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Abstract 

This study investigated the underlying dynamics behind knowledge 

management and the key success factors for driving effective knowledge 

management within consultancy firms. For consultancy firms, knowledge is 

the key to competitive advantage and enduring success. This study aimed to 

provide a holistic view of knowledge management activities and their 

relationship to knowledge management success, as well as the drivers for 

participation in these activities. Consequently, the study first analysed 

knowledge management activities and their contribution to knowledge 

management success. It then investigated key success factors for motivating 

consultants to participate in these knowledge management activities. The 

study was conducted through a questionnaire of purposively selected 

managers and senior consultants at medium and large-sized German 

consulting firms. The results implied that knowledge management 

practitioners should focus their activities on codification and sharing of 

knowledge. To motivate consultants to participate in knowledge management 

activities, they should implement appropriate technology, attach the name of 

the creator to knowledge and encourage leaders to reward participation in 

knowledge management activities. Further research should focus on the 

relationship between knowledge creation and knowledge codification and 

sharing, as well as the connection between knowledge management systems 

and career progression in consulting firms. 

Keywords: knowledge management, learning, success factors, 

consultancy  
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This motivated the author of this study, who has been a practitioner in both 

implementation consulting and strategy consulting firms to conduct a 

quantitative study of key success factors of KM. This study focused on both 

implementation consulting firms (e.g., Accenture, Deloitte, EY, KPMG, and 

Pwc) and strategy consulting firms (e.g., Bain, BCG, and McKinsey). The 

outcome was a framework to direct investment in KM activities (i.e., is it more 

valuable to focus on knowledge codification or knowledge sharing?) and a 

model of key success factors that will help practitioners increase the 

motivation of their organization to participate in KM activities. Both were 

meaningful additions to knowledge, as there was no quantitative study at the 

time of writing of this study, which had applied the full KM process to a larger 

sample of consulting firms. 

To summarize, the study asked two questions: (1) "Which KM activities 

contribute to KM success from the view of relevant actors in consulting 

firms?" And (2) "Which factors motivate consultants to participate in KM 

activities?"  

1.2. Justification for the study 

Research shows that knowledge is an important predictor of organizational 

success (Bogner and Bansal, 2007). In a society that has moved away from 

manual labour, knowledge workers are leading organizations and creating 

value by employing new methods of non-routine problem solving when 

tackling problems and looking for solutions (Dunning, 2002). Consultancy 

firms are specialized in acquiring highly concentrated knowledge and 

providing it to organizations that lack the necessary commitment. However, 
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most of these companies constantly struggle to develop the required capacities 

to win in their target markets, as knowledge is intangible and volatile (Sveiby, 

2001). This is especially relevant for companies focusing on implementation 

consulting whose main asset is the extensive methodology and market-specific 

knowledge that they sell to their customers (Birasnav, 2014; Watson and 

Hewett, 2006). Consequently, state-of-the-art KM is the key to success for 

these companies. Many companies face a frequently observed problem: 

Knowledge is seen as a form of currency that is excessively collected, but only 

very reluctantly shared, in a process that is largely out of the control of 

management (Wang et al., 2013). The results are largely untapped collections 

of highly specialized information that are kept in distributed knowledge stores 

throughout the company. Employees looking for knowledge for specific use 

cases are denied access, thus negating vast potential. Increasing KM 

performance will give consulting firms a significant competitive advantage 

(Taminiau et al., 2009). Through the outcome of this study, practitioners were 

given guidance to better direct their KM investments and significantly 

increase the output of their most valuable resource. Simultaneously, this study 

gave more insight into knowledge creation and innovation processes that 

helped shape further studies. 

1.3. Aims and objectives 

This study investigated the underlying dynamics behind KM in consulting 

firms and investigate key success factors to increase the motivation of 

consultants to participate in these activities. To this end, it intended to fulfil 

the following objectives: 
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a) Critically review the relevant literature on knowledge, KM, KM 

activities and KM success 

b) Examine existing theoretical frameworks for KM and KM success 

factors in consulting firms and identify a suitable theoretical 

framework for this study 

c) Create and execute a research approach to test and verify this 

theoretical framework against a representative sample of consulting 

firms in the German market 

d) Provide scientific and managerial implications of this study  

1.4. Research approach 

The study adopted a quantitative approach heavily grounded in 

postpositivism. An appropriate instrument for obtaining quantitative data in 

management research is the survey (Bryman, 2006). Therefore, a survey was 

designed in alignment to the KM process research model and divided into five 

sections: (1) knowledge creation, (2) knowledge codification, (3) knowledge 

transfer, (4) innovation, and (5) demographics. The survey consisted of a 

combination of positive and negative questions answered on a five-point 

Likert scale. A five-point Likert scale was selected because it fit the context of 

sampled participants. This was considered suitable because extensive research 

conducted by Matell and Jacoby (1971) did not find any indication that a 

higher number of points on a Likert scale improved the statistical validity of 

responses.  

The choice of the German context was purposive. This was because Germany 

had the largest consulting industry in Europe (134.000 employees within the 
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consulting industry) and consistently showed the strongest growth (FEACO, 

2016). The expectation was that experienced consultants and their managers 

were more likely to have valuable insights into the KM process, especially 

since research has shown that knowledge sharing benefits career progression 

in consulting firms (Galunic et al., 2014). Consequently, the participants were 

purposively sampled from the shortlisted firms. The purposive sampling 

technique used relied on a sample of the population that best fulfilled the 

research goal (Teddlie and Yu, 2007). Since the goal of this research was to 

understand how consulting firms in Germany can maximize their KM success, 

the study relied on maximum variation sampling to gather data from as many 

different types of consulting firms as possible (Etikan et al., 2016). 

Appropriate candidates were selected using international career network 

LinkedIn and German career network Xing. This search returned 340 

consultants with appropriate professional experience (> 2-4 years) and tenure 

within relevant consulting firms. The main advantage of this selection was 

that the targeted consulting firms represent both high-level strategy 

consulting and more operative forms of consulting, such as implementation 

consulting. While strategy consultants generally favour a personalized 

strategy, other consultants prefer codification to make use of scale effects 

(Hansen et al., 1999). By focussing on both groups in this purposive sample, 

all approaches were adequately represented.  
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1.5. Structure of the thesis 

 

Figure 1-1 Structure of this doctoral thesis 

This doctoral thesis was structured in six chapters: 

Chapter 1 is the introduction, in which the background, justification, aims, 

research approach and structure of the thesis are laid out. 

Chapter 2 is the literature review. Appropriate definitions, the frameworks for 

KM activities, the definition of KM success and the frameworks for KM key 

success factors are identified. The chapter is closed with a description of the 

identified research gap, the research questions and the research models that 

were identified from the literature. 

The methodology, including the paradigm, ontology and epistemology 

underlying this research is described in Chapter 3. The research design, 

including the survey instrument, the population, the sample and the data 

analysis approach is contained in this chapter as well. 

Analysis and findings are described in Chapter 4. The data underlying both 

research models and the outcome of statistical testing are presented as well. 

The findings for both research models are discussed in Chapter 5. Then, the 

research questions that were presented in the literature review are answered. 

The study is closed in Chapter 6. Managerial implications, research 

implication and limitations of the study are identified. Finally, the outcomes 
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are reconciled with the aims and objectives laid out in the beginning of the 

thesis. 
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1997 and 2009 focused on KM processes (Serenko and Dumay, 2015).  A 

second, larger study of articles published between 1961 and 2015 confirmed 

that the majority of articles followed the framework of knowledge creation, 

codification, sharing, and application or innovation (Gaviria-Marin et al., 

2019). While the number of citations should not be seen as the confirmation 

of a fact, they can serve as the basis for further study (Martin, 1996).  

Next, Ragab and Arisha (2013) recommended sections on "knowledge 

measurement" and "KM success". This literature review joined both into one 

section, since measurement and success are often combined in KM research 

(Wong, 2005). Similarly, the literature review merged the next two sections 

on "role of information technology" and "managerial and social issues". The 

literature showed that various drivers influence the success of KM, including 

information technology, managerial and social issues. Most authors did not 

differentiate between technological drivers and managerial and social issues 

(Martin, 2008; Mehrizi and Bontis, 2009; Wang and Noe, 2010). 

Furthermore, cultural drivers were frequently listed as significant variables for 

KM success (Javidan et al., 2005; Li and Scullion, 2006; Søndergaard et al., 

2007). This literature review therefore covered four groups of drivers: cultural 

drivers, management drivers, social drivers and technological drivers. 

Managing these drivers for competitive advantage was the second-most 

covered topics of recent KM research (Serenko and Dumay, 2015). 

The literature review then revealed the gap in the current state of KM research 

based on the current state of research into KM activities, KM drivers and KM 

success. 
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1959 1984 1990 1996 1999 

Figure 2-3 From the theory of the growth of the firm to open innovation (Hansen et al., 

1999; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; Penrose, 1959; Senge, 2006; Wernerfelt, 1984)  

Figure 2-3 above gives an overview over the major ideas that have driven KM 

over the past 50 years, beginning with Penrose in 1959 and ending with 

Hansen et al. in 1999. This extensive literature review was not able to return 

any study after 1999 that added a meaningful extension to the ontology of KM. 

KM is commonly traced back to the seminal work of Penrose (1959, p. 5), 

which describes the growth of a firm as a dynamic process that is driven by 

capable management, which leverages available resources as best as possible 

while limiting the rate of growth to ensure continuous survival of the 

organization. This approach was subsequently refined by focusing on different 

types of resources (Hall, 1993; Hitt et al., 2001; Kor and Mahoney, 2004). The 

process of growth is driven by the experience and knowledge of managers that 
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is a cycle that repeats itself in self-reinforcing iterations (Garud and 

Kumaraswamy, 2005). 

 

Figure 2-4 KM Cycle (Alavi & Leidner, 2001) 

There are two ways to describe KM processes: In the first way, the process is 

described based on its outcome: It begins with newly created implicit 

knowledge. Explicit information is then extracted by codifying implicit 

knowledge and shared with employees so they can create new organizational 

knowledge (Jones and Leonard, 2009). Another perspective is to describe the 

process based on the necessary activities. According to Alavi and Leidner 

(2001), KM begins with knowledge creation. Newly created knowledge is then 

codified. Codified knowledge can be shared, and knowledge sharing leads to 

application of knowledge. The cycle then repeats. Extending on the original 

concept by Alavi and Leidner, the fourth step has been specified to refer to 

innovation, instead of general knowledge application (see Figure 2-4). As 

more recent research shows, innovation is the most value-adding application 

of knowledge and of integral importance to the survival of an organization (Du 

Plessis, 2007). According to Nonaka and Toyama (2003), the application of 

Some materials have been removed due to 3rd 
party copyright. The unabridged version can be 
viewed in Lancester Library - Coventry University.
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2.3. KM activities 

This section will analyse KM activities along the KM process in the context of 

consulting firms and identify aspects that need to be investigated to create a 

model of knowledge sharing performance. The structure of this section will be 

based on the simple KM process described in Figure 2-4. There are alternative 

process model, such as the more elaborate interpretation in Figure 2-5, which 

focuses on the eight steps of knowledge acquisition, knowledge creation, 

knowledge refinement, memory, transfer, sharing, and utilization, which then 

increases organizational performance (King, 2009). 

Figure 2-5 KM process (King, 2009) 

Another model extends on Alavi and Leidner (2001) by defining a process of 

knowledge acquisition, sharing, development, preservation and application 

(Raudeliuniene et al., 2018). However, these alternative process models have 

not been empirically tested, whereas the model developed by Alavi & Leidner 

(2001) has been cited more than 8000 times and is a staple of KM literature. 

They created a four-step process model that includes the four steps of (1) 

Some materials have been removed due to 3rd party copyright. The unabridged 
version can be viewed in Lancester Library - Coventry University.
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explicit knowledge, time constraints and reusability restrict documentation 

(Hansen et al., 1999). This means that traditional implicit knowledge that 

cannot be codified, such as the knowledge held by a cobbler, is rare in 

consulting. Implicit knowledge in consulting is mostly classified as personal 

knowledge that has not been shared due to time constraints. Consequently, 

this study will not differentiate between the sharing of implicit and explicit 

knowledge. Rich and Duchessi (2001) suggest measures that increase the ratio 

of implicit knowledge that is shared back into the organization: (1) increase 

the time that individuals can dedicate to KM activities, (2) increase the 

amount of personal knowledge sharing between employees and (3) optimize 

staffing for knowledge goals by combining experienced experts with new 

joiners. This conforms to Hinds, Patterson and Pfeffer (2001), who show that 

new members of an organization are better at transferring implicit knowledge 

to other new members of an organization, since experts have difficulties with 

explaining concepts that were already integrated into the body of their implicit 

knowledge (Nonaka, 1994). Their research is contradicted by Sié and Yakhlef 

(2009), who insist that experts are more eager to share their knowledge, since 

they are passionate about their achievements and want other to experience 

that passion as well. However, while Sié and Yakhlef (2009) based their 

qualitative research on a single case study, Hinds et al. (2001) conducted a 

quantitative psychological study that is more representative and supported by 

additional studies from other researchers. 

Since Davenport and Prusak (1998) defined knowledge as a commodity and 

an invaluable resource in a globalized economy, the discipline of KM has 

inspired a multitude of management approaches. Hamel and Breen (Hamel 
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Figure 2-8 Star model for knowledge sharing (Garavelli et al., 2004) 

Even though KM programs have been initiated in many companies (Du 

Plessis, 2005), research shows that still about 50% fail (Malhotra, 2004). The 

knowledge sharing step can be perceived as the fault line in the KM process. 

Enabling, encouraging and sometimes even enforcing the transfer of 

knowledge between individuals in an organization makes or breaks successful 

KM (Chong, 2006; Jones and Leonard, 2009; Mitchell, 2006; Wong, 2005). 

This is especially true for relationships between consulting firms and their 

clients (Ko et al., 2005; Koh et al., 2004). Consequently, recommendations on 

how to maximize knowledge sharing performance are a key interest of KM 

research. 

2.3.4. Innovation activities 

The last step in the KM process is also the most important from an economic 

point of view. Looking back at knowledge creation, innovation is a form of 

internalization of explicit knowledge to create implicit knowledge (Nonaka, 

1994; Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995, p. 70f). Before discussing innovation 

Some materials have been removed due to 3rd party copyright. The unabridged 
version can be viewed in Lancester Library - Coventry University.
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2005; Liao et al., 2007; Lin, 2007; Subramaniam and Youndt, 2005; Voon-

Hsien Lee et al., 2013). Explicit knowledge sharing has more significant effects 

on innovation speed and financial performance, while tacit knowledge sharing 

has more significant effects on innovation quality and operational 

performance (Wang and Wang, 2012). 

So, if companies wish to increase their innovative capabilities they need to 

integrate KM into innovation strategy (Buenechea-Elberdin et al., 2018). 

Gulati (2007a) makes four suggestions: (1) Coordination by breaking down 

knowledge barriers within the organization, (2) cooperation between 

departments to increase knowledge sharing, (3) capability through employees 

with multi-domain and boundary-spanning skills and (4) connection by 

connecting with an external partner to access knowledge outside of the 

organization. The contribution of innovation to firm success is mediated by 

the success of KM (Foo et al., 2012; Mitchell, 2006; Voon-Hsien Lee et al., 

2013). The KM approaches of organizations are either inconsistent, passive, 

moderate or proactive, depending on management's understanding of the 

concept of KM and the implemented tools and support mechanisms (Donate 

and Canales, 2012). Consequently, organizations should structure their KM 

systems proactively, with innovation activities in mind, in order to ensure a 

successful implementation of KM. 

2.4. KM success 

The end result of an effective and efficient KM process should be successful 

KM. The long-term benefits of successful KM are well described in the 

literature: Competitive advantage, increases in market share and sustainable 
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reusing knowledge during knowledge creation. This study was conducted with 

150 managers from various organizations enrolled in MBA programs at a 

university in the United States and very well received in the KM research 

community, gathering more than 600 citations. 

Common success criteria for actor-judged, subjective success criteria are the 

involvement in the knowledge creation process (likelihood to create 

knowledge) (Kulkarni et al., 2007, 2008), the willingness to reuse knowledge 

produced by others (Kankanhalli et al., 2011; Kulkarni et al., 2008; Watson 

and Hewett, 2006) and an estimation of the knowledge produced 

(Kankanhalli et al., 2005b; Leonardi and Bailey, 2008; Wang and Wang, 

2012). However, there is no unifying set of criteria for a successful end-to-end 

KM process as all of these aspects are the result of studies that look at one step 

of the KM process (e.g., knowledge sharing) in a specific industry or setting. 

To summarize: KM success is difficult to define, as there are very few sources 

of substantive evidence of success in the KM process (e.g., patent 

applications). For consulting firms, KM success is best measured using actor 

judgement (e.g., satisfaction of knowledge workers). However, it is 

important to only question actors about their own behaviour and their own 

knowledge, because due to the personal nature of implicit knowledge, it is 

very difficult to judge the success of KM for others. There is no study that has 

produced a model of KM success that factors in all steps of the KM process. 
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2.5. Drivers for motivation to participate in KM 

In a literature review of KM literature focussed on knowledge sharing 

performance, Wang and Noe (2010) created a framework of five groups of 

factors that have been shown to motivate individuals to participate in KM the 

knowledge sharing process: (1) organizational context, (2) interpersonal and 

team characteristics, (3) cultural characteristics, (4) motivational factors, and 

(5) individual characteristics. Their framework is shown in Figure 2-9. 

Figure 2-9 A framework of knowledge sharing research (Wang & Noe, 2010) 

While these five groups are accurate and validated by past and current 

research, they omit an important factor: the implementation of a KM system, 

which has been shown to substantially increase motivation to participate in 

KM (Alegre et al., 2013; Bock et al., 2006; Kankanhalli et al., 2011; Sutanto 

and Jiang, 2013; Wang et al., 2013). 

Some materials have been removed due to 3rd party copyright. The unabridged 
version can be viewed in Lancester Library - Coventry University.
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professional knowledge becomes less important. Individuals play a critical 

role in the organization's learning progress. Therefore, knowledge leverage 

mechanisms need to be introduced to explicate newly acquired tacit 

knowledge into organizational knowledge (Scott-Kennel and von Batenburg, 

2012). 

To encourage members of the organization to participate in these sharing and 

conversion processes, it is very important to implement the right incentives 

(Cooper and Lichtenstein, 2010; Siemsen et al., 2007; Sytch et al., 2011). 

There are two types of incentives: Extrinsic incentives such as monetary 

rewards, and intrinsic incentives such as recognition of others. However, 

authors from the field of KM rarely differentiate between monetary incentives 

and intrinsic rewards that are achieved through management support, praise 

and recognition. 
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Figure 2-10 Motivators and effects in KM (Nelson et al., 2006) 

To address this issue, Nelson et al. (2006) created a detailed framework for 

motivators and effects in KM incentives schemes. According to this 

framework, incentives for knowledge sharing can be divided into two groups: 

Intrinsic incentives and extrinsic incentives. Extrinsic incentives will be 

discussed in section 2.5.2. 

Unlike extrinsic incentives, intrinsic incentives are not directly dispensed to 

employees by the organization. Sun (2009) identifies three types of intrinsic 

incentives: strong personal connections, commitment to the organization and 

Some materials have been removed due to 3rd party copyright. The 
unabridged version can be viewed in Lancester Library - Coventry 
University.
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individual characteristics. Building strong relationships that are formed by 

trust is the first major extrinsic incentive (Choi et al., 2008; Levin and Cross, 

2004; Reagans and McEvily, 2003). If individuals want to strengthen their 

relationship with another person, they are more willing to share knowledge. 

Furthermore, individuals that are regarded as trusted experts within their 

team are not only more likely to share their extensive knowledge, but also to 

encourage knowledge sharing in others (Thomas-Hunt et al., 2003). Research 

by Wasko and Faraj (2005) did not find a statistically relevant connection 

between expert status and an increased willingness to share. However, later 

research did find a clear correlation between the value of the knowledge held 

by an expert and their willingness to share said knowledge (Cabrera et al., 

2006; Lin, 2007), while Bordia et al. (2006) discovered that the fear of 

receiving negative feedback for the quality of shared knowledge stops 

individuals from sharing knowledge. Overall, intrinsically motivated 

employees are more likely to share their knowledge with the organization 

(Hwang et al., 2018). Consequently, validation as a knowledge holder 

through recognition by the organization should be seen as a driver to 

motivate individuals to participate in knowledge creation, codification, 

sharing and innovation in consulting firms. 

2.5.2. Monetary incentives 

The idea that incentives actively encourage knowledge sharing in 

organizations is straightforward and has consequently suggested by many 

researchers (Hansen et al., 1999; Nelson et al., 2006). Without suitable 

motivation, be it through monetary incentives or other means, it is difficult to 

convince individuals to contribute to knowledge sharing efforts (Ardichvili et 
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conflicting findings might be the result of difficulties commonly faced in the 

design of KM research studies: a questionnaire that investigates motivators to 

KM cannot always account for other organizational factors and the personal 

inclination of the survey participant towards knowledge sharing. 

While extrinsic incentives can increase knowledge sharing within an 

organization, managers need to beware of two risk factors that might not only 

nullify the effect of the incentive, but even lead to adverse effects (Osterloh 

and Frey, 2000). The first risk factor is the perceived value of knowledge to 

the source. If someone does not perceive their knowledge as valuable, but is 

offered a high price for it, then their suspicion might make them less likely to 

share knowledge. The other factor are the existing social contracts along the 

norm of reciprocity within the organization. If individuals have already 

formed social configurations with each other that compel them to either share 

or hide knowledge because of a social contract (e.g., being told a secret, being 

asked not to share information), then extrinsic rewards might interrupt these 

configurations and create a lasting disturbance within the organization 

(Rousseau and Parks, 1992; Sun, 2009). 

While there is no clear consensus as to the general effectiveness of rewards on 

knowledge sharing, there is evidence that suggests that collective rewards 

trump competitive rewards when it comes to collaborating in an organization. 

Individuals are more likely to share information or knowledge when they are 

rewarded for the result of their group compared to when they are rewarded for 

their own personal achievement (Ferrin and Dirks, 2003). However, 

individuals are even more likely to share if they are incentivized through a 

mixture of both personal and group rewards, which not only recognize the 
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According to Hansen (1999), the quality of knowledge shared through strong 

ties is superior to the quality of knowledge shared through weak ties, while the 

reach is limited. This might have a variety of reasons: Close-knit teams of 

strong ties are more likely to share the same values and the same underlying 

knowledge base, which means that the cost of sharing knowledge within the 

team is reduced and the transfer itself facilitated (Levin and Cross, 2004; 

Nonaka, 1994; Reagans and McEvily, 2003). Research has shown that trust is 

imparted either through a proof of competence or benevolence by the 

individual (Tsai and Ghoshal, 1998), and can thus also exist between 

individuals connected through a weak tie. At the same time, the level of trust 

along a strong tie is higher than the level of trust in a weak tie, making 

knowledge sharing more likely (Lin, 2007; Schepers and Berg, 2006). Wang 

and Noe (2010) also point out that existing literature only investigates the 

impact of ties on a horizontal level, i.e., between equals, and not along a 

vertical, hierarchical level. 

On the other hand, networks of strong ties usually lead to a monolithic 

construct of shared values, culture and knowledge that is unfavourable to 

knowledge creation (Nonaka, 1994). Weak ties, or connections to individuals 

that are not a part of the network of strong ties, can open up entirely new 

networks of strong ties with fresh ideas and different knowledge, which 

facilitates knowledge creation. To support this idea, Cross and Cummings 

(2004) conducted a study across industries that showed that strong and weak 

ties alike improve knowledge sharing and knowledge creation throughout the 

organization. These knowledge networks are required to efficiently distribute 
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2014; Hsu et al., 2007; Mäkelä and Brewster, 2009). Even though technology 

is without a doubt a significant factor in effective KM, organizational 

knowledge sharing culture is even more important (David and Fahey, 2000; 

Nonaka, 1994), as innovative organizations tend to have similar cultures 

(Robbins et al., 2013, p. 593). According to Jones and Leonard (2009), 

innovative organizations with a collaborative culture positively affect the 

implementation of KM. To enable the time-intensive sharing of implicit 

knowledge, mutual trust is required (Nonaka, 1994). Without trust, members 

of an organization are reluctant to share knowledge, since they fear that they 

may either be relinquishing their competitive knowledge advantage 

(Ambrosini and Bowman, 2001; Coff et al., 2006; Osterloh and Frey, 2000) or 

that they might not receive a suitable return on their knowledge sharing 

investment (Kankanhalli et al., 2005b). However, mutual trust cannot be 

created on demand, since it is only formed through creating and sharing 

experiences with others over a prolonged period of time. After mutual trust 

has been established, it is important to introduce a regular dialogue between 

team members that encourages them to share their implicit and explicit 

knowledge through externalization (Nonaka, 1994). This will initiate the 

formation of new concepts within the team that will then be further refined in 

subsequent knowledge sharing sessions. Without cohesive teams that share a 

strong bond, collaborative knowledge sharing will be less efficient (Chiu et al., 

2006; Collins and Smith, 2006; Wang and Noe, 2010; Willem and 

Scarbrough, 2006). In a study, Reagans and McEvily (2003) investigated the 

impact of social cohesion and strong support networks on individual 

knowledge sharing. Their research within knowledge-reliant organizations 

shows a clear correlation between the strength of the surrounding network 
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and the willingness of individuals to share valuable knowledge. Research has 

shown that individuals in a team with a long history and corresponding high 

levels of trust are more likely to share knowledge among each other (Smith, 

Bakker, et al., 2006). High levels of team cohesion, open communication and 

pleasant behaviour between team members also positively affects knowledge 

sharing and supports KM endeavours (Vries et al., 2006). Parise and Prusak 

(2006) see trust, transparency and mutual objectives as important goals in 

knowledge creation in alliances. Furthermore, trust and tie strength is an 

important predictor of innovation (Zheng, 2010).  

This leads to the conclusion that trust and team membership increase 

knowledge creation, sharing and also innovation performance. Consequently, 

trust is a driver for motivating individuals to participate in knowledge 

creation, sharing and innovation in consulting firms. 

2.5.4. Leadership support 

The dimension of management support can be divided into two aspects: Top 

management support and support from supervisors and other immediate 

superiors. Wang and Noe (2010) identify many studies that support the 

notion that top management backing of KM efforts positively affects KM in an 

organization by increasing both the quantity and quality of shared knowledge 

through improved employee commitment (Connelly and Kelloway, 2003; Lee 

and Kim, 2006; Lin, 2007). Supervisors that actively encourage knowledge 

sharing and lead by example also increase knowledge sharing activity in their 

teams and further the organizational learning effort (Cabrera et al., 2006; 

Kulkarni et al., 2007). The first step in archiving an organizational culture that 
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2012). This is especially true for consulting firms, who have to choose their 

KM strategies accordingly (Hansen et al., 1999; Scott-Kennel and von 

Batenburg, 2012). To this end, Argote and Miron-Spektor (2011) distinguish 

between the environmental, the latent organizational and the active context. 

Figure 2-11 The context of organizational learning according to (Argote and Miron-

Spektor, 2011) 

The environmental context lies outside the organization itself and includes 

factors such as competitors, partners and market movements that affect the 

knowledge created and shared within the organization. The latent 

organizational content is the part of the organization that affects how 

members share knowledge. This latent content includes strategic aspects such 

as the implementation of a KM strategy, the implementation of organizational 

learning, KM culture and leadership styles. The active context finally is the 

direct interaction between members, which will be investigated in the next 

Some materials have been removed due to 3rd party 
copyright. The unabridged version can be viewed in 
Lancester Library - Coventry University.
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sharing culture has been implemented throughout the organization (King and 

Marks Jr, 2008; Lin and Lee, 2006). In general, healthy organizations with 

satisfied employees that are motivated and committed to their employer show 

better knowledge sharing performance (Bock et al., 2005; Lin, 2007; Vries et 

al., 2006). 

Contrary to expectations, management use of KM systems does not have a 

positive influence on KM system use within a team (Wang et al., 2013). 

However, since successful managers are commonly associated with competent 

behaviour, they can foster innovation by participating in the corresponding 

activities (Robbins et al., 2013, p. 592) 

Alongside culture, it is expected that management support has a tangible 

impact on knowledge sharing. Jones and Leonard (2009) propose that 

innovative organizations with a collaborative culture that includes formalized 

KM staff with top management support that is expressed through a good 

communication strategy will have more success transferring implicit 

knowledge to organizational knowledge. One of the key success factors in 

knowledge sharing is employee motivation, which is best achieved through 

management influence (Gagné, 2009). Surveys conducted with Taiwanese 

executives and R&D employees prove that the organizational climate has a 

positive effect on knowledge sharing (Lin and Lee, 2006) and that managers 

directly influence knowledge sharing through rewards and their own expert 

knowledge, and indirectly influence knowledge sharing through coercion and 

policy-making (Liao, 2008). A partial-least square analysis of Korean 

organizations showed that KM initiatives were more mature if they were 

supported by top management (Lee and Kim, 2006). In general, knowledge 
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support is a driver for motivating individuals to participate in knowledge 

creation, codification, sharing and innovation in consulting firms. 

2.5.5. Use of technology 

One of the basic ideas of KM is the use of a so-called KM system (KMS). 

According to Alavi and Leidner (2001), KM systems are the central hub for 

storing, retrieving and sharing knowledge. Holsapple and Jones (2007) show 

that an incorrect use of technology leads to failure of the KM implementation 

(Kankanhalli et al., 2005b). This is closely related to the area of 

communication, as incomplete training efforts can lead to employees that do 

not fully understand the KM system. Research shows that communication 

errors do not only lead to distinct problems, but can create self-enforcing 

circles that either support or hinder KM initiatives (Garud and 

Kumaraswamy, 2005). Consequently, the main effort of the implementation 

of a KM system begins as soon as it is made available to the general public. 

Encouraging compliance with organizational rules, identification with the 

system and internalization of its underlying ideas and concepts is a key 

success factor of KMS implementation (Malhotra, 2004; Wang et al., 2013). 

A key success factor for efficient knowledge creation and sharing is direct 

access to existing knowledge and information. According to Nonaka (1994), 

members of the organization need to know who owns which information and 

through whom they can access it. A KM system can help to identify knowledge 

holders and give others direct access and will therefore improve knowledge 

sharing within an organization (Chong, 2006; Watson and Hewett, 2006; 

Wong, 2005). According to a survey of 162 CEOs in Spain (López et al., 2009), 
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knowledge transfers difficult for the user will require additional intrinsic or 

extrinsic motivation to ensure that employees are sufficiently motivated to 

transfer their knowledge. Figure 2-12 shows these two dimensions. 

 

Figure 2-12 Relationship between ease of transfer and motivation to transfer (Sun, 2009) 

While this model has not yet been supported through empirical field study, 

many researchers agree that a KM system that is easy to use has a positive 

effect on knowledge transfer. For example, through a survey conducted with 

customer service officers of a multi-national bank, Kankanhalli et al. (2011) 

show that the capability and accessibility of a KM system, combined with the 

intrinsic motivation of the individual, positively affect knowledge reuse, which 

in turn increases KM performance. Ease of use and reliability of the KM 

system increases both sharing frequency and quality (King and Marks Jr, 

2008; Phang et al., 2009), while unwieldy legacy IT has a detrimental effect 

on knowledge utilization (Karkoulian et al., 2013). Technology-aided KM 

offers easier recognition of knowledge sharing activity that makes benefits 
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tangible for sharers. Compared to direct knowledge transfers, individuals were 

more likely to cite perceived benefits as a reason for sharing knowledge when 

using computer software (Bordia et al., 2006).  

Consequently, ease of use of KM systems is a driver for motivating 

individuals to participate in knowledge creation, codification, sharing and 

innovation activities. 

2.5.6. Shared cultural background and KM culture 

Cultural characteristics should be split into two dimensions: The local culture 

of the individual (e.g., Chinese culture) and the culture of their organization 

(e.g., Silicon Valley culture). An individual that is a part of Chinese culture 

might act differently if integrated into a company that lives an open 

innovation culture. This was shown by Alavi et al. (2006) during their 

investigation of the impact of organizational culture on KM. Their case study 

of a large international IT community revealed the importance of KM as a 

mediator between different organizational cultures and the benefits of 

employing an organic approach to the growth of KM communities instead of 

forcing community membership onto individuals. These findings are 

supported by other studies (Chong, 2006; Jones et al., 2006; Lindner and 

Wald, 2011; Zheng, 2010). At the same time, the impact of local culture can be 

mitigated through organizational culture (Gagné, 2009; Mäkelä and Brewster, 

2009). Common measures are the definition of common goals, the 

identification of cultural profiles and the introduction of relationship 

managers (Javidan et al., 2005). This leads King (2008) to postulate that 
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hereditary culture should not be considered as a mediator of KM success, as it 

can be overwritten through organizational culture. 

One of the main limitations in knowledge exchange between different cultures 

is language (Ford and Chan, 2003). Language creates a blockade that 

effectively halts knowledge sharing. On the other hand, knowledge that is 

present in a commonly understood language (e.g., in English) tends to be 

shared more easily, while a local language can be used to protect knowledge 

from being shared. In an international context, knowledge sharing is not 

predominantly governed by the nature of the shared knowledge, but by the 

cultural space of both sender and recipient. Cross-border knowledge transfer 

is limited by (1) physical, (2) institutional, and (3) cultural distance, especially 

in China (Li and Scullion, 2006). 

Wang and Noe (2010) emphasize the impact of cultural diversity on KM 

performance. On one hand, research shows that team members that consider 

themselves to be a minority in a homogenous team, for example because of 

their gender or because of their belief, were less likely to share their 

knowledge (Ojha, 2005). However, the study in question was restricted to an 

Asian setting, so its findings might not be applicable in other cultural or 

ethnical environments. Phillips et al. (2004) conducted a similar experiment 

in a laboratory setting, which compared the knowledge sharing performance 

of homogenous groups to the performance of heterogeneous groups. Their 

findings indicate that homogeneous groups perform better than 

heterogeneous groups with minority knowledge holders. Heterogeneous 

groups that are entirely composed of minorities of equal size seem to perform 
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into this field is still limited. A qualitative study of consulting firms was able to 

show that being able to publish knowledge with their name attached 

motivated consultants to contribute to knowledge repositories (Ambos and 

Schlegelmilch, 2009) 

This section showed that codifying and sharing knowledge with their name 

attached motivates individuals to participate in knowledge codification and 

knowledge sharing in consulting firms. 

2.6. The importance of KM for consulting firms 

This section intends to answer why consulting firms rely on KM more than 

many other industries and why successful KM is of utmost importance to the 

success of a consulting firm. Consulting firms are a form of professional 

service firm that works with clients, primarily on a project base (Hinings et al., 

2006). This makes research directed at professional service firms applicable 

to consulting firms. Other types of professional service firms are e.g., 

architecture, law or accounting firms. All professional service firms share a 

strong reliance on specialized knowledge, so-called knowledge intensity 

(Greenwood et al., 2005; Starbuck, 1992). Consequently, KM is a success 

factor for professional service firms in project-based temporary organizations 

(Lindner and Wald, 2011; Mitchell, 2006). Other characteristics of 

professional service firms are low capital intensity and a highly 

professionalised workforce (von Nordenflycht, 2010). 

When compared to other types of professional service firms, consulting firms 

rate higher on knowledge intensity. This is due to the fact that these firms 

often transfer knowledge to their clients, rather than a tangible result, such as 
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a financial report or an architectural blueprint (Hinings et al., 2006; von 

Nordenflycht, 2010). This makes KM especially important to consulting firms, 

whose success often depends on the implementation of an appropriate KM 

system (Greenwood et al., 2005; Hansen, 1999). The importance of KM also 

means that consulting firms need to choose an appropriate KM strategy to 

realize their ambitions (Choi and Lee, 2012). 

In the past, it was generally accepted that there are two KM strategies for 

consulting firms: Personalization and codification strategies (Hansen, 1999). 

Personalization strategies focus on building a highly skilled workforce of 

knowledgeable individuals that operate in small teams to deliver customized 

solutions to clients. These are more common among senior executive and 

strategy consulting firms such as McKinsey, BCG and Bain. Codification 

strategies on the other hand create a repository of ready-made solutions that 

are codified in standardized operating procedures that can be quickly and 

efficiently applied by a large workforce of semi-skilled employees. These can 

typically be found within the large management consulting firms such as 

Accenture, and the large accounting firms. 

In recent years, the lines between these types of consulting firms have begun 

to blur (Poulfelt et al., 2017). While strategy consulting firms continued to 

expand their portfolio to include implementation and operations consulting, 

operational management first have begun to acquire and integrate strategy 

consulting into their portfolio. Two recent examples are the acquisition of 

Monitor Consulting by Deloitte in 2013, and of Booz & Company by 

PricewaterhouseCoopers in 2014. Consultants across all types of consulting 

firms become more and more homogenous in terms of perceiving their role 
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Use of technology and having my named attached were grouped under 

technology drivers. Culture finally was retained as cultural drivers. 

Table 2-2 Studies grouped by investigated activities and investigated drivers 

  Number of investigated KM activities 

Number of 
investigated 

drivers 

 
0 1 2 3 4  

0 12 19 4 1 9 
1 5 72 13 3 2 
2 1 22 4 0 0 
3 1 7 1 0 0 
4 0 3 0 0 0 

 

Table 2-2 shows the distribution of investigated activities and investigated 

drivers in the studies that formed the main body of this literature review (179 

studies). No study investigated all four activities of the KM process as well as 

all four groups of success drivers. The most common combination was the 

relationship between one activity and one driver group, e.g., the relationship 

between knowledge sharing and social drivers. This meant that these studies 

only produced a partial recommendation for attaining KM success, since 

drivers that positively affected one activity within the KM process might have 

been detrimental to another activity. 

Table 2-3 Studies grouped by investigated combinations of activities and drivers 

 KM activities 

KM 
driver 

groups 

 Creation Codification Sharing Innovation 

Culture 2 1 20 4 

Management 13 10 36 6 

Social 4 6 57 10 

Technology 3 4 25 4 
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(1) Which KM activities contribute to the overall success of KM in 

consulting firms? 

(2) Which factors motivate consultants to participate in KM activities? 

To answer these questions, this study created two models. The first model 

described the relationship between KM process activities and overall KM 

success. The second model described the relationship between the drivers 

motivating individuals to participate in KM activities and overall motivation 

to participate in KM. The next section will discuss both models in detail. 

2.8. Research models 

This section will describe the research models for KM activities in consulting 

firms while considering the KM drivers discussed in the literature review. Two 

models closed the gaps between the KM process and KM success, as well as 

between KM participation drivers and overall motivation to participate in KM. 

These models should be seen as abstract representations of reality, not reality 

itself. They will not behave exactly like reality, but will provide a reliable and 

valid estimation of it.   

2.8.1. Research model for influence of KM activities on KM success 

(Research question 1) 

In KM literature, the generic KM process was broken down into four distinct 

process steps (Alavi and Leidner, 2001; Bartol and Srivastava, 2002; Ko et al., 

2005; Nonaka and Von Krogh, 2009; Riege, 2005; Wong, 2005). Explaining 

each step will give a holistic understanding of the process: 
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relationship between KM activities and KM success needs to be investigated to 

answer research question 1. 

According to the literature, there are various variables that can influence 

respondents' perception of both KM activities and KM success. This study 

therefore had to control for these variables. 

Firm size: Larger firms should be more likely to invest in codification 

(Hansen, 1999), and perform better at innovation activities (Zheng et al., 

2010), whereas smaller firms would be more likely to invest in sharing 

(Hansen, 1999; Huggins and Johnston, 2010). 

International orientation: International firms should choose a different 

approach to KM strategies that involves more codification elements than 

interpersonal knowledge transfer (Gammelgaard and Ritter, 2005; Mäkelä 

and Brewster, 2009; Zhang et al., 2010). 

Experience of the respondent: Senior managers have different 

expectations towards KM systems and interact with them in a different way 

(Galunic et al., 2014; Liao, 2008) 

Knowledge creation is the first process step in the KM process (Alavi and 

Leidner, 2001). According to Mitchell and Boyle (2010), knowledge creation is 

measured as (1) activities that generate new ideas, (2) new ideas that enrich 

existing knowledge, or (3) existing knowledge that is transformed into new 

products, services and systems. Optimizing knowledge creation is a very 

important step in ensuring KM success. While it is possible to obtain 

knowledge on the free market, e.g., by acquiring competitors, hiring new 
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Combining these hypotheses created a research model. It consists of the four 

main hypotheses that describe the relationship between KM activities as 

independent variables and KM success as a dependent variable. Furthermore, 

it also shows the controlling variables of firm size, international orientation 

and respondent years of experience. 

 

Figure 2-13 Research question 1: KM success research model 

Figure 2-13 shows a graphical representation of this research model. Table 2-4 

below shows a tabular overview of the corresponding research hypotheses and 

their corresponding literature. 

Table 2-4 Research question 1: Hypotheses and support literature 

No. Hypothesis Supporting literature 

H01 
Successful knowledge creation has a 

positive influence on overall KM success 
in consulting firms 

Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995, p. 73; Zhang 
et al., 2010 

H02 
Successful knowledge codification has a 
positive influence on overall KM success 

in consulting firms 

Gaimon and Bailey, 2013; Voon-Hsien 
Lee et al., 2013 

H03 
Successful knowledge transfer has a 

positive influence on overall KM success 
in consulting firms 

Liao et al., 2007; Harlow, 2008; King, 
2009; Lee et al., 2013 
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appreciation by peers or managers (Bordia et al., 2006; Schepers and Berg, 

2006; Wang et al., 2013), or by receiving knowledge in return (Bock and Kim, 

2001; Gordon and Grant, 2013; Hsu et al., 2007; Kankanhalli et al., 2005b; 

Wasko and Faraj, 2005). Consequently, the following hypothesis is formed: 

H5: Recognition of others has a positive influence on the motivation of 

consultants to participate in KM activities 

Next, incentives are considered. Two qualitative studies with consulting firms 

and other knowledge-intensive organizations in New Zealand showed that 

management needs to introduce specific mechanisms such as incentives to 

motivate individuals to participate in KM activities (Bhardwaj and Monin, 

2006; Scott-Kennel and von Batenburg, 2012).  

These incentives are a major measure available to managers that wish to 

improve knowledge transfers in their organization. By rewarding their 

employees for sharing knowledge with their peers, managers can motivate 

their teams to increase the amount and quality of knowledge transfer. 

According to strong empirical research, this is true for intrinsic incentives, 

such as peer recognition and expert status (Ehin, 2008; Gagné, 2009; Gunjal, 

2019; Kankanhalli et al., 2011; Kulkarni et al., 2007; Liao, 2008; Phang et al., 

2009; Sié and Yakhlef, 2009; Siemsen et al., 2007; Sutanto and Jiang, 2013). 

Extrinsic incentives require a differentiated approach. While some studies 

showed that hard incentives such as monetary rewards effectively increase 

knowledge transfers (Gagné, 2009; Kulkarni et al., 2007; Liao, 2008; Siemsen 

et al., 2007), others found that they decrease the quality of shared knowledge 

(Bock and Kim, 2001; Cooper and Lichtenstein, 2010; Ehin, 2008). A more 
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personalization strategies require social interaction and strong relationships 

to enable effective codification of knowledge. From an empirical perspective, 

an investigation among university students revealed that social interaction 

and sociability were important predictors for motivation to codify knowledge 

in KM systems (Phang et al., 2009). Another case study with a consulting firm 

revealed that knowledge contribution to the organization's KM system 

depended on the standing of contributors in the firm (Watson and Hewett, 

2006). 

Lastly, social capital also motivates individuals to be innovative. Through a 

survey among knowledge firms in the UK, Huggins and Johnston (2010) 

found that dynamic social networks are an important source of innovation. 

Many other researchers independently confirmed this link between social 

networking, innovation and KM success (Gubbins and Dooley, 2014; Huggins 

and Johnston, 2010; Subramaniam and Youndt, 2005; Wang and Wang, 

2012; Wasko and Faraj, 2005; Zheng, 2010). According to a literature analysis 

performed by Zheng (2010), social networks had a significant impact on 

innovation. Human capital and social capital directly influenced innovation 

(Subramaniam and Youndt, 2005). This strong research base lead to the 

following hypothesis: 

H7: Social capital of others has a positive influence on the motivation of 

consultants to participate in KM activities 

The next major driver from the literature was leadership. Many studies found 

that managers that explicitly support KM initiatives increase the motivation to 

participate in KM activities in the organization (Gagné, 2009; Jones and 
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Leonard, 2009; Kulkarni et al., 2007; Liao, 2008; Lin, 2007; Lindner and 

Wald, 2011; Renzl, 2008; Wang, Noe, et al., 2014; Donate and de Pablo, 2015; 

Gunjal, 2019). An aspect of leadership support is the introduction of a 

dedicated KM organization (or learning organization), which motivates 

individuals to create and share more knowledge (Argote and Miron-Spektor, 

2011; Bloodgood, 2009; Jones and Leonard, 2009; Leonardi and Bailey, 

2008; Minati, 2012; Scott-Kennel and von Batenburg, 2012; Smith, 2008). 

Ehin (2008) postulated that KM organizations reduce knowledge sharing in 

organizations, but is not able to provide empirical support for this hypothesis. 

Karkoulian et al. (2013) conducted a study in Lebanon that showed a neutral 

relation between KM activities and KM organizations. In light of the strong 

empirical evidence for the motivational benefit of a formalized organization, 

this study followed the majority of researchers on this subject. 

Furthermore, the use of KM strategies that enhance internal and external 

knowledge acquisition also increases motivation to participate in KM activities 

(Cassiman and Veugelers, 2006; De Clercq and Dimov, 2008; Kim et al., 

2014; Laihonen and Mäntylä, 2018; Nevo et al., 2007; Zahra and Nielsen, 

2002). Hansen et al. (1999) delivered the theoretical underpinning by 

pointing out the incentive models and management involvement required to 

implement a KM strategy in consulting firms. Other theoretical articles 

investigated the prerequisites required for tacit knowledge conversion, which 

are both a strategy for knowledge conversion (Jones and Miller, 2009) and a 

dedicated KM organization with top management support (Jones and 

Leonard, 2009). This lead to the following hypothesis: 
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H8: Leadership support has a positive influence on the motivation of 

consultants to participate in KM activities 

Next, technology drivers were analysed. Since KM activities are often based on 

the recombination of existing knowledge, KM systems help innovators to 

retrieve applicable knowledge items that can then be recombined into new 

knowledge (Bock et al., 2006; Delen and Al-Hawamdeh, 2009; Kankanhalli et 

al., 2011; Sultan, 2013). This means that making technology available to 

individuals will motivate them to create more and better quality knowledge 

(López et al., 2009). Knowledge codification is the area that profits most from 

using technology: Providing technology to store, share and retrieve 

knowledge, and implementing tools that reduce the effort of codification 

motivates individuals to codify knowledge. Research showed that knowledge 

codification profits from KM systems that are easy to use (Chen, 2007b; Hall, 

2006; Phang et al., 2009; Sultan, 2013) and motivate their users through a 

reward system (Bock et al., 2006; Cooper and Lichtenstein, 2010; Kim et al., 

2010; Sutanto and Jiang, 2013). The positive effect of using technology on KM 

was confirmed in a large number of empirical studies (Holsapple and Jones, 

2007; Kankanhalli et al., 2005b, 2011; Karkoulian et al., 2013; Kim et al., 

2011; King and Marks Jr, 2008; Lee and Kim, 2006; Li and Scullion, 2010; 

Lindner and Wald, 2011; López et al., 2009). It should not be omitted that a 

few authors have conducted studies that did not show any advantage to 

implementing technology (Coff et al., 2006; David and Fahey, 2000; Lin and 

Lee, 2006). However, since these studies were conducted at a time when KM 

systems were difficult to implement and cumbersome to use, more credence 

should be given to recent research that shows an overwhelmingly positive 



KEY SUCCESS FACTORS OF KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT 106 

picture. Implementing KM systems motivates members of an organization to 

codify more knowledge (King and Marks Jr, 2008; Phang et al., 2009; Sun, 

2009). Use of technology also drives knowledge transfer. Through a field 

study, Kankanhalli et al. (2005b) showed that the capability of electronic 

knowledge repositories increases motivation to transfer knowledge, which in 

turn increases KM success. López et al. (2009) empirically verified that IT 

competency has a positive effect on the frequency of knowledge transfer in a 

survey with 162 CEOs from Spanish firms. Furthermore, many studies that 

investigated knowledge sharing found that technology was a major driver 

(Holsapple and Jones, 2007; Karkoulian et al., 2013; Kim et al., 2011; King 

and Marks Jr, 2008; Lee and Kim, 2006; Li and Scullion, 2010; Lindner and 

Wald, 2011). One study did not find a correlation between successful 

knowledge sharing and use of technology (Lin and Lee, 2006). One essay 

argued against using technology to share knowledge and highlights the 

importance of inter-personal knowledge transfers (Coff et al., 2006), but was 

not supported by empirical evidence.  

In light of the overwhelming strong empirical evidence that links use of 

technology to increased motivating to create, codify and share knowledge, the 

following hypothesis was formed. 

H9: Technology has a positive influence on the motivation of consultants to 

participate in KM activities 

 Wang and Noe (2013) identify cultural drivers that motivate members of an 

organization to share knowledge. Research by Li and Scullion (2010) shows 

that local knowledge is highly tacit and volatile, and consequently differs 
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significantly from knowledge transferred from corporate headquarters. 

Therefore, local cultural competences need to be considered to ensure that 

locally created knowledge is captured and processed correctly (Alavi et al., 

2006; Ardichvili et al., 2006). This means that cultural drivers support 

knowledge creation.  

Like every organizational process, knowledge sharing is heavily influenced by 

a healthy, collaborative organizational culture (Jones and Leonard, 2009; 

Zheng, 2010). There has been a lot of research that shows that individuals are 

more likely to share knowledge if their organization has implemented a 

knowledge sharing culture (Collins and Smith, 2006; David and Fahey, 2000; 

Kulkarni et al., 2007; Lee and Kim, 2006; Lindner and Wald, 2011; 

Søndergaard et al., 2007; Taylor and Wright, 2004; Turner and Makhija, 

2012; Wang et al., 2013). King (2008) opposes this notion in an essay, which 

has not been empirically tested. It was therefore disregarded in favour of 

overwhelming empirical evidence. Laboratory studies that were conducted 

independent of a specific cultural environment showed that culturally 

homogenous groups always outperformed heterogeneous groups in creating 

and sharing knowledge. However, as soon as a level of heterogeneity was 

reached that made it no longer possible to split the group into majorities and 

minorities, knowledge sharing performance reached levels of culturally 

homogenous groups (Phillips et al., 2004).  

Last but not least, individualistic cultures are more innovative than 

collectivistic cultures. Even when given the instruction to be creative, 

individualistic groups outperform collectivistic groups, who before were 

thought to be better at implementing clear instructions (Goncalo and Staw, 
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2006). On the other hand, collectivistic cultures are better at sharing 

knowledge that can then be recombined into innovative ideas (Bock et al., 

2006; Hwang and Kim, 2007; Leiponen, 2006). This means that culture is an 

important driver for innovative behaviour. This is doubly important for so-

called knowledge-sharing cultures within organizations. If an organization has 

an organizational culture that emphasizes sharing of knowledge, it is more 

innovative (Collins and Smith, 2006; Kulkarni et al., 2007; Lee and Kim, 

2006; Lin, 2007; Nonaka, 1994; Schepers and Berg, 2006; Wang et al., 2013). 

This evidence for a link between cultural drivers in the form of a shared 

hereditary and organizational culture and the likelihood to perform KM 

activities lead to the following hypothesis: 

H10: A shared culture has a positive influence on the motivation of 

consultants to participate in KM activities 

The next hypothesis concerned a negative factor. Fear has a negative effect on 

individuals willingness to participate in KM activities, namely codification and 

knowledge transfer (Cooper and Lichtenstein, 2010; Renzl, 2008). Fear is 

mostly about losing status and being exploited by others (Ardichvili et al., 

2003; Wang and Noe, 2010). It can be mitigated by implementing appropriate 

reward systems and instilling confidence through management support 

(Bartol and Srivastava, 2002; Lee et al., 2010). This lead to the next 

hypothesis: 

H11: Fear has a negative influence on the motivation of consultants to 

participate in KM activities 





KEY SUCCESS FACTORS OF KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT 110 

 

Figure 2-14 Research question 2: KM drivers research model 

The table below shows the hypotheses resulting from this model including 

main supporting literature. 

Table 2-5 Research question 2: Hypotheses and supporting literature 

No Hypothesis Supporting literature 

H05 Recognition from others has a positive 
influence on motivation of consultants 

to participate in KM activities 

Bock & Kim, 2001; Gordon & Grant, 
2013; Sutanto & Jiang, 2013; S. Wang et 

al., 2014; Gunjal, 2019 

H06 Monetary incentives have a positive 
influence on motivation of consultants 

to participate in KM activities 

Berg et al., 2017; Gagné, 2009; Kulkarni 
et al., 2007; Liao, 2008; Siemsen et al., 

2007; Wang et al., 2014 

H07 Social capital of others has a positive 
influence on motivation of consultants 

to participate in KM activities 

Gammelgaard & Ritter, 2005; Gubbins 
& Dooley, 2014; Huggins & Johnston, 

2010; S. Li & Scullion, 2010; Z. Wang & 
Wang, 2012 

H08 Leadership support has a positive 
influence on the motivation of 

consultants to participate in KM 
activities 

Gagné, 2009; Jones and Leonard, 2009; 
Kulkarni et al., 2007; Liao, 2008; Lin, 
2007; Lindner and Wald, 2011; Renzl, 

2008; Wang et al., 2014; Donate and de 
Pablo, 2015 

H09 Technology has a positive influence on 
the motivation of consultants to 

participate in KM activities 

Holsapple and Jones, 2007; Kankanhalli 
et al., 2011, 2005; Karkoulian et al., 

2013; Kim et al., 2011; King and Marks 
Jr, 2008; Lee and Kim, 2006; Li and 
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No Hypothesis Supporting literature 

Scullion, 2010; Lindner and Wald, 2011; 
López et al., 2009 

H10 A shared culture has a positive influence 
on the motivation of consultants to 

participate in KM activities 

Kulkarni et al., 2007; Lindner and Wald, 
2011; Søndergaard et al., 2007; Turner 
and Makhija, 2012; Wang et al., 2013 

H11 Fear has a negative impact on the 
motivation of consultants to participate 

in KM activities 

Ardichvili et al., 2003; Wang and Noe, 
2010; Cooper and Lichtenstein, 2010; 

Renzl, 2008 

H12 Attaching the name of the creator to 
knowledge has a positive influence on 

the motivation of consultants to 
participate in KM activities 

Galunic et al., 2014; Phang et al., 2009; 
Sutanto & Jiang, 2013; Wasko & Faraj, 

2005 

 

2.9. Summary 

This study has conducted a structured literature review of all relevant KM 

literature, which has revealed a clear definition of a KM process: Knowledge 

creation, codification, and knowledge transfer and innovation activities. Next, 

the literature review also discovered eight drivers for successful KM: 

"recognition from others", "monetary incentives", "social capital of others", 

"leadership support", "technology", "shared culture", "fear" and "creator name 

attached". The literature review did not find a comprehensive study that 

investigated all drivers that motivate individuals to participate in KM 

activities. Furthermore, these drivers should be analysed in the context of 

knowledge-intensive organizations such as consulting firms. 

The literature review then identified two research questions and created two 

abstract models, one for each research question. The next chapter will define 

the methodology for these two research models. After, the models will be 

validated and hypotheses will be tested.  
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129). Consequently, any paradigm can be broken up into three elements: 

ontology, or our definition of knowledge, epistemology, or how we come to 

experience knowledge and methodology, or how we acquire knowledge 

(Lincoln et al., 2011, p. 97). Appendix B contains a detailed breakdown of 

paradigms by world view. 

Paradigms in management research are often characterized by the dichotomy 

of rigour and relevance. Whereas scientific standards demand rigorous 

research that investigates a broad field in high detail, practitioners require 

clear solutions to specific problems that are relevant to their specialization 

(Aram and Salipante, 2003). Academics on one hand rely on standardized 

data collection and analysis methods to ensure comparability between results 

and intend to create universally applicable laws and principles that are 

primarily intended for other researchers to use (Gulati, 2007b). Practitioners 

on the other hand demand turnkey solutions that improve their day-to-day 

business conduct (Chi Vo et al., 2012). These differences are not new: a 

longitudinal analysis of management research from organization studies, 

which reaches back more than 50 years, showed that researchers always had 

to decide if they wanted to produce scientifically rigorous or relevant work, as 

articles that fulfil both criteria are few and far between (Palmer et al., 2009). 

To account for this dichotomy, Gibbons et al. (1994, cited by Tranfield and 

Starkey, 1998), differentiate between two basic research modes: Mode 1 is the 

traditional research approach that is based on a single discipline and follows 

established, scientific standards. The other mode, Mode 2, is based on a 

research problem and leverages multiple disciplines to achieve its goal 

(Tranfield and Starkey, 1998). KM is by its very definition a discipline that is 
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