to use the eight-stage change process. The sharing of knowledge 

is often hampered by the fact that individuals are speaking different languages and generally 

only share knowledge with people who talk the same language as themselves. Communication 

is a cultural glue and thus important to the organizational culture. Another main obstacle that 

can hinder knowledge sharing within organizations is that knowledge is perceived as some 

kind of property and that the ownership is valuable. Motivational issues also influence 

knowledge sharing. You can build communities to improve thinking and information, but 

organizations are often unaware of the potential value of their corporate information and data 

held in their systems. The systematic project failure is a disaster of organizational governance. 

An effective crisis management is a key competency for stressed organizations in a globalized 

and competitive existence. An ICT based knowledge sharing is problematic because there is a 

dissonance between managerial and worker discourse perspectives. Also, people's cognitions 

about technology and their work and the structural properties of the organization are 

organizational elements that are particularly important in influencing the effective usage of 

groupware such as KMSs. Finally, it is indicated that a high level of usability is important in 

any technology. Our evaluation on this subject is that there exists a lack of research on how a 

low level of usability can affect a KMS. 

This literature review is used in the forthcoming of the thesis as a fundament for both the 

qualitative method chosen and in a more specific way it helped us to construct the questions 

for our interviews. With the gathered understanding collected in the field of this work we 

could formulate suitable questions and then compare the answers to previous research 

described in our literature review to be able to look for similarities and differences. With the 

literature review presented, we will now continue to the method chapter of the thesis. There 

we aim to justify the processes that were used to answer the research question. 
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3. Methods 

 

We have adopted a constant qualitative approach in this work. To get a deep insight in why 

KMSs can fail to work we argued that a profound literature study and complementary 

interviews was the proper way to reach our goal to answer the question. To find the 

appropriate literature for our literature study we decided to use a collection of different 

keywords when searching in OneSearch (the library search engine at Linnaeus University). 

We also used some other sources like Google Scholar, relevant books etcetera. Since our 

research question is connected to KMS issues; we decided to use the keywords “knowledge 

management systems problems/problematics/issues”. We also wanted to find literature which 

describes knowledge management as a whole, and also the term “knowledge” itself. We found 

that the system perspective (KMS) never stood alone, but was instead weaved into literature 

that was describing knowledge management problematics. In this study a qualitative approach 

was to prefer because we were interested to hear what individuals working within an 

organization had to say about their own experiences regarding KMS usage. We wanted the 

interviews to contain social interaction, contrary to questionnaires, because it permits the 

participants to answer freely in their own words. The interviews were conducted in a mostly 

semi-structured fashion. The semi-structured questions also made it possible for the 

participants to share their own experiences and thoughts in a frank and optional approach. 

According to Benyon (2010) there are: (1) Structured interviews (closed formal questions 

developed beforehand that are simple to perform, but limited and it is challenging to follow 

up the unforeseen responses). (2) Semi-structured interviews are frequently used by designers 

of interactive systems. It gives the interviewer the possibility to have pre-prepared questions 

that can be altered as appropriate and examine new topics as they arise. You can prepare a 

checklist and this approach is flexible, but demanding. Nevertheless, the data obtained mostly 

compensate the effort. (3) Unstructured interviews are used to minimize the interviewer's 

assumptions when limited information is accessible earlier (Benyon, 2010). Therefore, we did 

not choose unstructured questions because we wanted to use a set of prepared questions 

designed to be asked precisely the same to all respondents in a standardized interview 

schedule. As we see it; structured and semi-structured interviews have the strength of being 

easy to replicate, simple to evaluate, and rather quick to conduct. In our chosen approach, the 

participants were free to speak as they wanted to outside the semi-structured questions, and 

this was done so to make them complement our questions with their own thoughts and 
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knowledge. We rejected the unstructured questions because it would have been time 

consuming and complicated to perform the interviews and to analyze the possibly complex 

and multifaceted answers. 

The study is a qualitative inquiry with an interpretative paradigm, which is grounded on a 

combination of an extensive literature study and suitable semi-structured interviews. The 

combination of these gives us a wide spectrum of understanding of the context. Orlikowski 

and Baroudi (1991) mean that interpretive studies assume that individuals create and associate 

their own subjective and intersubjective meanings when they interact with the world around 

them. We argued that this would be the best way to approach the employees at Tieto. Instead 

of using generalization, we seek to understand the deeper structure of a phenomenon. 

Finally, here follows some words about how we have distributed the allocation of work 

between us. Joacim has been primarily responsible for writing and/or designing these specific 

parts: Acknowledgements, Abstract, Introduction, Purpose, Thesis Organization, Literature 

Review, Knowledge, Knowledge Management, Knowledge Management Systems, Methods, 

Validity, Reliability, Ethics, Method for Analyzing Data, Discussion, Analysis and 

Discussion About the Results, and Discussion About the Methods. Pontus has been mostly in 

charge for writing: Table of Contents, Limitations to the Research, About Tieto, Knowledge 

Management Issues, Selection Criteria for Interview Questions, Title Page, References, and 

Appendix. The other parts not mentioned here have been created by a generally equal 

distribution of work. 

 

3.1 Validity 

 
According to Graziano and Raulin (2010) the term validity has numerous meanings, and the 

most basic refers to methodological soundness or appropriateness; that is, a valid test 

measures what it is supposed to measure, and a valid research design tests what it is assumed 

to test. There are four different types of validity: statistical, construct, external, and internal 

validity (Graziano & Raulin, 2010). As stated by Langemar (2010) validity in qualitative 

research usually is referred to as something containing quality, meaningfulness, and 

credibility. This is equivalent to the scientific value of the enquiries. To achieve a good 

validity in research, the study has to be disposed and implemented in a well done manner. 
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There are two main criteria within the qualitative validity: (1) the reliability and empirical 

anchoring, and (2) the meaningfulness and usability of the result. Also, some other criteria 

exists as well: coherence (the logic within the result/context), compliance (to evaluate the 

consistency), replicability (the study can be repeated with a compatible result), consent (to 

obtain the approval of the participants), unanimity/harmony (whether the result seems 

reasonable based on earlier research and to researchers within the field), and awareness of 

perspectives and reflexive validity (the researchers approach to his or her own understanding, 

how it influences perspectives and question formulations, and the ability to use it in a creative 

way). Nevertheless, there is no generally accepted conceptual apparatus as to quality and 

validity within qualitative research today. Therefore, often it is inevitable to use a certain 

overlapping concerning the different criteria (Langemar, 2010). Validation is an important 

cornerstone of research in social sciences and is a symbol of research quality and rigor 

(Venkatesh, Brown & Bala, 2013). 

In order to achieve a high level of validation we based the questions in the interviews on 

previous research within knowledge management problematics. We also made sure to explain 

the many definitions of the terms that comes along with a study within knowledge 

management, which otherwise could have left the reader confused. Continuing, we have also 

considered the questions that we asked the persons which are included in the study. In the 

beginning of each interview we made sure that the person that were about to be interviewed 

understood what this study was about, and also instructed the person to stop us at any time if 

something became unclear or uncomfortable. We also tried to make the interviewed 

individual feel like he or she could speak freely and not be strictly bound to a certain question 

and that they would remain completely anonymous before, under, and after the study. 

 

3.2 Reliability 

 
According to Leung (2015) reliability can be viewed from a quantitative and a qualitative 

perspective. Through a quantitative perspective, reliability refers to exact replicability of the 

processes and results. A qualitative perspective on the other hand cannot be described in the 

same way; the many paradigms of qualitative research would make such a definition of 

reliability challenging and epistemologically counter-intuitive. Instead, the definition of 

qualitative reliability lies within consistency. The author states that a margin of variability for 
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results is tolerated in qualitative research provided the methodology and epistemological 

logistics consistently produce data that are ontologically similar but may differ in richness and 

ambience within similar dimensions (Leung, 2015). 

Graziano and Raulin (2010) considers that good measures produce consistent results (the 

reliability of the measure) no matter who does the measuring, which is the definition of 

reliability. There are three sorts of reliability: interrater reliability, test-retest reliability, and 

internal consistency reliability (Graziano & Raulin, 2010). In order to achieve a high grade of 

reliability we have included a detailed description of how the answers received from the 

interviews have been analyzed. We have also motivated our selection of interview questions 

carefully through a rigorous comparison of previous research within knowledge management 

problematics. 

As said by Langemar (2010) the term reliability in quantitative research stand for 

trustworthiness in measures, and because of that measures do not occur in qualitative research 

you cannot really talk about reliability in this context. Sometimes though, the term is used in 

qualitative research nevertheless similarly in data collection, but it is not that meaningful to 

draw a line between reliability and validity in qualitative method (Langemar, 2010). We have 

considered these aspects during this study and it has complied to us through the work that the 

terms reliability and validity has to be considered and used with great caution in this specific 

circumstance. 

 

3.3 Ethics 

 
As stated by Ess (2014) there are a lot of different frameworks used regarding ethical 

reflection when we consider digital media. The most basic ethical frameworks are: 

utilitarianism (the best moral action is the one that maximizes utility/advantage), deontology 

(judges the morality of an action based on the action's loyalty to a rule or rules), meta-ethical 

frameworks (relativism, absolutism/monism and pluralism), feminist ethics, virtue ethics, 

Confucian ethics, and finally some additional perspectives (African etcetera). According to 

Graziano and Raulin (2010) each researcher bears individual responsibility for the ethical 

conduct of research in an ethical manner, in accordance with the guidelines for humane 

treatment of participants. The researcher is responsible for the safety and welfare of the 
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participants in research. The ethical principles that diverse professional and governmental 

organizations developed over decades attempt to minimize the risks to participants. In the 

procedures-design phase, the researcher have to analyze the research plans for potential 

ethical problems and take steps to adjust them and ought to do so prior to contacting any 

participants. The intended research plan have to endure ethical evaluation, if an ethical issue 

occur, the investigator must reform the plan. Solely when the plan can stand up to ethical 

demands does the researcher carry on with the next phase, doing observations (Graziano & 

Raulin, 2010). There are some ethical principles for human research. Graziano and Raulin 

(2010) means that researchers have to protect the participants from deception, dangerous 

procedures, and invasion of privacy. The participators have the right to know what the actual 

investigation contains, and researchers have to afford them enough explicit information so 

that they can voluntarily conclude for themselves whether or not to engage. Deception is 

about intentionally misleading participants and it puts them at risk. Thus, researchers must 

implement safeguards. Some conventional safeguards are: (1) investigator's judgement that 

the deception poses no major or long-term risks, and (2) clarify the true attributes of the 

deception in a debriefing of the participant after the study (Graziano & Raulin, 2010). 

Possible invasions of privacy turn up when researchers study sensitive subjects and the 

investigator have to keep a strict confidentiality of the information collected about 

individuals. The most important safeguard is that people have the right to decide whether or 

not to take part in a research investigation. Informed consent is also an essential safeguard and 

it means that researchers must offer participants with enough information about the study so 

that they can make a reasonable informed choice about their attendance. When the researcher 

has an initial design, the next phase is to accomplish the ethical checks. Another matter that is 

associated with good research design and to ethical considerations is the diversity of 

participants and it relates to how well the research sample represents different ethnic, cultural, 

age, and gender groups (Graziano & Raulin, 2010). 

As Patton (2002) mentions there are some ethical challenges in qualitative interviewing. The 

researcher has an obligation to have an ethical framework to handle these issues. Qualitative 

methods are very personal, interpersonal, and naturalistic. Consequently, the qualitative 

inquiry is probably more intrusive and contains larger amounts of reactivity than other types 

of approaches. Therefore, an ethical issues checklist should be used. This list ought to contain 

the following criteria: (1) explaining purpose, (2) promises and reciprocity, (3) risk 

assessment, (4) confidentiality, (5) informed consent, (6) data access and ownership, (7) 
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interviewer mental health, (8) advice, (9) data collection boundaries, and (10) ethical versus 

legal (Patton, 2002). 

All of the participants have remained completely anonymous throughout the study and they 

have been informed that they had the right to not answer a question if they wanted to, and also 

that they could abort the study at any given point in time. But we stipulate our right to use the 

already collected data and information in any way that we choose to. The ethics are of great 

importance to us and we have not changed or distorted any facts that we have assembled. In 

the earliest stages of this study there were plenty of discussions on ethical subjects. A 

fundamental aspect in this sense was that the individuals that were participants had to be 

protected from any kind of harm. The individuals were informed about their right to have 

insight in the purpose of the interviews. Also, the participants represent diversity because of 

the fact that they were not chosen by the researchers; instead, they participated spontaneously 

and voluntarily. The participants in our study were informed about the ethical considerations 

in an initial stage of the inquiry and therefore the study lived up to the ethical requirements of 

research in an ethical aspect, in consensus with the guidelines for humane treatment of 

participators. According to Benyon (2010) a human-centered approach enables designers to 

be truthful and open in their design procedure. In these days it is easy to collect data and use it 

in ways not intended. Therefore it is very important to be observant. It is also of great 

importance to let the participants know where the data collected is going and how it might be 

used. Another important aspect of ethical design is the intellectual property (Benyon, 2010). 

We tried to perform this study by following the recommendations mentioned above, 

according to our best ability. 

 

3.4 Selection Criteria for Interview Questions 

 
Consequently it seems that, based upon previous research in this particular field of KM, our 

ten interview questions give us a relevant and logic rich picture of some of the most shared 

problems concerning different organizations handling of knowledge. Our aim was to locate 

the most common KM problems by searching and evaluating relevant literature in the valid 

domain. Our incentive for doing this was that it seemed to be the logical way to capture the 

KM issues described in recent research applicable to this study. The selection criterion was to 

get a clear overview of what kind of problems may prevent Tieto from exploiting the full 
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potential of their KMS. That could be done via the questions. All questions cover KM and/or 

organizational angles linked to it and are summed up into ten common issues, and therefore 

ten questions have been constructed. The selected questions can be regarded as rather unalike, 

but they help to bring in an understanding of how the knowledge is treated within Tieto. This 

discrepancy is facilitating to discover opinions on KM in diverse levels because of the fact 

that the participants have different roles within the organization. In our study we interviewed 

three people from Tieto, which we have chosen to call A, B, and C. Participant A is a senior 

technical specialist. A’s task is to manage the client platform for a certain customer; and in 

A’s case it is region Skåne. Participant B is a line and HR manager, and is therefore 

responsible for issues regarding human resources. Participant C is an incident manager. C’s 

task is to identify, analyze and correct system oriented issues for Tieto´s customers. This 

circumstance increases the probability to get a comprehensive interpretation of the KM 

administration in the Tieto context. Thus, the common denominator among these designated 

questions is that they shall provide the study with an augmented understanding of the existing 

KM problems at Tieto. The specific interviews will therefore permit our anticipated answers 

to make it possible for this understanding to emerge. The interviews were conducted through 

several Skype sessions. We recorded the conversations, with consent from the participants, 

and later transcribed and translated the answers. We had one main contact person which we 

interviewed for the first interview, and through this person we got information about other 

employees who perhaps would be interested to participate in the study. We contacted every 

person on the list of potential participants, and found two additional employees who gladly 

would help us with our research. Though, due to lack of time we did not manage to find 

additional employees who were willing to participate, which of course was a disappointment. 

All in all we managed to get three participants with varying roles and responsibilities, which 

was not something we had planned beforehand. We argue that this differentiation results in 

both pros and cons for our study though. On the positive side, a selection of different 

participants gives us the opportunity to see if the results of our interviews are similar, no 

matter what roles the participants have in their workplace. On the negative side, if we had 

interviewed three persons with the exact same work tasks we could investigate if the problem 

is connected to employees with a specific role within the company. Based on our literature 

study we have formulated the questions which follows next: 

De Long and Fahey (2000) means that questioning essential beliefs and existing ways of 

working is mainly a problematic challenge for leadership, but generally a key step in creating 
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new knowledge for the organization. Sivasubramanian et al. (2015) suggests that knowledge 

can be enhanced by promoting involvement, communication, responsibility, and trust among 

the workers within an organization. 

3. Does your executives try to question your essential beliefs and existing ways of working 

with KMSs?  

Hlupic et al. (2002) proclaims that the absence of top management commitment and support 

through the process of the project, poor consultation, blurred role of IT, and the lacking 

consideration to the cultural, social, and political issues are expected to be critical for the 

success of KM projects too. Trusson et al. (2014) demonstrates how information and ICT 

based knowledge sharing is problematic because of a dissonance between managerial and 

worker discourse perspectives. 

4. How do you perceive the commitment from the top management regarding KM? 

Lee et al. (2005) shows that it is possible to measure knowledge management performance by 

using their knowledge management performance index (KMPI). Tserng et al. (2013) describes 

a framework of measuring the usage of KMSs, within which measurement factors correlate 

with one another to make the best use of a KMS. 

5. Do you know if Tieto is measuring the performance of their KMSs?  

McDermott (1999) claims that to leverage knowledge we need to enhance both thinking and 

information. Orlikowski (1992) declares that communication and education are fundamental 

in nurturing the development of new technological frames. 

6. How does Tieto try to leverage the usage of KMSs?  

Jashapara (2011) shows that organizational change affects people in different ways, and that 

many people often react negatively towards it. Li et al. (2016) argues that resistance to KMSs 

is one of the major reasons frequently cited for the failure of knowledge management 

initiatives. 

7. How do you react to organizational change? 

Dalkir (2011) states that there are a number of obstacles that can prevent the sharing of 

knowledge within organizations: knowledge is seen as property, fear of not being rewarded, 

distrust in how knowledge will be interpreted, and negative organizational culture. Orlikowski 



 

 

32 

 

(1992) lets us understand that common obstacles for knowledge sharing are norms, policies or 

rewards. Employees often fear loss of power, control, prestige, and promotion opportunities if 

they share their ideas or if their absences of knowledge or misunderstandings are made 

observable. 

8. Do you see any obstacles regarding the sharing of knowledge within Tieto and if so why? 

Jarvenpaa and Välikangas (2014) displays that innovating in networks with associates that 

have diverse knowledge is challenging. Koppman and Gupta (2014) reveals that team 

members compensate for the problems presented by the lack of mutual knowledge by 

modifying their use of KMSs and communication technologies to coordinate work, and using 

temporal and task-based differences to simplify problem solving. 

9. Let's say that people within the KMS have diverse knowledge. How do you think this affects 

the promotion of innovation within the KMS? 

Alavi and Leidner (1999) argues that the knowledge-based theory of the organization suggests 

that knowledge is the organizational asset that permits sustainable competitive advantage in 

hypercompetitive environments. Dalkir (2011) means that the creation of 

diffusion/distribution of knowledge has turned out to be a more central aspect in 

competitiveness among various organizations. 

10. What do you think about knowledge as an organizational asset? (For example: KM 

permits a sustainable competitive advantage) 

Hahn and Subramani (1999) believes that the basis of value creation gradually depends on 

leveraging organizations intangible assets and KMSs are emerging as powerful sources of 

competitive advantage.  Nevertheless, the general recognition of the importance of such 

systems seems to be escorted by a technology-induced drive to implement systems with 

inadequate consideration of the fundamental knowledge problems that the KMS are expected 

to solve. Hasan and Crawford (2003) indicates that in the complex realm of organizational 

knowledge management, current KMS technologies may do little more than just process data 

into information. 

11. Is there a conception within Tieto about that technology automatically can solve different 

problems regarding knowledge sharing? 
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Yayavaram and Chen (2015) means that organizations must change their knowledge bases 

over time to keep pace with the shifting technological setting and to avoid exhausting 

combinations. 

12. Are the KMSs at Tieto gradually being phased out and exchanged with newer systems, or 

are the old systems kept while new systems are being implemented? How does this affect the 

usage of the systems? 

 

3.5 Method for Analyzing Data 

 
In order to analyze the answers we received from the interviews, we have compared the 

answers from each question to the theoretical background which the question is based upon. 

By doing this we were able to see if the answers from a specific person matched the previous 

research, or if we were able to see a different perspective. 

In the beginning of the interviews we started off with a couple of introductory questions 

which are not connected to the previous research. We decided to include the answers in the 

analysis chapter, but to separate them from the part where the answers were compared to the 

previous research. The reason for doing this is because we felt the need to get a broader 

picture of each employee; we wanted to see what kind of roles they had within the company, 

and also if they were using any specific systems. We are aware that these questions are not 

connected to any previous literature, and that we cannot draw any scientific conclusions from 

them. Still, we argue that these two introductory questions gives the reader a broader 

perspective of the persons that are included in the study. 

Initially, this chapter started out with an explanation of how we got a broad understanding of 

why a KMS can failure by using a comprehensive literature study and supplementary 

interviews. Then we described the concept of validity as an approach with plenty of meanings 

and where the essential content is the methodological soundness or correctness. Later comes a 

description of reliability as in qualitative research and how it lies within consistency were 

satisfying measures generates consistent results. Next follows a section of the subject of ethics 

that clarify how each researcher carry an individual responsibility for the ethical treatment of 

all scientific studies. After this comes a part concerning the selection criteria for the ten 
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interview questions that are situated upon the literature study. The concluding segment 

concern the method used for analyzing the collected data. 

 

4. Results 

 
In this chapter we have summarized the answers from the interviews. 

1. What is your role at Tieto? 

Participant A is a senior technical specialist. 

Participant B is a line- and HR manager. 

Participant C is an incident manager. 

 

2. What KMS are you using? 

Participant A is using an internal wiki and Teamer (SharePoint solution). 

Participant B is using a couple of internal systems: the wiki, Teamer, and OneNote (a more 

personal system). 

Participant C is using CA primarily and it works as a knowledge base. C is also using the 

wiki and Teamer. 

 

3. Does your executives try to question your essential beliefs and existing ways of working 

with KMS? 

Participant A was for a time encouraged to use the wiki through salary-setting agreements. 

Participant B do not honestly think so because they work quite free and the systems B work 

with are mostly connected to tasks connected to HR issues and can’t really be changed. 
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Participant C is given directions but is at the same time offered a great portion of self-

determination. 

 

4. How do you perceive the commitment from the top management regarding KM? 

Participant A thinks the commitment is weak, but that executives and colleagues take for 

granted that knowledge is being shared. 

Participant B thinks it is a little like neither nor. 

Participant C thinks that no, not so much. 

 

5. Do you know if Tieto is measuring the performance of their KMS? 

Participant A doesn’t know if the systems are being evaluated.   

Participant B says yes, there is a global evaluation of Teamer within Tieto where they have 

quite many internal inspections of how it works. 

Participant C says that it is out of his/hers area. 

 

6. How does Tieto try to leverage the usage of KMSs? 

Participant A claims that there is no clear directive; A is using KMS for his own sake. 

Participant B means that they do and it is done through internal investigations via surveys 

held quarterly. 

Participant C thinks it is largely self-evolved, that you have great influence over it. They have 

the wiki as well. The wiki is primary and they also have the SharePoint called Teamer. The 

CA is a knowledge base used by entering a certain keyword and if you can’t find anything in 

the CA you go to the wiki instead. 

 

7. How do you react to organizational change? 
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Participant A perceives organizational change as something positive. 

Participant B actually see it from a positive point of view and tend to think that change will 

always lead to improvements, but among colleagues the view on change are a bit more mixed. 

Participant C feels that he/she cannot affect the changes, so C accepts them. 

 

8. Do you see any obstacles regarding the sharing of knowledge within Tieto and if so why? 

Participant A thinks that documents that are being saved in the wiki have poor searchability. 

Participant B says yes, because the wiki becomes a technical obstacle since it is shared with 

the customers. 

Participant C thinks they are largely quite good at sharing. C is quite good at sharing, 

especially to the colleagues up in Stockholm. C thinks spontaneously that many probably are 

pretty bad at sharing, actually. But they will be forced to get better. 

  

9. Let's say that people within the KMS have diverse knowledge. How do you think this 

affects the promotion of innovation within the KMS? 

Participant A thinks that people who aren’t sharing their knowledge will be left out and fired 

in the long run. 

Participant B means that it becomes hard even though there is willingness and if the tool has 

a low level of usability then people tend to avoid it as an instrument for sharing information. 

Participant C thinks that it could result in people either avoids to share because they find it 

difficult, or are encouraged to share because they want to learn more. 

 

10. What do you think about knowledge as an organizational asset? (For example: KM 

permits a sustainable competitive advantage) 

Participant A says that a company can afford to lose a co-worker if the knowledge has been 

thoroughly documented. 
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Participant B thinks that knowledge is very good. 

Participant C says knowledge is absolutely very important. 

 

11. Is there a conception within Tieto about that technology automatically can solve different 

problems regarding knowledge sharing? 

Participant A means that there is a good attitude towards new technology. 

Participant B says that new technology always is welcome at Tieto and hopefully information 

sharing becomes better with the help of it. 

Participant C would like to see a standardized way of working; a well-proven system which 

could be used by everyone. 

 

12. Are the KMSs at Tieto gradually being phased out and exchanged with newer systems, or 

are the old systems kept while new systems are being implemented? How does this affect the 

usage of the systems? 

Participant A says that the usage of several systems is bad, since information is being placed 

at various locations. 

Participant B means that it has not been phased out and the influence will not be great 

because then you just do not know which system to look in and who is updating the system. 

Participant C thinks that over the years they have not changed any larger systems. No, the 

only thing replaced is their case management system. It is presumably not so new anymore. 

There they should try to expand the knowledge base system. Many customers or service desks 

have probably a little bit of their own, the wiki. It is perhaps super centralized. In the case of 

management systems there is a knowledge base that will surely be expanded, but today they 

use their own wiki and our client. 
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5. Discussion 

 

This paper began with the suggestion that knowledge at the present time is considered as a 

treasured commodity. Consequently, the management of knowledge has become increasingly 

important in today’s knowledge economy. Knowledge management is a complex concept and 

it is difficult to pinpoint an exact definition of it. Knowledge management systems are tools 

intended to support knowledge management. Consistent with previous research there are 

some known problems connected to the usage of KMSs within organizations. Such a claim 

was translated to one research question which has been addressed by using interviews. 

 

5.1 Analysis and Discussion About the Results 

 
The roles of the participants within Tieto differ in the way that two are managers and one is a 

specialist. Different perspectives are shown because of the diverse roles of the individuals 

interviewed. It is obvious that the employees at Tieto are using a couple of various KMSs at a 

daily basis of their work. The specific department where an individual is working seems to 

decide what kind of systems they are using and the actual use is quite different among them. 

The executives are apparently not trying that hard to question fundamental beliefs and 

existing orders of the handling of KMSs. The participants from Tieto implies that they have a 

great deal of freedom and self-determination, but at the same time there are some elements of 

encouragement and directions from the executives. One contributor suggest that the systems 

used primarily are related to the specific kind of work that is performed at a particular 

department. According to De Long and Fahey (2000) this questioning is a key step in creating 

new knowledge, but it is at the same time a challenge for leadership. The organizational 

culture influence manners crucial to knowledge creation, sharing, and use (De Long & Fahey, 

2000). Borges (2013) means that there is a link between organizational culture, personality, 

social environment, and transmission of tacit knowledge. 

No one of the participants believes that the commitment from the top management in terms of 

KM is great. Two thinks that it is low and one think that it is neither nor. One person thinks 

that the sharing of knowledge is somehow taken for granted by many individuals. Hlupic et al. 

(2002) considers that a lacking commitment from the top management affects KM initiatives 
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negatively. Thus, Tieto should gain from increasing their commitment among their head 

management. Dalkir (2011) proclaims that a culture that stimulates innovation and discovery 

will boost the sharing of knowledge; while a culture that praises individual geniuses will 

prevent the sharing. Allio (2010) observes that it is necessary for leadership within an 

organization to manage transparency, re-examine expectations about customers, and clean up 

organizational relics. Instead, they should benefit from excited colleagues among the 

organizations external virtual community and focus on innovation (Allio, 2010). But, this 

postulates that such interested co-workers exist in these communities and that is not always 

absolutely sure. All things considered, it is obvious that the organizational culture is an 

essential aspect for whether or not a company will achieve success. It is important to grow a 

positive culture that permits individuals to go in the same direction, so to speak.  De Long and 

Fahey (2000) shows that there are four ways in which organizational culture influence 

behaviors important to knowledge creation, sharing, and use. Borges (2013) claims that there 

is a link between organizational culture, personality, and social environment and the 

transmission of tacit knowledge. Organizational culture decides whether or not knowledge is a 

company resource and how employees are anticipated to engage in tacit knowledge sharing 

behavior. Also, as Nunes et al. (2006) have shown; KM is effectively applied in large 

organizations, but often ignored in SMEs. This is quite strange because Tieto is a relatively 

big company and nevertheless all the participants in our study agree that the commitment 

from the top management regarding KM is not particularly great. This could mean that either 

Tieto differ itself in this sense or that Nunes et al. (2009) have got this assumption wrong. 

Filipov (2013) declares that a general strategy of the organization is an essential component in 

the creation of human capital management and the absence of a solid direction is something 

bad. Also Kotter (2007) emphasizes that leadership among other things should provide 

direction to produce change. Another basic issue is that stability no longer is the norm in the 

business world and this will bring more uncertainty to organizations (Kotter, 2007). So, 

changes without doubt will affect Tieto as well, now and in the future. Therefore, a strong 

leadership with a clear direction is necessary to tackle fluctuations. 

According to Lee et al. (2005) it is possible to measure KM performance by using a certain 

index. Two of the participants say that they do not have a clue about whether or not the KMSs 

is being evaluated and one individual is telling us that it is measured. This indicates that there 

is no clear understanding of the nature of this issue among the employees. It appears that there 

is no obvious rich picture about how Tieto is leveraging their usage of KMSs, which 
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according to McDermott (1999) is important. It seems that it is up to the employees to handle 

the usage by themselves. 

Regarding how Tieto tries to leverage the usage of their KMSs it can be said that one 

individual claims that they do it by internal investigations via surveys held quarterly. One 

person believes that there is no clear directive and that the usage of KMSs is for that 

individual's own sake. One participant thinks that it is largely self-evolved and that the 

employees have a huge influence over it by themselves. This maybe indicates that people 

generally are not aware of the fact that these surveys exists and it is strange because then it 

suggests that not all of the employees get acquainted with it or asked to participate in the 

survey. Dalkir (2011) means that the elementary aim of KM is to leverage knowledge to the 

organization’s benefit and McDermott (1999) recognize that to leverage knowledge we need 

to improve both thinking and information. Therefore, Tieto should enhance their information 

about this survey and let all employees take part in it of their own free will. Thus, in this way 

Tieto could leverage their knowledge to the organization's advantage. 

As reported by Jashapara (2011) people react differently to organizational change. Two of the 

participators consider organizational changes as something positive and one of these believe 

that change always lead to improvements, but at the same time that between co-workers the 

perception of change is a bit more diverse. One participant is of the opinion that s/he cannot 

influence the changes so that person accepts them. Thus, the answers from the participants at 

Tieto indicate that there is a predominantly positive attitude towards organizational change, 

but that there is a hint about that some colleagues maybe have a more negative approach 

toward organizational changes. Sivasubramanian et al. (2015) have demonstrated that the 

knowledge sharing within organizations confront challenges related to motivational issues. 

But, the motivation to share knowledge can be improved. So, it is possible to raise the 

motivation amongst the employees. McInerney (2002) claims that the sharing of knowledge 

can be an organization’s natural work procedure. If the organization design agile systems with 

a high level of usability it can build an organization whose knowledge is more available. 

Furthermore, it would be preferable if managers were skilled as journalists (McInerney, 

2002). Yayavaram and Chen (2015) states that organizational change usually flop due to 

turmoil in the information process routines and the problem solving approaches. Likewise, 

Kotter (2007) talks about the importance of creating a change vision, among other things. Too 

and Weaver (2013) declares that if projects fail, then it is a disaster of organizational 



 

 

41 

 

governance. Nevertheless, the existing resistance regarding organizational change can be 

conquered by adapting the eight-stage change process crafted by Kotter (2007). 

According to Dalkir (2011) there are a number of obstacles that can prevent the sharing of 

knowledge within organizations, and the participants at the interviews agree on this. One 

participator says that documents saved in the wiki have a poor searchability. Another 

individual believes that the wiki turn out to be a technical obstacle since it is shared with the 

customers. One regards that the employees at Tieto is pretty good at sharing knowledge, 

particularly to the co-workers in Stockholm. Spontaneously, this participant also considers 

that many employees are probably quite bad at sharing knowledge and that they will be forced 

to get better at it. And that statement about how people will be forced to get better at sharing 

knowledge relates to what Jarvenpaa and Välikangas (2014) says about that innovating in 

networks with partners that have various knowledge is challenging. Dalkir (2011) also notice 

that the most obvious obstacle is the assumption that knowledge is some asset and that the 

ownership is very relevant. The solution is to convince the employees that recognition and 

origin of their individual knowledge will be preserved. This is a must for getting a good KMS. 

Also, the organization should start to reward actions for sharing knowledge. But there are 

some issues regarding trust and credibility to consider. The organization's culture and climate 

should spur innovation and discovery (Dalkir, 2011). These obstacles within Tieto which has 

emerged during the interviews, in terms of the wiki and that one participant believes that 

several employees presumably are bad at sharing knowledge, are apparently due to usability 

problems with the systems being used. 

Though, there are some concerns that systems with a low level of usability will prevent 

people from sharing. User satisfaction with KMS use is important (Dong et al., 2016; Jan & 

Contreras, 2016) and there is an amount of dissatisfaction among the participators regarding 

their KMSs within Tieto. One participant claims that individuals who are not willing to share 

their knowledge will be omitted and subsequently get fired. Another person believes that it 

will be difficult even if there is a will and if the tool has a low level of usability then people 

tend to avoid it as an instrument for sharing information. One individual claims that it may 

result in that people either will avoid sharing because they find it difficult or they are 

encouraged to share because they want to learn more. 

As stated by Alavi and Leidner (1999) knowledge can be seen as an organizational asset that 

permits competitive advantage. One participator says that a company can afford to lose a co-
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worker if the knowledge has been carefully documented. One participant means that 

knowledge is something very good and yet another person believes that knowledge is without 

question very important. Thus, the individuals interviewed seems to mainly agree that 

knowledge is a very important asset for the organization. So, it appears that it is a necessity to 

document the crucial knowledge of the organization. However, as Hlupic et al. (2002) notes 

that organizations are often unaware of the possible value of corporate information and the 

quantity of data lurking in their systems. Ahmad and Widén (2015) means that globalization 

and business internationalization have influenced knowledge sharing negatively because 

individuals for the most part share knowledge with employees that are speaking the same 

language as they do. Perhaps these circumstances also apply to Tieto as well, since they are a 

big company operating in various countries. 

According to Hahn and Subramani (1999) the recognition of a KMS is escorted by a 

technology-induced drive to implement systems with inadequate consideration of the 

fundamental knowledge problems that the KMS is expected to solve. The responses from the 

participants suggests that there is a good attitude towards new technology and that it is always 

welcome. One participator thinks that information sharing hopefully will be better thanks to 

new technology. Also, one person would like to see a standardized way of working; a well-

proven system which could be used by everyone. Hence, there is a conception within Tieto, 

based on the results of the interviews, that technology is a good thing and the answers indicate 

that the information sharing will be facilitated by new technology and that some form of 

standardized way of working is desirable. 

As reported by Yayavaram and Chen (2015) organizations must change their knowledge 

bases over time to keep pace with the shifting technological setting and to avoid exhausting 

combinations. According to the answers from the interviews several systems are being used 

within Tieto, something one participator considers is a bad thing, and that same individual 

also telling us that information is stored in different locations. Another person means that the 

systems have not been phased out and there is some confusion about which system to use and 

who is responsible for updating them. Further on, one participant claims that there have not 

been any large changes of systems within Tieto in recent years; the only system that has been 

replaced is the case management system and it is even not that modern anymore. Tieto should 

try to expand the knowledge base system, this person thinks. The same individual continues to 

tell us that many customers or service desks probably have a private knowledge base for 

themselves, as well as the wiki that is being shared with them. This participant continues to 
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say that many customers or service desks probably have several different systems of their 

own. The wiki is used also by customers, service desks, and clients and this system is very 

centralized. Kiniti and Standing (2013) have shown that wiki technology is the next 

generation of KMSs and therefore it is beneficial for Tieto to regard a wiki as an important 

tool. 

In conformity with what Dalkir (2011) previously declares about KM it is reasonable to 

assume that both explicit and tacit knowledge will constitute important aspects regarding an 

organization like Tieto when it comes to its intellectual assets and its favorable business 

outcomes. A major issue which we have identified is the technical difficulty which prevents 

the participants from using the existing KMSs as they would like. The answers given by the 

individuals in the interviews can be interpreted as if the KMSs are designed by engineers for 

engineers. The ability to use a specific system is a clear example of explicit knowledge, in 

accordance with how Dalkir (2011) describes explicit knowledge as content that has been 

captured in some specific setup, such as some instruction manual about how to handle a 

particular KMS. According to Dalkir (2011) diverse obstacles can prevent the sharing of 

knowledge within organizations and participant B think that although the will is there among 

employees the tendency to share information via the KMS will be avoided if the usability of 

the system is poor. Thus, a low level of usability of a KMS is such an obstacle. Also Kiniti 

and Standing (2013) shows that a bad usability can be an issue and McInerney (2002) 

proclaims that if an organization design agile systems with a high level of usability it can help 

the company to make their knowledge more available. The interviews also reveals that 

documents that are saved have a low searchability within the KMSs, which is a usability 

problem. These obstacles within Tieto are then due to usability problems with the systems 

used. Jarvenpaa and Välikangas (2014) states that it is challenging to promote innovation 

within networks where the users have different knowledge. The various opinions regarding 

the diverse knowledge among individuals within the KMSs suggests that people not willing to 

share knowledge and promotion of innovation have to do so in the near future, if they are 

going to keep their jobs. Though, there are some concerns that systems with a low level of 

usability will prevent people from sharing. User satisfaction with KMS use is important 

(Dong et al., 2016; Jan & Contreras, 2016) and there is an amount of dissatisfaction among 

the participants at Tieto regarding their KMSs. 

Initially we thought, based upon our studies of earlier work in this field, that Tieto would 

consider its knowledge as a precious treasure. Our interviews uncovered that the participants 
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agree on the fact that knowledge is of great importance for the organization, but the low level 

of usability concerning their KMSs seems to prevent a nourishing amount of sharing of 

knowledge between individuals and departments. 

Continuing, it can be said that two of the participants we interviewed were managers and one 

was a specialist. It was also exposed that they do use KMSs at Tieto and it is Teamer and the 

wiki that are most commonly used, but there exists also the CA and the OneNote within the 

organization. Regarding in which extent the senior managers attempt to question their 

fundamental beliefs and habits of working, two partakers states that both alternatives is 

relevant here and one says that the executives does not do so. All participants agree that the 

commitment from the top management on the topic of KM is rather weak. Two individuals do 

not know and one knows that Tieto is measuring the performance of their KMSs. Two of 

them think that Tieto is trying to leverage the use of KMSs and one says neither nor about 

whether they are trying to. Two participants responds positively to organizational change and 

one is quite neutral. All three observe some obstacles concerning the sharing of knowledge 

within Tieto. Two individuals think that people within the KMSs with diverse knowledge 

affect the promotion of innovation inside the KMSs negatively and one person says both 

negatively and positively. All of them think that knowledge is an organizational asset. Two 

consider that there is a conception within Tieto about that technology automatically can solve 

different problems concerning knowledge sharing and one says that it is both yes and no on 

this matter. All participants thinks that when the KMSs at Tieto gradually are being phased 

out and exchanged with newer systems or that the old systems are preserved while new 

systems are being implemented; it then affects the usage of the systems negatively. 

Let us return to our initial research question. In the beginning of this thesis we started by 

asking ourselves: What kind of issues may prevent organizations from using the full potential 

of their KMSs? We have seen that there is one main problem that is preventing Tieto to 

exploit the full potential of their KMSs: the technical solution. The persons interviewed for 

our study tend to argue that the main obstacle for sharing knowledge is that their KMSs is 

badly developed, which result in a struggle to actually use it. In addition, the persons 

interviewed claim that this struggle will cause people who lack a certain technical skill to 

avoid using the KMSs. Both Dong et al. (2016) as well as Jan and Contreras (2016) show that 

user satisfaction with KMS use is crucial and there is a quantity of unhappiness among the 

coworkers at Tieto about their KMSs. As reported by Dalkir (2011) different obstacles can 

prevent the sharing of knowledge within organizations. The most obvious of these obstacles is 
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the thought that knowledge is some sort of property and that the ownership is very relevant. 

This issue can be fixed by convincing the employees of an organization that credit and 

authorship of their individual knowledge will be protected. Dalkir (2011) likewise claims that 

this in fact is necessary to obtain a well-functioning KMS. So, a low level of usability of a 

KMS is such an obstacle. Also Kiniti and Standing (2013) demonstrates that an inadequate 

usability can be a problem and McInerney (2002) declares that if an organization design agile 

systems with a high level of usability it can support the corporation to make their knowledge 

more accessible. The interviews also unveil that documents that are saved have a low 

searchability within the KMSs, which is a usability issue. These obstacles within Tieto are 

existing mainly because of usability problems in terms of the systems used. 

We argue, based on the importance of user satisfaction (Dong et al., 2016; Jan & Contreras, 

2016), that it seems like when Tieto is developing or buying a KMS they are missing the 

involvement of the end users. Instead, they should focus on a user centered design to meet the 

requirements of the individuals that finally are going to work with the system. Also, the 

executives could engage more in the process of motivating their employees as Kotter (2007) 

proposes and let them participate in workshops and courses to learn them to use the systems 

properly and let them know their benefits, which also could stimulate the innovation ability. 

Hlupic et al. (2002) displays that the absence of engagement from the top management 

influences KM initiatives negatively. Tieto now has four KMSs and it would be more 

convenient to have only one system that all the departments and individuals were working 

with. The top managers could also start questioning existing beliefs and ways of working 

within Tieto to be able to find new and more efficient habits. As reported by De Long and 

Fahey (2000) this questioning is fundamental to be able to create new knowledge, but this is 

demanding for leadership. The organizational culture impact behaviors important to 

knowledge creation, sharing, and use. Borges (2013) shows that there is a link between 

organizational culture, personality, social environment, and transmission of tacit knowledge.  

At Tieto the executives’ engagement in their KM is also perceived as weak and this could be 

changed. The obstacles that prevent individuals from sharing their knowledge could be 

removed so that the organization would benefit from it. The executives also might inform 

their employees that technology seldom solve problems automatically regarding knowledge 

sharing, something that Hahn and Subramani (1999) have demonstrated. The implementation 

of new systems and the phasing out of old ones affects the using of them and knowledge 

sharing negatively, and this issue should off course be addressed. 
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And finally, here follows some thoughts about what other organizations that are using KMSs 

might learn from our study. The executives should engage themselves in a better manner 

about how their organizations KMSs actually functioning, something that have been 

mentioned in previous research in different ways (Gambetti & Giovanardi, 2013; Hlupic et 

al., 2002; Kotter, 2007). If the managers support improvements of the KMS so the user 

satisfaction could increase it would lead to a greater willingness to share knowledge among 

the employees (Dong et al., 2016). At the end of the day, the organization then would prosper 

from it regarding competitive advantages on a global market, time saving, profits, and a lot 

more content employees as Yayavaram and Chen (2015) have shown; in other words that the 

organization need to change their knowledge bases to stay competitive. Satisfied individuals 

will perform better in their daily work and then benefit more to the whole organization, 

something that earlier research have exposed (Alavi & Leidner, 2001; Dong et al., 2016; Jan 

& Contreras, 2016). 

When doing a brief flashback, our experiences of this study can be summarized as follows. It 

is of great importance that the end users of a KMS are involved in both the design and/or 

purchase of such a system because of then the needs and requirements of the users can have 

the possibility to be satisfied. The subject about the importance of user satisfaction have been 

studied previously (Dong et al., 2016; Jan & Contreras, 2016). Otherwise, if the users’ 

opinions are ignored, the risk of acquiring or developing an inadequate KMS is obvious. This 

fact has become explicit to us while working with this paper. The perspectives and opinions 

of the employees regarding their views upon KMSs and all the things surrounding it has 

become clear to us under this study. We have been convinced that a functional and usable 

KMS is important for an organization. If that is not the case, the danger is apparent that the 

organization is using a KMS that the individuals working with it does not care about and then 

the investment of it can be said to be somewhat unnecessary in terms of money, time, and 

effort. However, as Yu et al. (2013) claims, the organization managers have to evaluate if 

implementing a KMS is worthwhile. Therefore, it is central to understand these 

circumstances. One main experience that we have learned while conducting this study is this 

comprehension of how significant a usable KMS is to any organization. 

It is easy to assume that these conditions mentioned by Orlikowski (1992), thus that people’s 

mental models and organizations’ structure and culture notably impact how groupware is 

implemented and used, also should apply on Tieto. However, you need to have in mind that 

every situation is unique and that is a fact here too. But some general conclusions are willing 
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to be made. Among other things, communication (Orlikowski, 1992; Dalkir, 2011; 

Sivasubramanian et al., 2015) and education (Orlikowski, 1992; Filipov, 2013) are essential to 

be high lightened within the organization to cultivate the progress of new technological 

frames. Some barriers to this do exist (Chatterjee, 2014; Alavi & Leidner, 1999), and these are 

often structural, also probably within Tieto. Executives have to find out what kind of 

difficulties existing within their organization that harm their evolution with new technology 

and then they can move forward with this knowledge. 

 

5.2 Discussion About the Methods 

 
There are some great advantages to conduct interviews. Benyon (2010) declares that 

interviews are one of the most effective ways of finding out what people want and what kind 

of problems they may have. Semi-structured interviews have pre-prepared questions, but it is 

possible to rephrase them as you find suitable and to discover new topics as they arise. This is 

a free-form approach and it is challenging for the interviewers, but the data gained does 

normally pay back the effort (Benyon, 2010). As stated by Patton (2002) we interview 

individuals to hear about from them those details that we cannot directly observe. The fact is 

that we cannot observe everything like feelings or previous behaviors when we were not there 

in the actual context (Patton, 2002). We were clear about these advantages and drawbacks in 

the initial stage of this study, so our choice to conduct the semi-structured interviews was well 

thought through. This method gives the participants the opportunity to answer in a 

spontaneous manner and they are also capable to contemplate and profoundly talk freely, we 

think. The questions in the interviews were semi-structured to give some direction and 

provide us with useful information to the study, but also so that they could make the 

participants to answer frankly without further restrictions. 

The results of this study of the organization Tieto could also be used to contemplate when 

implementing a KMS in another organization, but because this investigation is conducted by a 

vast literature study and interviews with employees only from the Tieto company, we cannot 

be completely sure how applicable this study is to other organizations. 

The questions that we have formulated are based upon previous research and they are 

concerning diverse issues that we think are relevant here. Another thing regarding the topics 
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of the questions is that we see them as interesting. They form a solid ground and cover a wide 

spectrum of subjects that all together creates a broad insight in how the areas are considered 

by the participants. Our initial idea was to not have too many questions to avoid tiring the 

individuals that were kind enough to take part in the study. On the other hand, too few 

questions probably would have brought us a thin range of usable information to the study. 

Therefore, the quality of the questions was very important for us. Thus, we had to reduce 

those risks by considering the optimal number of questions. At the end, we are quite sure of 

that we essentially did reach this goal. 

Our aim was to interview five individuals. Though, depending on the difficulty of finding two 

more participants willing to be interviewed, in addition with the time consuming process 

concerning the preparation and implementation of the interviews, we were left with the choice 

of spending time on this or to give up the idea. We chose to go forward instead and settle with 

just three participants finally. This was not ultimate for us, but it was the right decision 

considering the special circumstances. The three interviews went on very well and we are 

pleased with the results. If the state of affairs were different we would have done at least two 

more interviews, but we did the best of what we could be able to accomplish. 

One thing that we did not think of when we tried to find people for the interview was to try to 

include people with various roles and work tasks. It was first afterwards we noticed that we 

had found three persons which all of them worked in a specific role. In addition, the persons 

interviewed also used the same systems when carrying out their work tasks. We argue that 

this is a great advantage. This gave us a clear picture of how an individual with a specific role 

experience a certain system, which then could be compared to a person with another role. 

 

6. Conclusions 

 

The focus of this study was primarily to still our curiosity about what kind of problems, which 

we assumed exists, may hinder organizations from using all the capacity of their KMSs. Also, 

we wondered what possible issues were to be found that could prevent the sharing of 

knowledge among employees in an organization. To accomplish this we agreed on designing 

a qualitative study containing a careful literature review of appropriate research in the fields 
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of interest and also conduct some semi-structured interviews with employees at an 

organization. The interviews were held by questioning participants via Skype. The individuals 

that contributed with their answers were all staff members at the IT corporation Tieto. Our 

collected results from both the literature study and the interviews were eventually analyzed 

and discussed. Thus, this was the working procedure that enabled us to obtain our main 

conclusions: namely, that the employees at Tieto in Lund are working in an environment 

where co-workers are mostly fond of sharing their knowledge with others, but due to the 

difficulty of using the KMSs in their workplace, the sharing of knowledge becomes limited. 

These usability issues means that the systems used does not eventually encourage knowledge 

sharing to a sufficient extent. The significance of an organizational culture that inspires 

spontaneous knowledge sharing is something that this study has found out to be fundamental. 

Besides, the importance of practice an interaction design, in other words a user-centered 

system design, is necessary to create usable KMSs. Consequently, these are the key issues that 

may prevent organizations from using the full potential of their KMSs. 

 

 

6.1 Contributions and Future Research 

 
Our main contribution to the field of informatics is an extended understanding about the most 

common issues that may prevent organizations from using the full potential of their KMSs. To 

gain this knowledge will make it possible for an organization not to repeat the same mistakes 

that other organizations have done before. This will also save time, money, and 

inconveniences. The intended audience for this paper is individuals working with KM within 

different organizations. Though, everyone with the least interest in this domain will have 

pleasure and use of this report. 

Our suggestion for further research is that it would be of great interest if the overall 

understanding would grow concerning how the usage of a KMS often will be a failure within 

an organization. We have confidence in that such letdowns cost an organization a lot of 

money, effort, and waste of time. Therefore, it would be of huge importance if additional 

studies could reveal more deep understanding of why these failures occur. If so, then 

organizations probably could have a better opportunity to avoid these disappointments in the 
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future. Forthcoming studies may provide more informative insights by combining additional 

research methods such as questionnaires or field studies. Furthermore, it would be fruitful if 

more than one organization were included to give a broader representation. Finally, studies of 

KMSs within organizations are of great importance and interest. Not at least because of the 

fact that the modern knowledge economy has a constantly changing influence over 

organizations (Dalkir 2011; Alavi & Leidner, 1999; Hahn & Subramani, 1999). This makes 

the topic multifaceted and the necessity to study it is infinite to increase our understanding of 

it. 

In general, the findings presented here provide knowledge for future research into the usage of 

KMSs within organizations. There are both practical and theoretical suggestions to this, and 

you can be guided how to promote the usage of an existing technology with scarce 

complications by following our work. This study gives a clear indication on how to manage 

organizational usage of groupware in different contexts. We have also learned that the end 

users of a system should be involved in the design and development process. There should 

also be a follow up to see if there exist any shortcomings or limitations to the system. This 

gives the organization the chance to correct this and to improve the system according to the 

user's requirements.  
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Appendix 

 
The interviews were conducted in Swedish for the convenience of all involved and at the 

respondents’ request. When the text was translated into English we have been as accurate as 

possible, without supplements. However, some words and expressions have been omitted to 

make the text more readable. Nothing, however, is fabricated or altered from the respondents' 

own answers to the questions. 

 

Participant A. 

1. What is your role at Tieto? 

Senior Technical Specialist. My task is to manage the client-platform for a certain customer; 

and in my case it is Region Skåne. 

 

2. What KMS are you using? 

First of all we have an internal wiki, in which we create the content by starting new articles. 

We also have a SharePoint oriented system for document management called Teamer. These 

are the two I know of; there might be other systems as well. 

 

3. Does your executives try to question your essential beliefs and existing ways of working 

with KMSs? 

Yes, for a time it was actually salary-setting to be creating new articles in the wiki. When the 

wiki was new every employee got the task to create at least three articles and then 

continuingly update the content during the year. I remember that this was extremely effective; 

people were creating wiki-pages about the easiest tasks. It was enough just to describe how 

you installed a certain program, for example. Otherwise, when we are implementing new 

things, we have a demand upon us that everything shall be well documented. 

 



 

 

55 

 

4. How do you perceive the commitment from the top management regarding KM? 

  

It’s not extremely great. It’s not a matter which they are pushing. It’s being mentioned now 

and then. But in the end; it’s an untold rule that you are expected to document what you are 

doing. The executives expect it, as well as your colleagues. If I have certified a computer I am 

expected to fill in a certificate afterwards, and also fill in the information in the wiki. A very 

positive thing about the documentation is how much time I save during the day by referring to 

it. If a technician needs my help I refer to the wiki right away, and that is often enough to 

solve the problem. 

 

5. Do you know if Tieto is measuring the performance of their KMSs? 

No, I can’t say that evaluations of the systems are being carried out. The wiki is handling 

itself in some meaning, and in Teamer every unit that is using it is responsible for their own 

particular space. There is no strict overview of it, really. 

 

6. How does Tieto try to leverage the usage of KMSs? 

It doesn’t happen very much regarding that. The executives want you to document. I might 

not have the whole picture, but me and two other colleagues which I work close to keep up 

the documentation for our own sake. Otherwise we would just get flooded with questions. 

There is a certain interest among our customers to see how, for example, something is 

configured. The documentation itself becomes a kind of acknowledgement of what you have 

done. The thing is, the wiki is also shared with the customer. This means that you can’t write 

whatever way you want. You have to keep it formal. But it works pretty well even though it is 

a major pain to write in it, since you write in HTML. People think it’s pretty cool though that 

it is a wiki. They seem to embrace it because of that. 

 

7. How do you react to organizational change? 
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Yeah, the thing is that we just got another 4-year contract with our customer and that will 

result in a lot of internal reorganization at Tieto. So there will probably be a lot of new 

directions regarding, for example, knowledge management and documentation. It will 

hopefully be for the better, but we will see. I think everyone involved should look upon it with 

a positive spirit in the beginning of a reorganization. There are always possibilities to 

improve. 

 

8. Do you see any obstacles regarding the sharing of knowledge within Tieto and if so why? 

Documents that are saved have a poor searchability within the system. The usability has a low 

level overall. 

 

9. Let's say that people within the KMS has diverse knowledge. How do you think this affects 

the promotion of innovation within the KMS? 

Often the individuals that do not share their knowledge is left out in the long term. You 

should send a link to the wiki or so to another technician so that he/she should be able to pick 

up the information and work on if you are not present a specific day for some reason. One 

should share their knowledge. It is a portion of the culture, but not quite widespread. You 

should always document what you have done. The sharing of information is good and 

important if you start working at a new department because then you get into work quickly. 

Some people may not want to share their knowledge. One benefit of sharing your knowledge 

is that the workflow will be continued even if a person is absent for any reason. A good 

documentation is crucial for the organization to prosper. 

 

10. What do you think about knowledge as an organizational asset? (For example: KM 

permits a sustainable competitive advantage) 

The organization can afford to lose a co-worker if the documentation is in place. 

Unidentifiable scripts are a problem. To disseminate expertise and knowledge is crucial to the 

organization. The knowledge sharing also serve for a fast handover. The major benefit from 

knowledge sharing is within the organization is that it can handle a loss of staff if knowledge 
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is documented and available. It is highly dangerous if knowledge is not documented. It is a 

great danger if a few technicians are indispensable to the organization, everyone should be 

able to enter and succeed at work if someone is absent. 

 

11. Is there a conception within Tieto about that technology automatically can solve different 

problems regarding knowledge sharing? 

 

Yes, there is a nice attitude to new technology. The wiki is good when the article is finished, 

but it takes time - and it is very cumbersome to work with. Different systems are often 

difficult to understand. All the systems should be more useful and easier to work with. One 

should be able to write an article in seconds instead of spending hours with doing so. 

 

12. Are the KMSs at Tieto gradually being phased out and exchanged with newer systems, or 

are the old systems kept while new systems are being implemented? How does this affect the 

usage of the systems? 

The replacing of Tieto's KMS is not good. There are various information on the different 

systems - sometimes at all of them and sometimes on a specific one. If you are installing a 

new tool to the system it probably should be documented perhaps in more than one place. 

Sometimes the documentation is implemented twice and sometimes in just one place. 

 

Participant B. 

1. What is your role at Tieto? 

I am a line- and HR manager. 

 

2. What kind of KM-systems are you using? 
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I’m using a couple of internal systems. MyData is Tieto's own system for all staff handling, 

and I also use a system for myself called OneNote. The information in OneNote isn’t saved in 

any other system. 

 

3. Does your executives try to question your essential beliefs and existing ways of working 

with KMSs? 

No I honestly can’t say they do. We work quite free here. Also, the systems I work with are 

mostly connected to tasks connected to HR-issues, and those matters I can’t really change. 

 

4. How do you perceive the commitment from the top management regarding KM? 

A little this and like that. As a human resources manager, I have information that I cannot 

spread. That is why I have many proprietary systems. As we go down in the delivery, we have 

a SharePoint, called Teamer, where we add up all the documents that we have internally here 

at Tieto. It may be protocols, team meetings... The point with the wiki is that it should be 

continuously updated and to gather information in it. 

 

5. Do you know if Tieto is measuring the performance of their KMSs? 

Yes, there is a global evaluation of Teamer within Tieto. We have quite many internal 

inspections of how it works. Regarding the wiki, which is shared with the customer, I would 

say that we more or less have a face-to-face discussion about it during team meetings. 

Unfortunately it’s not the best tool, if we put it like that. We are a little bit limited you could 

say, because the customer wants to own the information. That’s the whole issue. 

 

6. How does Tieto try to leverage the usage of KMSs? 

Yes, it's what you do. It is done through internal investigations via surveys. They are held 

quarterly. 
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7. How do you react to organizational change? 

I actually see it from a positive point of view. I’m strictly positive. I tend to think that it will 

always lead to improvements. Among my colleagues the view on change are a bit more 

mixed. Since I’m line manager I get information regarding changes a little bit earlier than 

other employees. I think it’s always easier to face a change when you are involved in the 

implementation of it, rather than to work on the floor and get the news all sudden. 

 

8. Do you see any obstacles regarding the sharing of knowledge within Tieto and if so why? 

Yes, the wiki becomes an obstacle. It is the customers. It cannot be performed and developed 

by us more than what we already have. We can only enter data into the system, unfortunately. 

Then you will be in a locked position. 

 

9. Let's say that people within the KMS has diverse knowledge. How do you think this affects 

the promotion of innovation within the KMS? 

It becomes hard. There is a willingness, but if the tool is complicated to use then people tend 

to avoid it to share information. I know for a fact that the use of the OneNote system has 

grown pretty big; where you start a new document which you then share with your closest 

colleagues. Then they start their own, and so on. This means that everybody doesn’t get the 

same information.   

 

10. What do you think about knowledge as an organizational asset? (For example: KM 

permits a sustainable competitive advantage) 

Knowledge is very good. 

 

11. Is there a conception within Tieto about that technology automatically can solve different 

problems regarding knowledge sharing? 
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New technology is always welcome at Tieto. Hopefully information sharing becomes better 

with the help of it. Like I mentioned before, with the system we share with our customer, we 

would have preferred to use our own tools to develop a system connected to a knowledge 

database. By doing so we would be able to stick to a single system, which is not the case right 

now when we have to use two different systems. 

 

12. Are the KMSs at Tieto gradually being phased out and exchanged with newer systems, or 

are the old systems kept while new systems are being implemented? How does this affect the 

usage of the systems? 

No, it has not. Not here with us. It will not be great because then you just do not know which 

system to look in and who is updating the system. There is probably a risk that old 

information lies in some places, I can imagine. 

 

Participant C. 

1. What is your role at Tieto? 

I am a so called incident manager. 

 

2. What kind of KM systems are you using? 

CA primarily, I think. I have forgotten what it means. It works as a knowledge base. 

 

3. Does your executives try to question your essential beliefs and existing ways of working 

with KMSs? 

Of course we are given directions from our executives, but we actually have a great portion of 

self-determination in the daily work. 

 

4. How do you perceive the commitment from the top management regarding KM? 
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No, I would not say so. Not so much. 

 

5. Do you know if Tieto is measuring the performance of their KMSs? 

That is also something that is out of my area. 

 

6. How does Tieto try to leverage the usage of KMSs? 

I think it is largely self-evolved, you have great influence over it. Ah, I came to think of the 

wiki now. I missed that part totally. We have that as well of course. The wiki is primary now, 

and also the SharePoint called Teamer. The CA I mentioned earlier is a knowledge base 

which I use by entering a certain keyword, and if I can’t find anything in the CA I go to the 

wiki instead. 

 

7. How do you react to organizational change? 

I feel that I have a very small chance to affect a change within the organization, so I accept it 

instead. 

 

8. Do you see any obstacles regarding the sharing of knowledge within Tieto and if so why? 

I think we are largely quite good at sharing. In that Tieto is a big company and you have many 

different clients that work in various ways. What is implemented on a customer might not 

work on another. It is an obstacle that there are many different approaches to specific 

customers. But if there is something in general that could be a good routine so – yes. I am 

anyway quite good at sharing, especially to my colleagues up in Stockholm. I feel 

spontaneously today that many probably are pretty bad at sharing, actually. But I think that we 

will be forced to get better. We will move towards a more corporate Tieto. A Tieto concept 

for the majority of customers, at least in Sweden. It looks to me just as positive. 
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9. Let's say that people within the KMS has diverse knowledge. How do you think this affects 

the promotion of innovation within the KMS? 

It's hard to say. I think it can result in two ways; first of all I think it might discourage people 

in using it. They might read in the wiki and don’t get a grip, which might result in avoiding 

using it. At the same time it might be positive. It might attract people who don’t know so 

much about a certain subject who wants to deepen their knowledge. Overall I think everyone 

involved will benefit from it if people with varying types of knowledge is contributing. 

 

10. What do you think about knowledge as an organizational asset? (For example: KM 

permits a sustainable competitive advantage) 

Yes, of course. Without knowledge, we cannot do our job! I work at the support team and you 

will go so far to just ask questions and to ask questions, any chimpanzee at any time can learn 

to do that, but being able to do anything with the answer - it requires some knowledge. So it is 

absolutely very important. 

 

11. Is there a conception within Tieto about that technology automatically can solve different 

problems regarding knowledge sharing? 

It is hard to say. I think we have to find a standardized way of working which is suitable for 

every user. I would suggest a well-proven system which has been used for a while. 

 

12. Are the KMSs at Tieto gradually being phased out and exchanged with newer systems, or 

are the old systems kept while new systems are being implemented? How does this affect the 

usage of the systems? 

I'd like to say that over the years I've worked there we have not changed any larger systems. 

No, the only thing we have replaced the well so to speak our case management system, but 

even there you should probably try... It is presumably not so new anymore, maybe, but there 

we should try to expand the knowledge base system. But I think many customers or service 

desks have probably a little bit their own, what to say, wiki. It is, perhaps, what to say, super 
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centralized (laughs). In the case management system there is a knowledge base that will 

surely be expanded, but today we use our own wiki and our client. 

 


