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Abstract 

The topic of this paper is on the actualization of support systems for the exchange of experiential knowledge within 

communities of practice, supporting problem solving situations and promoting organizational learning by making the 

experiences generated available to the organization. This is based on the need to consider the exchange of experiential 

knowledge on a collective level, instead of at an individual level, and the lack of attention given to support systems in this 

regard. The paper presents the background to the current research. 
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1. Introduction 
During an organization's life, experiences are gathered about how to go about in solving 

different problems and tasks that the members encounter in their strife to achieve good 

performance and meet organizational goals. These experiences are collected, consciously or 

unconsciously, by the members themselves or by the organization as a whole. When 

members encounter situations where they find themselves lacking experience they might ask 

questions like 'has this problem been encountered before and if so, how was it solved?' What 

they start looking for are good examples or best practices that have been employed before 

and has achieved satisfactory results, thus avoiding re-inventing the wheel so to speak. 

 

It is generally accepted that the exchange of knowledge within an organization is beneficial to 

its success of reaching goals, by preventing the re-inventing of the wheel so to speak. Many 

organizations, during the last decade, have come to realize that knowledge is a resource in 

need to be managed in order to meet the demands of a more competitive environment. The 

capturing of experiential knowledge from daily work processes and making it available to 

other organizational members seems in this respect to be a vital activity to manage for any 

organization. 

 

Experiential knowledge is part of an organization's memory, as defined by Walsh and 

Ungson (1991), and if made available organization-wide help in promoting organizational 

learning, i.e. according to Huber (1991) making the range of possible behaviors of 

organizational members in dealing with different problems wider. 

 

A collection of best practices or experiences, made available to organizational members, help 

supporting good traditions and effective problem solving in that individuals may drawn upon 

it when they find themselves in situations that are new to them as individuals. The 
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organizational memory that holds these experiences, or best practices, helps the organization 

to preserve traditions and history of the organization and uphold continuity. In many 

instances, an experience-based memory is vital to the organization as it help 'rookies' or 

newcomers to fall back on good examples and learn from them. 

 

Routines and practices may be formed surrounding such a collection of experiences, thus 

indicating that the organization makes a conscious effort in establishing and maintaining it. 

The collection of experiences and organizational practices surrounding it may thus be viewed 

as a system consisting of procedures, structures, strategies for acquisition, retention, 

maintenance, distribution, and searching the collection, as well as the very means used for 

managing it. 

 

2. Systems for sharing knowledge 
In its simplest form a systems for sharing experiential knowledge just requires the means for 

one individual to query another for a solution, or a best-practice, to a problem and could be 

achieved through the usage of an e-mail system. This is however, as Goodman and Darr 

(1996) point out, learning on an individual level. If we are to consider learning on an 

organizational level and the sharing of experiential knowledge in that context, then more is 

demanded of such a system than mere communication support for overcoming time and space 

constraints. 

 

That an experiential knowledge base system for sharing best practices is more than an artifact 

and is placed within an organizational setting has been made clear by several authors. Many 

authors have pointed on administrative issues surrounding an experiential knowledge base 

system that need to be addressed if experiential knowledge is to be effectively leveraged 

through the organization. Wijnhoven (1998) has identified some, which mostly are concerned 

with the retention or storage of the knowledge. First, how to give access rights to different 

groups of individuals, thereby restricting knowledge or information that contains industrial 

intellectual properties of strategic importance. Second, how to guarantee that valuable 

knowledge and expertise can be used in the future. The index structure of the knowledge 

stores must be an unambiguous one so that all the available and relevant knowledge can be 

retrieved from the correct locations. Then, how to allocate responsibilities for different 

knowledge retention stores, and finally, whom to place as gatekeeper of particular locations. 

Not allocating these responsibilities seems to be the surest way of losing the value of the 

knowledge and information involved. One answer that Wijnhoven (1998) gives in order to 

solve these issues is to locate the knowledge within the shared organizational memory. 

 

Problems with a memory that preserves experiences or best practices is that it tend to be 

inflexible in that these, even though outdated, tend to be drawn upon and affect the 

performance of the organization. This issue relates mainly to the maintenance of the retained 

experiential knowledge. The necessity for resolving this issue becomes clear in the case when 

the knowledge is updated at one site while at another site people are still using the old and 

invalid. The solution proposed through database literature is to reduce redundancy in the 

organizational knowledge base. On the other hand one can argue in favor of redundancy since 

it leads to more people being actively involved in the improvement of the experiential 

knowledge (Nonaka and Takeuchi 1995). The question here is how to avoid differences in 

knowledge that lead to organizational differentiation, which can become political in nature, 

and how members of the organization can improve their learning capacities by solving 

knowledge and information conflicts (Senge 1990). Goodman and Darr (1998) have also 

pointed upon other issues concerning systems for sharing experiences or best practices such 
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as its interpretation, especially when it crosses organizational setting boundaries, impairing 

the incitement for contributing and adopting such knowledge. Ackerman and Halverson 

(2000) have given the same problem light in considering memory as boundary crossing 

objects that in order to move from one organizational setting to another must first be 

decontextualized and then recontextualized. 

 

Why is it necessary to study means for sharing experiences or best practices? It is obvious 

that organizations wish to reuse experiences made in order to become more effective in their 

problem solving and achievement of organizational goals.  

 

Goodman and Darr (1996) have made a study of computer-aided support for the exchange of 

best practices. Here they define a best practice as a solution that can affect a whole variety of 

organizational effectiveness indicators. They have pointed out a number functionality that is 

required, besides communication support, of such a system aiding in the sharing of best 

practices. There need to be an organizational memory for making best practices available to 

all, means for updating best practices as better solutions are found, and an organizational 

legitimization for best practice sharing. 

 

This functionality seems to basic requirements for any organizational support system, 

whether it is a system of organizational activities or means. The most important finding of the 

work of Goodman and Darr (1996) is a set of dilemmas related to the use of computer-aided 

support that may seriously detract its contribution to organizational effectiveness. These 

relate to problems in motivation for best practice sharing and difficulties in matching 

computer-aided systems to the distribution of problems and solutions in the organization (e.g. 

if the problem and/or solution is difficult to articulate). Further, they relate to competition 

from alternative mechanisms for transferring best practice as well as difficulties in 

determining the effectiveness of sharing. Goodman and Darr (1996) have then suggested 

different strategies that managers may adopt in order to overcome or circumvent these 

dilemmas. These dilemmas or issues must be resolved if the support system is to be effective. 

One question to raise here is how can functionality be actualized through support system in 

order to overcome these dilemmas.  

 

A major requirement for an effective support system is a mechanism for preserving and 

maintaining some form of memory in making experiences available to all, not only across 

space but time. The work of Stein and Zwass (1995) contribute to an understanding of how 

organizational memory may be actualized through information systems. Their result is a 

conceptualization of the functionality that is needed for such a system to contribute 

effectively to organizational learning and decision making. 

 

Even though it is acknowledged (c.f. Huber 1991) that an organizational memory, harboring 

experiential knowledge, is important to an organization it has gained little attention within 

research as to the systems of organizational behavior, routines, practices, and strategies that 

are used to administrate such a memory. Despite the attention of the last decade that has been 

given the concept of organizational memory, where a system for sharing experiences and best 

practices within an organizational setting resides, there has been little empirical foundation. 

Ackerman and Halverson (2000) point upon this fact that, even though authors such as Walsh 

and Ungson (1991), Stein and Zwass (1995), and Huber (1991) has defined, discussed and 

pointed upon the need for such a memory and its means, they all lack an empirical foundation 

for defining it. Some attention has been given towards specific systems, e.g. Ackerman and 
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Malone (1990) and Sneiders (1999), but they have not taken into consideration the 

organizational setting and mainly focused on the artifact as such. 

 

Tuomi (1999) states, that information systems designed for knowledge management and 

organizational memory should be seen as media that is used as an interpersonal cognitive 

artifact. What is critical to consider, in designing such systems, are those knowledge stocks 

that are needed in order to make sense of the information stored in the system.  

 

When computers are used to support collaboration collective sense making becomes a 

problem. The people using the system may not speak the same language, their expectations 

and practices may differ, or the may have different stocks of cultural knowledge, thus 

contributing further to such barriers to effective knowledge exchange such as have been 

discussed by Goodman and Darr (1998). 

 

It is therefore important, according to Tuomi (1999), to view knowledge management and 

organizational memory systems as essentially social systems, where technology complements 

and supports the processing of knowledge and meaning. He further points out that it is vital 

that designers understand those social processes that underlie meaning processing. 

 

When traditional computer databases are used to store knowledge, the conceptual design of 

the database fixes the semantics and makes it difficult or impossible to re-interpret stored 

data. This may become a problem if the computer system is used to support strategy 

processes, business intelligence, or creation of new product designs, because here the 

information, drawn upon, is often ambiguous and equivocal. This is not due to the lack of 

information but as Tuomi (1999) says 'the world is not ready, but under construction'. 

 

When tacit knowledge is articulated and data is created out of it, a lot of flexibility in 

interpretation is lost, leading to organizational rigidity. It may be attractive to create 

organization-wide information systems where the same repositories of data are used in all 

organizational processes. However, such underlying beliefs of getting the semantics right in 

order to make the organization function as a perfect machine might be a too shortsighted 

strategy. According to Tuomi (1999) a major challenge for the designers of organizational 

memory and knowledge management systems is to understand, not only the relationships 

between tacit and explicit stocks of organizational knowledge, but also the cost of changing 

their relationships within these systems when the world changes. 

 

Here, a practical important aspect of knowledge management and organizational memory 

support systems is the social processes that makes it possible for the users of the system to 

make sense of each other's worlds. Such systems can not be understood as stand-alone 

systems since the combine technical artifacts with social processes. 

 

If systems for sharing organization-wide experiential knowledge are to be implemented and 

used successfully an understanding of the needed functionality or wanted behavior of such 

systems must be achieved. What processes and structures should such a support system for 

sharing experiential knowledge encompass in order to handle the above-discussed issues such 

as e.g. how to solve the problem of decontextualization when knowledge moves between 

different organizational setting and units? 
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3. Supporting communities of practice 
Traditional views of a system that support exchange of knowledge seem to focus only on the 

individual learning. Automated FAQ systems and other types of organization-wide enabled 

repositories seem to function as a digital library where individual may search for knowledge 

on popular topics, supporting individual learning with such mnemonic functions as 

acquisition, retention, maintenance, search, and retrieval of information (Stein and Zwass 

1995). These do not promote organizational learning as such, which takes place in face-to-

face situation in communities or workgroups. Incitement for browsing these databases and 

contributing to their content may suffer from such inhibitors as discussed by Goodman and 

Darr (1998). Just because an individual learns something new does not necessarily mean that 

the organization as such learns. Huber (1991) argues, however, the opposite. He states that 

even if only one individual learns just one new thing the organization as such learns. The 

assumption here seems to be that the possible range of behaviors that the individual may 

chose from when facing a problem situation, in an organizational context, is enough for 

making the organization more effective and claim that the organization has learned. What 

happens then if that individual moves on? To say that an organization has learned something 

means that it as a whole or in part, as in the case of communities of practice, has learned that 

very thing, not the individual alone. Even if several individuals learn, by themselves, that 

very same thing it does not imply that anything else but individual learning has occurred. 

 

Huysman, De Wit, and Andriessen (1999) point out that solely using a system for storing 

experiences in a database seems not to work as one cannot learn from others as such. 

Knowledge happens through face to face communication and much of the collective 

knowledge is gained during day to day interactions. That the focus has been mainly on 

individual learning than on collective learning might be explained by the less effort it takes to 

motivate individuals to contribute to a shared knowledge base than it takes to motivate 

collectives, and that individual learning is much easier to manage. 

 

What is the problem with existing systems supporting communication that would seem 

appropriate for knowledge exchange? The problem with support systems such as CSCW 

(computer supported collaborative work) or GSS/GDSS (group support systems/group 

decision support systems) is that they primarily support, though they appear to offer 

appropriate functionality, shared work within a group and not knowledge exchange as such, 

supporting problem solving situations. Further, Ackerman and Malone (1990) point out that 

electronic bulletin boards or news-groups offer a too poor structural support to effectively 

enhance knowledge exchange and knowledge representation. They further point out that 

systems such as expert system, designed to represent knowledge in a highly formally 

structured way, often demands an expert in order to accommodate the knowledge embedded 

within, because such systems are not designed for knowledge distribution but its application. 

E-mail systems, as have been pointed out previously by Goodman and Darr (1996), don't 

effectively support knowledge exchange organization-wide because of the poor support for 

an organizational memory.  

 

Why focus on communities of practice when considering support systems for knowledge 

exchange? Some inhibitors to sharing and using knowledge, as discussed by Goodman and 

Darr (1998), may be overcome if we focus upon communities of knowledge workers or 

communities of practice (Brown & Duguid, 1991) and their sharing and learning processes. 

Here other motivational forces seem to come into play, c.f. the Linux community, as opposed 

to a context of individuals and individual learning. 

 



6 

Mattelart and Mattelart (1998), drawing upon Park and Burgess (1921) and Park (1936), 

define a community as follows. It has a population that is territorially organized, more or less 

completely rooted in its territory, and whose individual units live in relationship of mutual 

interdependence that is symbiotic rather than societal. Here relationships between individuals 

are governed by the 'struggle for space', where competition functions as an organizing 

principle. In human society, the competition and division of labor results in forms of 

unplanned competitive cooperation that makes up the symbiotic relations. This sub-social 

level is the expression of the web of life. 

 

Park (1936) also made a distinction between this biotic substructure and the social or cultural 

level, which he conceived as a superstructure erected on top of it, and which functions as a 

necessary instrument of direction and control. The social or cultural level is managed by the 

community as well as by the consensus or moral order, which regulates competition, thereby 

giving individuals the opportunity to share an experience and establish ties to society. Culture 

is here both a body customs and beliefs and a set of artifacts and tools or technological 

systems. 

 

A community of practice includes all organizational members that share feeling or sense of 

community due to shared goal or interest because they work or occupy themselves with 

similar things or face similar problems. A community of practice is not viewed primarily a 

workgroup but may include such, and is not restricted to only the members of one 

organization (although due to practical reasons it may well turn out that way). 

 

Because members of communities share a feeling or sense of common 'culture', as defined by 

Park (1936), they also come to share, to a large degree, the same interpretive frames for 

information and knowledge. By taking hold onto such unique characteristics, we should be 

able to transcend barriers or inhibitors towards both adopting the experience of others as well 

as contributing with knowledge on solutions to others. Questions like 'why should I help 

others when I can't be sure if I ever get anything back or may know whether that which I have 

contributed with will ever matter?' that creates barriers for knowledge exchange, should have 

little relevance within a community setting. 

 

The important step taken here is a shift from the individual perspective on support system to a 

collective or community view. Thus, the question that is raised is what functionality should 

an effective support system for sharing experiential knowledge within communities of 

practice offer in order to enhance activities such as problem solving. This question is 

important to answer since it seems that little attention has been given support systems for 

sharing experiential knowledge in this respect in promoting organizational learning. It is not 

until we regard collective learning, as takes place within communities of practice, that we 

may, somewhat, talk about organizational learning. How does an effective support system 

differ in terms of functionality, knowledge representation and processes for collective 

knowledge sharing within a community of practice from the more traditional individual-

oriented ones? 

 

A support system for the sharing of experiential knowledge must be founded within the work 

practices, not on the individual learning level but on a collective learning level such as within 

communities of practice. Brown and Duguid (1991) point out that most of the work that 

people engage in, such as problem solving, within organizations often takes place within in a 

informal communicative settings in the day-to-day work. Most of the innovation and learning 

is generated in the informal communities of practice. According to Ciborra and Lanzara 
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(1994) most of the learning and knowledge creation within these communities of practice 

often is unnoticed and not planned, thereby making management of these activities most 

difficult. 

 

Brown and Duguid (1991) stress the importance of the role these communities of practice 

play to the generation of learning and innovation taking place within organizations. The 

organization is here viewed as a community of communities. Formal job descriptions and 

organizational charts do not take these informal communities into account but focuses instead 

more on the individual level. Huysman, De Wit, and Andriessen (1999) conclude that it is no 

wonder that most organizations have focused on learning and other knowledge related 

activities on the individual level since they are easier to manage and thus much easier to 

support through information systems solutions. However, as most of the learning take place 

within these settings, it is important to not only identify these communities but also to 

understand what conditions that enables them. 

 

4. Conceptualizing a support system 
A support system, such as the one discussed, is situated within an organizational learning 

context since it aims to support the sharing of experiential knowledge organization-wide. 

Here a requirement for an effective support system is a mechanism for preserving and 

maintaining some form of memory in making experiences available to all, not only across 

space but time. The work of Stein and Zwass (1995) contribute to an understanding of how 

organizational memory may be actualized through information systems. Their result is a 

conceptualization of the functionality that is needed for such a system to contribute 

effectively to organizational learning and decision making. 

 

Based on the constructs of organizational learning (Huber 1991), an effective support system 

must uphold functionality for the acquisition of knowledge taking place within communities 

during such activities as e.g. problem solving, and for the distribution of knowledge within 

communities. Further, it must also uphold functionality supporting an organizational memory 

wherein the knowledge is retained in making it available organization-wide and preserving 

history. The last construct of organizational learning, as defined by Huber (1991), is 

information interpretation. Here functional support ensuring shared interpretations and 

common grounds for understanding, underlying the other constructs, must be defined. 

 

We may also view the support system from different levels. Using the framework for 

analyzing a knowledge system by Eberhagen (1999), as adapted from Lundberg (1999), we 

may look upon the functionality offered through different views. First, we may look from a 

technical view, referring to what kind of media is used and its characteristics. Then, we may 

look from a functional view, focusing upon the structures and processes supporting the 

knowledge activities. Finally, from an organizational view, looking upon the role and rational 

the functionality has within the supported system of organizational activities. Combining the 

constructs of organizational learning with the different levels of analysis we gain a 

framework for analyzing and describing the functional parts and characteristics of a support 

system, see table 1. 
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 Level of analysis 

Supported activities or functions Technical Functional Organizational 

Knowledge acquisition    

Knowledge distribution    

Information interpretation    

Organizational memory    

Table 1. Framework for analysis (adapted from Eberhagen 1999) 

 

Here, it is hypothesized that an effective support system, for the sharing of experiential 

knowledge within communities of practice, must be founded on functionality that support the 

activities of the work practices within these communities. Especially activities such as those 

leading to the generation and sharing of knowledge taking place in problem solving 

situations. The support system must also be founded on functionality that support the usage 

of an organizational memory in preserving and making available the experiences of these 

communities to other members of the organization, in promoting organizational learning. 

 

Based on the hypothetical conceptualization of the support system three functional sub-

systems may be identified. A functional sub-systems which supports the knowledge activities 

within communities of practice such as the acquisition of knowledge. Second, a functional 

sub-systems that supports an organizational memory in making the experiential knowledge 

available organizational-wide. Lastly, the knowledge distribution system, that supports the 

exchange of knowledge within communities of practice. 

 

5. Current research 
The current research aims to examine how such as support system, as discussed above, may 

be designed and what functionality is required in order to effectively support knowledge 

exchange activities within a collective learning context, such as a communities of practice. 

Further, the research also aims to examine how the support system may be designed in order 

to make the generated knowledge available to other organizational members, in promoting 

organizational learning. Following the terminology of Stein and Zwass (1995), we raise the 

question of how such a system may be actualized though information system support. 

 

From this main question the following issues are derived: 

 

What model of knowledge organization and functionality is required in both capturing the 

experiential knowledge generated and supporting knowledge exchange, within a shared 

learning context such as a community of practice? 

 

Do the same issues or dilemmas that Goodman and Darr (1996) have pointed out apply here 

as well and if, how can a support system be actualized in order to resolve these? 

 

What kind of model of organization and functionality is demanded if we are to make the 

knowledge generated within communities of practice available to others (i.e. organizational 

members and the organization as such)? 

 

The current research is taking its basis in a theoretical and explorative research strategy. 

Based upon theoretical findings an explorative study will be conducted in order to address the 

issue of what functionality and behavior, i.e. processes and structures, that should be 
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supported in order for a system to be an effective support tool in sharing experiential 

knowledge and promoting organizational learning. 

 

The research is taking the following course of action. First, a development of a preliminary 

hypothesis concerning required functionality of sought support system. This will make up an 

initial model of how the knowledge should be organized, and what structures and procedures 

should be part of the support system. 

 

In order to actualize support through information system, for the exchange of experiential 

knowledge within communities of practice, an understanding of how these communities 

generate knowledge and share learning is necessary. Here, a theoretical examination will be 

conducted based on the rich flora of contributions from such authors as e.g. Brown and 

Duguid (1991), Ciborra and Lanzara (1994), Weick and Roberts (1993), and Adler (1990). 

These authors have all have given light to different aspects of shared learning and generation 

of knowledge within 'communities of practice'. In this respect, the work of Nonaka and 

Takeuchi (1995) on organizational knowledge creation is also important. A theoretical 

examination is chosen here because many authors have contributed in this area and exploring 

their work and findings should be sufficient. 

 

Goodman and Darr (1996) points out that any support system designed to facilitate the 

transfer of experiential knowledge at organizational level needs to offer more than 

communication facilities. It needs to implement the functionality of an organizational 

memory, an essential requirement for making experiential knowledge available to other 

within the organization. In this respect, we will here also conduct a theoretical examination of 

the design and actualization of organizational memory through the usage of information 

systems, supporting organizational learning and effectiveness. Here, the theoretical 

examination will be based on the work of such authors as e.g. Walsh and Ungson (1991), 

Stein and Zwass (1995), and Wijnhoven (1998) on organizational memory, and Senge 

(1990), Huber (1991), Argyris (1993), and Argyris and Schön (1978) on organizational 

learning. 

 

Further, an understanding is needed of what different computer-aided means are used for 

exchanging or distributing knowledge and what functionality or characteristics they have. 

This will bring about further design implications of what functionality is needed, in terms of 

the actual distribution of knowledge. These design implications will be derived from a 

previously conducted study on 'emerging knowledge distribution means' (Eberhagen 1999). 

 

Then, a theoretical study aiming to shed light on and describe other models for knowledge 

organization and activities that are founded in similar systems and point upon and discuss 

their strength and weaknesses. Candidate systems are here for example FAQ-systems, such as 

'Answering Garden' (Ackerman and Malone 1990), best-practice systems, News-systems, 

conference systems, expert systems, and hypertext systems, such as gIBIS (Conklin and 

Begeman 1988), amongst others. 

 

The theoretical examinations will yield a set of implications for the design of functionality 

required to support activities of knowledge creation and exchange within communities of 

practice, in the context of organizational learning. These will be used further on in our study 

when designing a support system. 
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In parallel a support system will be developed exploring the issues that have been uncovered 

from the other examinations, implementing the hypothesis or model of activities and 

structures for the knowledge exchange. Then, an empirical study will be undertaken in order 

to gain an evaluation and validation of both the hypothesis concerning the functionality of the 

support system and of the support system as such. 

 

The support system will in itself generate further issues for exploration and thus contribute to 

definition and extension of current theories concerning what such a system should support 

regarding processes and structures, i.e. functionality and behavior, in order to contribute to 

the sharing of experiential knowledge organization-wide. 

 

The results from the study will be, besides the support system as such, the physical artifact, 

design implications for and a conceptualization of the support system, i.e. the hypothesis 

regarding what functionality, structures and model of knowledge organization that is 

required. Then, the evaluation of the support system through an empirical study, i.e. the test 

of the hypothesis, weather it is positive or negative. Should the evaluation yield negative 

results, these will constitute the basis for further studies and an improved hypothesis 

regarding the design of the support system. 

 

The results will have industrial as well as academic relevance since the conceptualization of 

such a system, together with the derived design implications, will have direct impact on how 

organizations design any support system for the exchange or sharing of experiential 

knowledge, in promoting organizational learning. 

 

If it is the ambition of an organization to develop support systems for the exchange of 

experiential knowledge in promoting organizational learning, then it is important to take into 

consideration the collective learning taking place in communities of practice and on what 

functionality is required of such a support system. Thus, it is the ambition of our current 

research to contribute with knowledge in this regard. 

 

6. References 
Ackerman, M.S. & Halverson, C.A. (2000), "Reexamining Organizational Memory", 

Communication of the ACM, January. 

 

Ackerman, M.S. & Malone, T.W. (1990), "Answer garden: A tool for growing organizational 

memory" in Proceedings of the ACM Conference on Office Automation Systems, pp. 31-39. 

Boston: Massachusetts Institute of technology. 

 

Adler, P.S. (1990), "Shared Learning", Management Science, Vol. 36, No. 8, August. 

 

Argyris, C. (1993), On Organizational Learning, Cambridge, MA: Blackwell Publishers. 

 

Argyris, C. & Schön, D.A. (1978), Organizational Learning, Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley. 

 

Brown, J.S. & Duguid, P. (1991), "Organizational learning and communities of practice: 

towards a unified view of working, learning and innovation", Organization Science, Vol. 2, 

No. 1. 

 



11 

Ciborra, C.U. & Lanzara, G.F. (1994), "Formative contexts and information technology, 

understanding the dynamics of innovation in organizations", Accounting Management and 

Information Technology, Vol. 4, No. 2. 

 

Conklin, J. & Begeman, M.L. (1988), "gIBIS: A Hypertext Tool for Exploratory Policy 

Discussion", ACM Transaction on Office Information Systems, Vol. 6, No. 4, October, pp. 

303-331. 

 

Eberhagen, N. (1999), An Investigation of Emerging Knowledge Distribution Means and 

their Characterization, Licentiate Thesis, Department of Computer and Systems Sciences, 

Stockholm University, Sweden. 

 

Goodman, P.S. & Darr, E.D. (1996), "Exchanging best practices through computer-aided 

systems", Academy of Management Executive, Vol. 10, No. 2, pp. 7-18 

 

Goodman, P.S. & Darr, E.D. (1998), "Computer-Aided Systems and Mechanisms for 

Organizational Learning in Distributed Environments", MIS Quarterly, December. 

 

Huber, G.P. (1991), "Organizational Learning: The Contributing Processes and the 

Literatures", Organization Science, Vol. 2, No. 1, February, pp. 88-115. 

 

Huysman, M., De Wit, D. & Andriessen, E. (1999), "A Critical Evaluation of the Practice of 

Knowledge Management" in Proceedings of the 6
th

 European Conference on Computer 

Supported Cooperative Work, Copenhagen (ECSCW'99), Denmark. 

 
Lundberg, B.G. (1999), "Knowledge Management - toward a systematic approach" in Proceeding of 

Conference on Systems Integration, Prague, Czech Republic. 

 

Mattelart, A. & Mattelart, M. (1998), Theories of Communication: A short introduction, 

SAGE Publications. 

 

Nonaka, I. & Takeuchi, H. (1995), The knowledge creating company: how Japanese 

companies create the dynamics of innovation, New York: Oxford University Press. 

 

Park, R.E. & Burgess, E. (1921), Introduction to the science of sociology, Chicago: 

University of Chicago Press. 

 

Park, R.E. (1936), "Human Ecology", The American Journal of Sociology, Vol. 32, July. 

 

Senge, P.M. (1990), The Fifth Discipline: The Art & Practice of The Learning Organization, 

New York: Doubleday Currency. 

 

Sneiders, E. (1999), Automated FAQ Answering on WWW Using Shallow Language 

Understanding, Licentiate thesis, Department of Computer and Systems Sciences, Royal 

Institute of Technology/Stockholm University, Sweden. 

 

Stein, E.W. & Zwass, V. (1995), "Actualizing Organizational Memory with Information 

Systems", Information Systems Research, Vol. 6, No. 2. 

 



12 

Tuomi I. (1999), "Data Is More Than Knowledge: Implications of the Reversed Hierarchy for 

Knowledge Management and Organizational Memory", in Proceeding of the 32nd Hawaii 

International Conference on Systems Sciences, IEEE Computer Society Press, Los Alamitos. 

  

Walsh, J.P. & Ungson, G.R. (1991), "Organizational Memory", Academy of Management 

Review, Vol. 16, No. 1, pp. 57-91. 

 

Weick, K.E and Roberts, K.H. (1993), "Collective Minds in Organizations: Heedful 

Interrelating on Flight Decks", Administrative Science Quarterly, No. 38, pp. 357-381. 

 

Wijnhoven, F. (1998), "Designing Organizational Memories: Concept and Method", Journal 

of Organizational Computing and Electronic Commerce, Vol. 8, No. 1, pp. 29-55. 

 


