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Abstract 

Customer-orientation is a strategy that has been adopted by many organizations. This strategy 

refers to the ability to assess the customer's perception of the service quality, for instance through 

customer feedback. Customer feedback can be acquired through surveys or given to the frontline 

employees. The processes for acquiring customer feedback for customer-oriented firms are 

generally well-developed. However, research shows that utilizing this valuable information is not 

conducted in a systematic matter. In this thesis, we investigate how a Swedish DSO can transfer 

knowledge from customer feedback internally to facilitate organizational learning. The primary 

empirical data in this qualitative research is gathered through interviews from the empirical context 

as well as with management consultants with organizational learning as their expertise. Findings 

from this thesis show that there is no panacea regarding how customer feedback should be 

presented and communicated in order to enable the organization to act on it. However, the findings 

indicate that an unsupportive organizational culture inhibits customer feedback to be shared 

effectively. Knowledge from customers must be equally valued as technical knowledge. 

Furthermore, it became evident that the organization endeavor a codification strategy. While this 

strategy is suitable for solicited feedback, this thesis argues that a personalization strategy might 

be more adequate for unsolicited feedback since it is difficult to express in a codified form. Our 

thesis is a small contribution to the limited research done on how to act on customer feedback and 

bring knowledge from customers to organizational learning. In addition, this thesis also contributes 

to existing research by investigating barriers that a regulated monopoly encounters when trying to 

become customer-oriented.  
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Sammanfattning 

Kund-orientering är en strategi som många organisationer använder sig av. Denna strategi refererar 

till organisationens förmåga att förstå kundernas upplevelse av den service som organisationen 

erbjuder. Detta kan ske genom att t.ex. samla in kundfeedback. Kundfeedback kan samlas in 

genom enkäter eller ges direkt till de anställda som möter kunderna. Processer för att samla in 

kundfeedback för kund-orienterade företag är generellt sätt välutvecklade. Tidigare forskning visar 

dock att processer för att användandet av denna värdefulla information inte sker på ett systematiskt 

sätt. I den här uppsatsen, undersöker vi hur ett svenskt elnätsbolag kan överföra kundfeedback 

internt för att möjliggöra organisationsinlärning. Den primära datainsamlingen i den här kvalitativa 

undersökningen erhålls i form av intervjuer från den empiriska kontexten samt från 

managementkonsulter med organisationsinlärning som deras expertområde. Resultaten från denna 

studie visar att det inte finns något universalmedel för hur kundfeedback ska presenteras och 

kommuniceras för att organisationen ska agera på det. Resultaten visar dock att en 

organisationskultur som inte stöttar de anställda till att dela sin kunskap hindrar kundfeedback från 

att effektivt spridas i organisationen. Kunskap från kunder måste värderas lika mycket som teknisk 

kunskap. Vidare visar undersökningen tydligt att en “codification-strategy” föredras. Denna 

strategi är passande för kundfeedback som erhålls direkt via enkäter, dock argumenterar vi i denna 

uppsats att en “personalization strategy” är mer adekvat för att kommunicerar indirekt feedback 

eftersom att denna feedback är svår att uttrycka i en kodad form. Denna uppsats är ett litet bidrag 

till den begränsade forskning som gjorts gällande hur en organisation ska agera på kundfeedback 

och överföra kunskap till den resterande organisationen för att gynna utveckling. Utöver detta 

bidrar denna uppsats till förståelse gällande utmaningar som ett reglerat monopol möter då de går 

mot en kundorienterad strategi. 
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1. Introduction 

This chapter introduces out thesis, first a background of previous research and the empirical context is 

presented in sub-chapter 1.1. Secondly, sub-chapter 1.2 elaborates the problematization. Thirdly, sub-

chapter 1.3 presents the aim and the research questions of this thesis. Fourthly, sub-chapter 1.4 

explains the nature of the empirical context, followed by sub-chapter 1.5 which presents the 

delimitations. Lastly, sub-chapter 1.6 displays the disposition of the thesis. 

1.1. Background 

Being customer-oriented is a well-known approach stated by many companies. Mantras such 

as “the customer come first” or “the customer is always right” are widely used and emphasize 

the role of the customer in relation to the stakeholders of the company. A key source for a 

customer-oriented approach is customer information. The objective is, therefore, to use this 

information to evaluate the performance of organizations goods and services (Olsen, Witell 

and Gustafsson, 2014). The ability for a company to effectively utilize knowledge from 

customers is recognized as an important factor to gain competitive advantage. Furthermore, the 

utilization of information from customers to drive customer satisfaction is closely linked to 

financial performance (Birch-Jensen et al., 2018). Being able to understand customer feedback 

is an important mechanism for organizational learning in service operations (Caemmerer and 

Wilson, 2010). Organizational learning emphasizes the importance of individuals as facilitators 

of learning processes in organizations (Argyris and Schoen, 1996). Argyris (1977), defines the 

processes in organizational learning as detecting and correcting errors, where the errors entail 

knowledge that inhibits the organization to learn. While there are different characteristics of 

organizational learning, the essence is to improve organizational performance through 

continuous learning from the employees, which generates collective learning (Drew and Smith, 

1995). According to Fiol and Lyles (1985), it is essential for an organization to be able to 

understand and apply current information and knowledge on future situations. A related field 

to organizational learning is knowledge management (Lyles, 1998). The interest in the concept 

of knowledge management rose in the 1990s. In short, knowledge management concerns 

organizational efforts to manage workforce knowledge through various activities e.g. using 

ICT-tools and managing organizational culture (Hislop, 2009). Wilde (2011) describes 

knowledge management as: “the task of developing and exploiting both tangible and intangible 

resources of a company.” Furthermore, knowledge can be categorized into explicit and tacit 

knowledge. Explicit knowledge is non-personal knowledge that is expressed in a tangible form 

and shared easily. Tacit knowledge, on the other hand, is highly personal and difficult to share 

and formalize (Nonaka, Toyama and Konno, 2000). The term tacit knowledge was introduced 

by Michael Polanyi (1966) who famously stated: “we know more than we can tell.” The 

distinction between explicit and tacit knowledge is important to understand since it is the 

foundation of the SECI-model developed by Nonaka (1994), which explains how knowledge 

transfer within an organization. The distinction between these two categories of knowledge is 

also the keystone to the personalization and codification strategy (Hansen, Nohria and Tierney, 

1999).  
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The ability to transfer knowledge within an organization determine to what extent the business 

objectives can be achieved (Du Plessis, 2006). However, the lack of knowledge absorptive 

capacity of the recipient and lack of motivation inhibits new knowledge to diffuse in the 

organization (Szulanski, 1996). The lack of trust that the transferred knowledge will be 

interpreted correctly is also an inhibitor for employees to share knowledge with one another 

(Dalkir and Wiseman, 2004). In addition, a non-supportive organizational culture is one of the 

major barriers for successful knowledge transfer (Wang, Su, and Yang, 2011). Being able to 

successfully transfer knowledge regarding customer perceptions of the organization’s service 

offering is a vital activity for organizational learning (Ordenes et al., 2014) and becoming 

customer-oriented (Olsen, Witell and Gustafsson, 2014). However, companies tend to be better 

at acquiring customer knowledge rather than utilizing it and limited research have been 

conducted on this subject (Salojärvi, Sain and Tarkiainen, 2010; Campbell, 2003). In this 

thesis, we are therefore exploring how customer feedback can be transferred to drive 

organizational learning.  

 

Our study also adds a perspective on how the regulated monopoly market handles customer 

feedback since the study is conducted on a Swedish distribution system operator. The 

distribution system is under regulation from The Swedish Energy Markets Inspectorate (Ei) in 

order to advance efficiency, quality and keep fair pricing for customers. The power system has 

three main areas: transmission, for large power plants, regional (sub-transmission) and local 

power distribution. In this study, organizational processes related to the last two areas are the 

ones investigated. Monopoly service providers, such as DSO’s, requires monitoring to 

guarantee that they are performing on a satisfying level. Some argue that this should be done 

through competitive benchmarking that compares players on a similar market (Lannier and 

Porcher, 2014; Pollit, 2005). Having customer feedback ratings, such as customer satisfaction, 

can aid in determining how well a public service provider is performing (Mugion and Musella, 

2013; Magd and Curry, 2003). According to Andreassen (1994) monopolies only choice is to 

maximize value through customer satisfaction since other marketing strategies are irrelevant. 

A complaining customer will be more loyal to the service provider, and more satisfied, by just 

receiving a response to his or her complaint. Customer satisfaction will be higher when the 

provider handles the complaint compared to if the service would be performing according to 

normal. However, Andreassen (1994) conclude that public service providers lack processes 

where they can capture the customer’s voice and that their organizational structure does not 

stimulate individuals within the organization to adapt and compensate dissatisfied customers. 

Having dissatisfied customers will require resources e.g. service employees to handle the 

stream of complaints. And in the long run, the regulations can be restricted. For a monopoly, it 

can be greatly beneficial to have employees that are customer-oriented, both when it comes to 

customer wellness and economical profits (Manna, 2017).  

 

While a customer-oriented approach is aspired and adapted in many organizations, processes 

to handle customer opinion and satisfaction is a requirement. For a regulated monopoly, this 

can be challenging due to lack of incentives. Furthermore, limited research has been done on 

how an organization can utilize and act on customer feedback. Knowledge regarding customers 

is key especially when an organization aspires to be more customer-oriented. For this 
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organizational development to happen, there need to be an understanding of what the customer 

feedback is and how to act on it, now and in the future.  

1.2. Problem formulation 

Transferring knowledge within an organization stresses the importance of having an 

organizational culture that supports learning. Successful customer knowledge management is 

an important factor for a company to gain satisfied customers (Birch-Jensen et al., 2018). One 

way for customers to provide an organization with knowledge is through customer feedback, 

which is valuable since it enables organizations to learn continuously (Ordenes et al., 2014). 

However, the lack of systematic processes for utilizing and managing customer knowledge 

makes it difficult to implement changes (Salojärvi, Sainio, and Tarkiainen, 2010). Prior 

research on the acquiring process of customer feedback has received some attention, while the 

research on the utilization is fairly limited (Gibbert, Leibold and Probst, 2002; Birch-Jensen et 

al., 2018; Salojärvi, Sainio, and Tarkiainen, 2010). Therefore, our thesis aims to contribute to 

this scarce research area. 

The lack of processes supporting knowledge management makes organizational learning 

challenging. This problem is especially apparent at public service providers, where the 

organizational structure does not support acting on customer feedback (Andreassen, 1994). 

Thus, this thesis investigates the challenges of organizational learning in a Swedish DSO. 

1.3. Aim 

The aim of this study is to investigate how knowledge from customer feedback can be 

transferred internally to facilitate organizational learning. To do so, the following research 

questions are formulated:  

Main research question: How can knowledge from customer feedback be transferred 

internally to drive organizational learning? 

Sub-Research Question 1: What barriers exist for using customer feedback? 

Sub-Research Question 2: How can customer feedback be presented and 

communicated in order for the organization to act on it? 

To answer these research questions, a case study of customer feedback utilization is conducted 

at a Swedish distribution system operator (DSO). 

1.4. Short description of the empirical context 

The investigated DSO operates on a regulated monopoly in Sweden. It is a public service 

provider and is regulated by The Swedish Energy market (Ei). All DSOs in Sweden are owners 

of concession, which means that they have the exclusive right to operate on a specific 

geographical area. Thus, the customers located on this area cannot choose another distributor.  

The investigated DSO is in a transition to becoming more customer-oriented, which entail the 

need for understanding the customer perception of their service. A more detailed of the 

empirical context is elaborated in sub-chapter 3.1.2. 
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1.5. Delimitation  

This thesis is delimited to knowledge management processes for customer feedback results. 

The study focuses on the organizational perspective and how knowledge regarding customers 

transfer within an organization. The customer perspective and new customer channels are not 

included in this study due to the time limitation. In addition, a geographical delimitation has 

been made due to the geographical location of the authors.  

1.6. Disposition of the Thesis 

Chapter 1 introduces the thesis, the background to the problem and aim of the study. A short 

description of the empirical context and delimitation is also presented.  

Chapter 2 explores research on organizational learning, knowledge management, knowledge 

transfer, and customer-orientation. In addition, previous studies on customer feedback 

utilization are also presented.  

Chapter 3 explains the overall research design, case study, choices made regarding data 

collection and data analysis. Finally, research quality and ethical issues are briefly discussed.  

Chapter 4 introduces the empirical findings from the conducted case study in this thesis. The 

findings are presented in three sub-chapters, each representing a theme from the data analysis. 

Each one of the thee sub-chapter in this chapter will later be discussed in three corresponding 

sub-chapters in the following chapter. 

Chapter 5 discusses the empirical findings presented in the previous chapter. The discussion is 

divided into three sub-chapters, each sub-chapter corresponds to a sub-chapter in Chapter 4 – 

Empirical findings. 

Chapter 6 concludes the thesis by summarizing the research, presenting main findings and 

answering the posed research questions. In addition, limitations and further research are 

suggested. The academic- and industrial contribution is also discussed in this chapter. 
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2. Literature Review 

In this chapter, the literature of this master thesis is presented and reviewed. The first sub-chapter 2.1. 

gives a holistic view of what organizational learning is and a clear description of what knowledge can 

be. Then, in sub-chapter 0 knowledge management is further reviewed, and well-known frameworks 

and strategies discussed. Sub-chapter 2.3 provides a deeper understanding of what knowledge transfer 

is and the challenges that it encounters. Lastly, sub-chapter 2.4 customer-orientation is presented 

together with a more detailed description of how customer feedback can be collected, communicated 

and utilized. In addition, case studies similar to this thesis are also presented in this sub-chapter. 

2.1. Organizational learning  

Organizational learning has its roots in the psychology field and had individual learning and 

development as a central area. The early focus in organizational learning research was achieved 

by a learning process enforced by individuals within the organization. One of the most radical 

views on organizational learning singularly dependent on individual learning (Shrivastava, 

1983). According to Argyris (1977), central activities in organizational learning includes 

detecting and correcting errors. The errors are current knowledge that inhibits learning. Argyris 

and Schon (1996) emphasize the individual’s role as “agents” to facilitate an organization to 

learn. Further, the individuals are the only ones that can identify problems within the 

organizational processes. The individual experience and understanding of the organization can 

thereby affect their behavior in order to change and make the processes less problematic and 

by doing so the organization is learning and changing (Argyris and Schon, 1996). These 

learning-oriented individuals are of high importance since their behavior influences the 

organization, which has been discussed by many researchers (Honey and Mumford, 1992; 

Senge, 1990; Marquardt and Reynolds, 1994). Glynn et al. (1992) argue that organizational 

learning is the process where an organization can comprehend and manage the experience 

within the organization. Other researchers state that organizational learning rather should be 

discussed as a metaphor where employees continuously learn and that collective learning can 

generate a more effective organizational performance (Drew and Smith, 1995). One well-

recognized focus within organizational learning is knowledge management, where Lyles 

(1998) explains organizational learning as the development of knowledge. Having the ability 

to collect divergent information and share this in a way where a common understanding is 

achieved is the main importance of organizational learning (Fiol, 1994). In addition, applying 

this understanding on future situations is crucial for organizational learning (Fiol and Lyles, 

1985). In order to further discuss the aspect of knowledge management in organizational 

learning, some clarity is needed when it comes to what knowledge is.  

The terms “information” and “knowledge” are sometimes used interchangeably. However, 

there is a clear distinction between them. “Information” is a flow of messages that can change 

or restructure current knowledge. “Knowledge” is thereby a collection of information that is 

organized and developed by the current flow of information. However, the degree of which 

new information affects the current knowledge depends on the experience of the receiver 

(Nonaka, 1994). Nonaka defines knowledge as “justified true belief.” Based on this definition 

of knowledge a further categorization of knowledge can be done. 
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2.1.1. Explicit and tacit knowledge 

Knowledge in an organization is characterized differently depending on an objective or 

subjective perspective. The literature makes a clear distinction between explicit and tacit 

knowledge, see Table 1 for their characteristics. Explicit knowledge is synonymous with 

objective knowledge and not associated with personal or context-dependent knowledge. 

Explicit knowledge can be codified into a tangible form e.g. visualized in drawings or 

formulated in sentences (Von Krogh, Ichijo and Nonaka, 2000; Hislop, 2009).  

Tacit knowledge is associated with subjective knowledge and represent knowledge that an 

individual possesses. This type of knowledge is personal and difficult to codify into a tangible 

form. It is embedded in the assumptions and values of those who possess it and is regarded as 

informal (Hislop, 2009). The term tacit knowledge was first introduced by Polanyi in his book 

The Tacit Dimension (1966), where he famously state: “we know more than we can tell.” 

According to Polanyi (1966), tacit knowledge is transferred by demonstration rather than 

description. Tacit knowledge is difficult to manage for companies and is associated with a high 

risk since the knowledge cannot easily be separated from the carrier. For example, a lot of 

“know-how knowledge” can be lost if a long-standing employee quit their job (Wilde, 2011). 

Table 1. Characteristics of explicit- and tacit knowledge (Hislop, 2009) 

Explicit knowledge Tacit knowledge 

Codifiable Inexpressible in a codifiable form 

Objective Subjective 

Impersonal Personal 

Context-independent Context-specific 

Easy to share Difficult to share 
 

2.2. Knowledge management 

The concept of knowledge management entails efforts to manage the knowledge of an 

organization’s workforce (Hislop, 2009). It enables organizations to systematically share, 

create and apply knowledge to achieve operational or strategic objectives. The aim of 

knowledge management is to generate knowledge from information and use this knowledge to 

gain a competitive advantage. Therefore, it is important that the processes and objectives that 

are associated with organizational knowledge are measurable (North and Kumta, 2014; 

Alvesson and Kärreman, 2001). Wilde (2011) introduce a similar aim and state that the purpose 

of knowledge management is to exploit tangible and intangible resources in the company. 

Tangible resources include information about products, customers, competitors, etc. The 

intangible resources are the knowledge resources and competencies of the employees in the 

company. One of the most famous models to explain how organizational knowledge is created 

is the SECI model, developed by Nonaka (1994). 

2.2.1. SECI model 

The SECI model is based on the assumption that knowledge is created through the interaction 

between explicit and tacit knowledge (Hislop, 2009). Nonaka (1994) describes four different 
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modes of which knowledge is converted, see Figure 1. The model consists of Socialization, 

Externalization, Combination, and Internalization. 

 

Figure 1. Illustration of SECI-model of knowledge creation (Nonaka, 1994) 

The first part of the SECI model is called socialization and entails the transfer of tacit 

knowledge to tacit knowledge. It is converted by the interaction between individuals. It can be 

converted through observations and imitations at the workplace e.g. when learning from 

mentors through hands-on experience. Experience is important since the lack of common 

experience makes it difficult for individuals to share their thinking process. The socialization 

process can also occur outside the workplace where mutual trust and world view can be shared 

and created (Nonaka, Toyama and Konno, 2000). 

The second part is called externalization and covers tacit knowledge to explicit knowledge. In 

this mode, individuals can transfer their tacit knowledge into explicit knowledge. This can be 

achieved through dialogue and communication with others (Hislop, 2009). The transfer of tacit 

knowledge to explicit knowledge makes the knowledge accessible to others in the company 

and becomes a basis of new knowledge (Nonaka, Toyama and Konno, 2000).  

The third part is called combination and entails the transfer of explicit knowledge to explicit 

knowledge. Combination of different types of explicit knowledge is executed through 

categorization, sorting and adding explicit knowledge into new knowledge. For example, when 

a financial comptroller collects information from the organization and compiles it in a financial 

report (Nonaka, 2007). The explicit knowledge can be retrieved inside or outside the company 

and it can be facilitated through the creative use of databases or digital communication 

networks (Nonaka, Toyama and Konno, 2000).  

The last part of the SECI model is called internalization and describe the transfer of explicit 

knowledge to tacit knowledge. Explicit knowledge is converted into tacit knowledge through 

the application of knowledge in the work tasks. For example, reading manuals and documents 

about the job procedures must be actualized by application in practice (Nonaka, Toyama and 

Konno, 2000). It is “learning by doing” and is associated with organizational learning (Hislop, 

2009). Other employees use the new explicit knowledge to extend and broaden their own tacit 

knowledge (Nonaka, 2007). Another well-known framework in knowledge management, 

according to Hislop (2009), is the personalization and codification strategy. 

2.2.2. Personalization and codification 

Hansen, Nohria, and Tierney (1999) differentiate between two knowledge management 

strategies: personalization and codification. The personalization strategy focuses on social 
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interaction. Instead of storing knowledge in a database, the knowledge should be 

communicated through dialogue between individuals. The knowledge that cannot be codified 

is transferred through face-to-face or telephone communication. Personalization strategy is 

mainly pursued when the knowledge is closely tied to the person who developed it. The authors 

abbreviate this strategy as “person-to-person.” However, Kumar and Ganesh (2011) state that 

this strategy implies a great risk of permanent loss of valuable tacit knowledge. Thus, 

companies that chose a personalization strategy should focus on employee retention.  

In contrast to the personalization strategy, codification is a strategy where knowledge is strictly 

codified and stored in databases. The knowledge is retrieved from the individual who 

developed it and is made independent of the individual. Contacting the person who originally 

developed it is therefore no longer necessary. Thus, the knowledge can be accessed and used 

by anyone in the organization which makes it possible to scale up knowledge reuse. The 

codification strategy is abbreviated as “person-to-document” (Hansen, Nohria and Tierney, 

1999). However, the downside of the codification strategy is the risk of information overload. 

It is common that companies that apply this strategy have large databases with reports and 

documents that never undergo a second reading. These large amounts of data also slow down 

the data retrieval process (Kumar and Ganesh, 2011). 

2.2.3. Communities of Practice 

The concept of communities of practice (CoP) is also widely spread in knowledge management 

literature and was introduced in Situated Learning by Lave and Wenger (1991). Communities 

of practice are groups of people that are informally bound together through work-related 

activities. The members in CoP share their experience and knowledge which allows new 

creative ways to solve problems in the company (Wenger and Snyder, 2000). One of the 

reasons why CoP is beneficial for knowledge sharing is that a lot of the competitive advantage 

of a company is embedded in the tacit knowledge of its employees. Therefore, facilitating 

employees to talk about their experiences in CoP allows them to share and internalize the tacit 

knowledge (Ardichvili, Page and Wentling, 2003).  

CoP is also a great forum to spread the best practices across the company (Wenger and Snyder, 

2000). A challenge with the informal nature of CoP is the resistance of managerial interference 

and supervision in their activities. The CoP is therefore considered controversial since there is 

no clear role of managerial involvement (Holsapple, 2004). However, Wenger and Snyder 

(2000) describe this phenomenon as a paradox since CoP require managerial support, so the 

full potential of these groups can be leveraged. The authors further state that a key task is to 

identify potential CoP and help them come together. The members must also feel personally 

connected to the defined domain of the CoP to feel fully committed to the community.  

2.2.4. Knowledge management and organizational culture 

Du Plessis (2006) introduces the term “knowledge management culture” which refers to 

making knowledge sharing the norm in the organization. Implementing a knowledge sharing 

culture can be a slow and difficult process since the values of the organization’s people have 

to change to make it possible (Du Plessis, 2006). Ahmed, Lim, and Loh (2002) state that 

organizational culture can be an obstacle to knowledge transfer if personal technical expertise 

and knowledge creation are valued higher. The authors argue that lacking the experience of 

learning from outside the small group is another cultural inhibitor of knowledge transfer. It can 

be challenging to analyze an organizational culture based on knowledge management since the 
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values and beliefs are different within the organization (Ahmed, Lim, and Loh, 2002). For 

example, knowledge sharing might be positively valued in the marketing department but 

negatively valued in the manufacturing department. 

According to Schein (1990), organizational culture is distinguished in three different levels: 

artifacts, values, and basic underlying assumptions. Artifacts include the physical layout e.g. 

dress code. Values are the norms, ideologies, and philosophies of a group of people. The basic 

underlying assumptions represent the thought processes and behavior of people in an 

organization. However, the observation of organizational culture is more apparent in terms of 

values. Basic underlying assumptions are invisible while values provide a solid understanding 

of the norms that define the context for the social interaction of how people act and 

communicate. Most previous studies on this subject have also been conducted on the value 

level (Wiewiora et al., 2013; Alavi, Kayworth and Leidner, 2005).  

An organizational culture that supports frequency of interactions and collaboration increases 

the willingness of sharing knowledge (De Long and Fahey, 2000). This is also in line with the 

findings from Yang (2007) who emphasize the importance of an organizational culture that 

supports collaboration. De Long and Fahey (2000) show that a culture that advocates 

competition between individuals creates barriers for knowledge sharing. These findings are 

reinforced by Wiewiora et al. (2013) who advocates a non-competitive organizational culture 

with an emphasis on teamwork. Ensuring that tacit knowledge is exchanged is a major 

challenge. Using communication tools, for instance, ICT-systems is not enough to transfer 

personalized knowledge. Therefore, having a positive set of attitudes, values, and expectations 

towards knowledge is essential for the knowledge sharing process. Organizational culture can 

also compensate for the lack of organizational routines, which is common in temporary 

organizations such as projects (Lindner and Wald, 2011). Wang, Su and Yang (2011) state that 

organizational culture is crucial for successful knowledge management since it is the driving 

force of the movement in the organization. In addition, organizational culture is also one of the 

major obstacles to knowledge management initiatives. According to Ahmed, Lim, and Loh 

(2002), knowledge sharing is often emphasized at a management level and a lot of resources 

and funds are often invested to increase knowledge sharing. 

2.3. Knowledge transfer  

According to Argote and Ingram (2000), knowledge transfer in organizations is the process of 

which one unit, for instance division or department, is affected by the experience of another 

unit. The authors continue and state that knowledge management is manifested through 

changes in the recipient unit. Szulanski (2000) has a somewhat different definition of 

knowledge transfer and state: “Knowledge transfer is seen as a process in which an 

organization recreates and maintains a complex, causally ambiguous set of routines in a new 

setting.” Knowledge transfer is a complex process and require internalization of information. 

This means that any skepticism regarding the new information has to be overcome in order to 

be integrated into the recipient’s knowledge base (Wilde, 2011). The aim of knowledge transfer 

is to help organizations to reach their business objectives (Du Plessis, 2006). 

2.3.1. Barriers for knowledge transfer  

Many companies invest a lot in creating knowledge and developing best practices. However, 

most of these companies lack the ability to transfer these practices and knowledge to different 
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parts of the company (Ahmed, Lim and Loh, 2002). According to Szulanski (1996), barriers 

from the source of knowledge as well as the recipient of knowledge have a great impact on the 

knowledge transfer process. Barriers from the source of knowledge are the reluctance to devote 

resources and time to transfer the knowledge. They may also have a fear of losing ownership 

or lose a position of privilege. Not being properly rewarded for knowledge sharing can also be 

a barrier. For the recipient of knowledge, the lack of motivation to accept knowledge from 

outside can be an inhibiting factor. Even if the motivation exists, the absorptive capacity might 

be insufficient. The absorptive capacity is affected by the existing knowledge of the recipient. 

Szulanski (1996) continues and state that the retentive capacity of the recipient is also a barrier 

for knowledge transfer. If the recipient lacks the ability to institutionalize the new knowledge, 

excuses for discontinuing using it will be made. This relates to Dalkir and Wiseman (2004) 

who state that a major reason for employees to not share their knowledge regarding best 

practices, for instance, is the lack of belief that the content will be interpreted incorrectly. 

Gibbert, Leibold, and Probst (2002) investigated how organizational culture can be a barrier 

for knowledge sharing of customer feedback. Companies that struggled with knowledge 

transfer perceived customers as a source of revenue rather than a source of knowledge. 

Employees in such organizations believe that they know more than the customers and therefore 

the customer’s opinion does not matter. 

Another barrier for knowledge transfer is internal rivalries and the fear of losing status within 

the organization. The attitude that knowledge is power makes individuals protect their personal 

knowledge by not sharing it to others. The fear of losing status also makes them less recipient 

to new knowledge. The view of knowledge sharing as an additional task is also a barrier. 

Employees are negative towards additional tasks if they are not properly rewarded (Ahmed, 

Lim and Koh, 2009). Hislop (2009) also emphasizes the importance of rewarding knowledge 

sharing since it can be very time-consuming. According to O’Dell and Grayson (1998), a major 

barrier at larger organizations is ignorance e.g. that the recipient does not know that the source 

of the interesting knowledge has it and the source does not know who might be interested of it. 

O’Dell and Grayson (1998) also refer to Polanyi (1966) regarding the importance of tacit 

knowledge. According to O’Dell and Grayson (1998) organizations tend to rely more on 

explicit rather than tacit knowledge, which is problematic since a lot of important information 

that people have cannot be expressed in a written form.  

The lack of trust between individuals has also shown to inhibit the willingness to participate in 

knowledge sharing activities (Hislop, 2009). According to Mooradian, Renzl, and Matzler 

(2006), interpersonal trust at the workplace is essential for knowledge sharing as well as 

organizational commitment and productivity. According to Sustanty, Handayani and 

Henrawan (2012) trust is one of the most important values in an organization for enabling 

knowledge transfer and knowledge management. Holste and Fields (2010) distinguish between 

two types of organizational trust: cognition-based trust, which is trust in the reliability and 

competence of the co-workers and affect-based trust, which entails mutual concern and care 

between the co-workers. Their study conclude that affect-based trust impacts the willingness 

to share tacit knowledge while cognition-based trust impacts the willingness of the co-workers 

to use tacit knowledge. 
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2.3.2. Storytelling to transfer knowledge  

Storytelling is an effective tool that can be used to drive organizational learning and improve 

communication. Storytelling enables organizations to share knowledge, form organizational 

culture and implement changes (Mladkova, 2013). It is a powerful management tool that allows 

communication with a large number of people without the need for expensive technology or 

experts. Storytelling enables people in the organization to share and learn through experience 

(Wijetunge, 2012). Storytelling is especially adequate for sharing tacit knowledge (James and 

Minnis, 2004). However, effective storytelling includes both tacit and explicit knowledge 

(Bhardwaj and Monin, 2006). Well executed storytelling can help the managers to overcome 

psychological barriers employees might have against new knowledge (Mladkova, 2013). While 

storytelling entails many benefits, a major downside is that the story is told from the perspective 

of one individual. Stories can also be seductive which can inhibit the recipient of the story to 

critically evaluate the content (Wijetunge, 2012). In addition, Dalkir and Wiseman (2004) state 

that cultural differences within an organization can impact the storytelling ability since 

different employees might not understand the highly conceptual context of the story. 

2.4. Customer-orientation 

Being customer-oriented and applying a customer-oriented strategy has been adopted by many 

companies. Customer-orientation refers to a company’s ability to acquire information from the 

customers to design adequate market strategies that can generate better services for the 

customers (Brady and Cronin, 2001). Companies that are customer-oriented puts the interest 

of the customer first while at the same time not disregarding other stakeholders such as the 

employees at the company (Deshpande, Farley and Webster, 1993). According to Kelley 

(1992), high levels of customer-orientation increases the motivation of the employees as well 

as organizational commitment. A customer-oriented approach also impacts the customer’s 

perception of service quality. One way to understand the perception that customers have is 

through the collection of feedback. 

Collection of customer feedback can be categorized into two main groups (Sampson 1996), the 

first one is solicited, or active feedback and the second category is unsolicited or passive 

feedback (Berry and Parasuraman, 1997; Morgan, Anderson and Mittal, 2005; Wirtz and 

Tomlin, 2000). Active or solicited feedback is information gathered from the customer through 

customer metrics such as Net Promoter Score (NPS) and Customer Effort Score (CES) among 

others. A more detailed description of how customer metrics are built can be found in sub-

chapter 2.4.1. Solicited customer feedback can be used as guidelines on employee performance 

and as a reference point both for internal and external evaluation. Unsolicited feedback is, on 

the other hand, dependent on the readiness of the customer to articulate their feedback directly 

to the frontline managers which often are the recipients of unsolicited feedback. Unsolicited 

feedback struggles with being transferred from tacit to explicit knowledge which is needed for 

organizational learning according to Baker and Sinkula (1999). An organization can encourage 

frontline line managers to communicate unsolicited feedback by having clear guidelines for 

how this can be done and both monetary and non-monetary recognition can increase employees 

sharing behavior (Wirtz, Kuan Tambyah and Mattila, 2010). 
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2.4.1. Customer Feedback metrics 

Acquiring and analyzing customer feedback has become a vital part for companies since it 

allows the organization to continually learn and identify new customer preferences regarding 

their offerings (Ordenes et al., 2014). An important part of knowledge management is acquiring 

knowledge about customer expectations and customer satisfaction (Birch-Jensen et al., 2018). 

The most common way to assess customer satisfaction is through surveys, which provide 

formal feedback (Peterson and Wilson, 1992). SERVQUAL is a detailed measurement for 

customer service established in 1990 while NPS and CES are newly developed customer 

feedback metrics.  

2.4.1.1. SERVQUAL 

To focus on meeting the customer demand and to what extent a delivered service meets the 

expectations from the customer is by assessing service quality. The perceived service quality 

that a customer has can be seen as the attitude that compares the expectations and the perception 

of the actual performance of the service (Berry, Zeithaml and Parasuraman, 1985; Grönroos, 

1984). Through a focus group discussion, ten important dimensions when assessing service 

quality for customers are found. These dimensions are tangibles, reliability, responsiveness, 

competence, courtesy credibility, security, access communication and understanding the 

customer (Zeithaml, Parasuraman, and Berry, 1990). 

A well-known instrument for measuring service quality is called SERVQUAL and is based on 

qualitative studies with customers from four service industries, credit-card, repair and 

maintenance, long-distance telephone and bank customers. The research done by Zeithaml, 

Parasuraman and Berry show that not all the service quality parameter was crucial for customer 

perception of service quality (Zeithaml, Parasuraman and Berry, 1990). Therefore, the 

SERVQUAL instrument only has five parameters that are all key for the customer, these are: 

• Tangibles: physical facilities, personnel, and communication  

• Reliability: the capability to accomplish the promised service  

• Responsiveness: willingness to assist the customer with effective service 

• Assurance: competence in employees and their ability to establish trust and 

determination  

• Empathy: individualized attention given to the customer by the company  

SERVQUAL considers all these five parameters and assesses both the expectations and 

perception that a customer has within each service industry. The research is conducted through 

surveys containing 22 statements assessing the expectation and a matching set of 22 statements 

for perception with a 10-point scale. The SERVQUAL score is then the expectation score 

subtracted from the perception. The results show that the reliability parameter is the most 

important for the customers, followed by responsiveness, assurance, and empathy. The least 

important dimension according to the customers is tangibles. The surveys also show that for 

the most important parameters, reliability, and responsiveness, had the most negative score, 

indicating that the customer’s expectations were not met. The main reason why companies 

struggle with improving their service quality is insufficient leadership within their organization 

(Zeithaml, Parasuraman and Berry, 1990). 
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2.4.1.2. Net Promoter Score 

Since many surveys regarding customer satisfaction were long, complicated and not very 

useful, Reichheld (2003) introduced the Net Promoter Score (NPS). NPS measures customer 

loyalty and is based on the question: “How likely is it that you would recommend [company X] 

to a friend or colleague?” The scale is set from 0 (not at all likely) to 10 (extremely likely). 

Customers that rates 9-10 are referred to as “promoters”. Ratings of 7-8 are “passively 

satisfied” and 0-6 are “detractors”. 

2.4.1.3. Customer Effort Score  

According to Dixon, Freeman, and Toman (2010), exceeding the customer expectations on a 

service scarcely improves customer loyalty. Instead, customer loyalty is more affected by how 

well a company can deliver on the basic promises. The impulse to punish sub-standard service 

is greater than the impulse to reward outstanding service. The conclusion is that companies 

should focus on reducing the effort a customer needs to put in order to get a problem solved 

rather than delighting and trying the exceed their expectations. To reduce the efforts from the 

customer, Dixon, Freeman, and Toman (2010) introduce a metric called the Customer Effort 

Score (CES). CES is measured by asking the question: “How much effort did you personally 

have to put forth to handle your request”. The responding customer is asked to rate the amount 

of effort on a scale from 1 (very low effort) to 5 (very high effort). CES is a backward-looking 

metric since it measures the perceived needed effort from an experience in the past (De Haan 

et al., 2015).  

While the study by Dixon, Freeman, and Toman (2010) show that CES provides a solid 

measure of customer loyalty, implementing the metric at companies was not straight forward. 

The inverted scale from 1 to 5 cause confusion since the responding customer interpreted the 

positives and negatives differently. The word “effort” was also misinterpreted as how much 

effort the customer personally put in themselves to get the issue resolved and not the resolution 

experience overall. Dixon, Toman, and Delisi (2013) developed a new version of the original 

metric called CES version 2.0. The new metric is posed as a statement: “The company made it 

easy for me to handle my issue”. The customer rates the service from the company on a scale 

from 1 to 7. CES v2.0 show to generate more reliable results, was easier to translate to other 

languages and have a lower risk of misinterpretation. 

2.4.2. Communicating feedback  

The information from customer feedback aims to help organizations to improve their service 

delivery process (Hu et al., 2016). Communication feedback can be challenging but it is 

important since it directs the employees to achieve organizational or individual goals (London, 

1995). 

2.4.2.1. Negative and positive customer feedback 

Positive and negative feedback affects the employees in the organization differently 

(Kipfelsberg, Herhausen, and Bruch, 2016). According to Hu et al. (2016), two types of 

customer feedback exist: positive feedback and negative feedback. An organization can receive 

positive feedback when the services have met or exceeded the customer’s need. Positive 

customer feedback can be received by compliments from the customers, gratitude or 
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satisfaction. Negative customer feedback, on the other hand, can be received by expressions of 

anger, complaints or dissatisfaction, etc. (Kipfelsberg, Herhausen, and Bruch, 2016).  

Negative feedback from customers is an important way for improving the performance of 

employees. Research show that corrective feedback, feedback that indicates below standard 

performance, increases the individual’s motivation to improve their performance (Waldersee 

and Luthans, 1994). Dealing with poor performance from employees is important to not make 

good performers leave the organization (Brown, Kulik and Lim, 2016). However, delivering 

negative feedback is often uncomfortable which can make managers to leave out negative 

feedback in order to not affect interpersonal relationships (Steelman and Rutkowski, 2004). 

Communicating negative feedback to employees can also decrease the motivational factor 

since the process of improvement and self-regulatory is blocked when they are constantly 

reminded that they cannot meet the standards (London, 1995). In addition, communicating 

negative feedback face-to-face is not necessarily the best way. Sharing negative feedback 

digitally allows managers to formulate the message carefully and avoid the discomfort that 

might arise then communicating negative feedback face-to-face (Brown, Kulik and Lim, 2016).  

Previous research focus on solving the issues that negative customer feedback entails (Nasr, 

Burton and Gruber, 2018). However, limited research conducted on positive feedback shows 

that this type of feedback is important when it comes to the employee's well-being and create 

change processes (Nasr et al., 2014). Organizations that want to use customer feedback as a 

base for learning should stay away from using negative feedback as a performance measure 

and share with the entire staff as an accelerator for improvements. Positive feedback should, 

however, be used on an individual level for recognition and using this individual as a good 

example for the rest of the organization (Wirtz, Kuan Tambyah and Mattila, 2010). 

2.4.2.2.  Individual- and group level  

Giving feedback to employees is an important but difficult task for managers generate. 

Feedback to the organization is important since it directs the employees to achieve 

organizational or individual goals (London, 1995). Managers must decide whether to give 

feedback in groups or on an individual level. Schwarz (2015) state that feedback should be 

given to groups when more than one member is affected negatively due to the cause of other 

group members. Group feedback may also be given when the issue concern most of the group. 

According to London and Sessa (2006), continuous group feedback is a prerequisite for the 

group learning process. Communicating feedback in groups requires fewer resources for the 

organization since the presentation time is shorter and data collection is substantially reduced. 

Thus, group feedback is more cost-effective compared to individual feedback if it yields the 

same outcome (Goltz et al., 1990). However, the performance enhancement of the individuals 

during group feedback is questioned by Tindale, Kulik, and Scott (1991) that argues that unlike 

individual feedback, group feedback lacks specific information regarding each employee 

which inhibit changes in behavior. Schwarz (2015) gives two conditions for when individual 

feedback should be conducted. The first one is that group members should not be affected by 

the action and cannot provide any information as a group. Secondly, the purpose is to help the 

group member to prepare for group feedback or support the group member after receiving 

feedback from other group members. 
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Substantial research shows that providing feedback on an individual level heavily impacts the 

individual performance. However, individual feedback must be of motivational purpose and 

the individual must be able to learn from the feedback (Tindale, Kulik and Scott, 1991). A 

major benefit with specific individual feedback is that it is harder to deny and is less likely to 

be distorted. In addition, individual feedback should be delivered frequently to be effective and 

be altered depending on the characteristics of the recipient individual (Ilgen, Fisher and Taylor, 

1979).  

While individual feedback and group feedback have different characteristics, a combination is 

proposed by the literature. According to Goltz et al. (1990), individual feedback and group 

feedback with different information in each feedback setting should be presented to enhance 

the performance of the group. Since there is no unanimous way to present feedback, it should 

depend on the relationship between the source and recipient (London, 1995).  

2.4.2.3. Willingness to share customer feedback  

It is not obvious that employees are willing to share the unsolicited feedback they receive. 

According to a study conducted by Hu et al. (2016), the organizational climate has a substantial 

impact on whether frontline employees are willing to share the negative and positive feedback 

they receive during service encounters. According to Hu et al. (2016), employees are more 

likely to share the positive and negative feedback they receive if they have support and 

encouragement from the organization and if they feel that their contribution is valuable. Wirtz, 

Kuan Tambyah and Mattila (2010) state that knowledge sharing of unsolicited feedback 

depends on whether the customer feedback is positive or negative. Negative customer feedback 

is less likely to be shared with management.  

The organizational purpose of the feedback affects the likelihood of knowledge transfer. 

Customer feedback intended for service improvements is more likely to be reported to 

managers rather than if the customer feedback is used for evaluation purposes (Wirtz, Kuan 

Tambyah and Mattila, 2010). According to Toegel and Conger (2003) employees are more 

willing to share feedback if it is intended for personal development. It motivates the employees 

to seek accurate feedback. However, like Wirtz, Kuan Tambyah and Mattila (2010), Toegel 

and Conger (2003) state that feedback intended for performance evaluation makes the 

employees less willing to report negative feedback. Using feedback for performance evaluation 

for employees entails a risk that they tend to seek positive feedback and may deliberately 

manipulate the impression one might have of them (Toegel and Conger, 2003). 

Manna (2017) investigate how employees that are customer-oriented can benefit a firm in a 

competitive environment and do this by comparing to the effect these employments has on a 

monopoly. The effects studied in this article is the firm’s profit and the well-being of its 

customers when having customer-oriented employees. In the case of the monopolistic firm, the 

product quality and demand for the product increases when hiring customer-oriented 

employees. For each product sold the firm can charge a higher price to reflect the higher quality, 

which is not the case on a competitive market. Since customer-oriented employees are 

encouraged by having a valuable impact or social impact, and not monetary incentives such as 

salary, the firm increases profit by having lower wages to employees. The results of this 

investigation show that there is a major difference between firms under competition and 
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monopolies when it comes to hiring customer-oriented employees and that monopolist benefit 

more greatly than firms that act on a competing market.  

2.4.3. Utilization of customer feedback 

Companies generally have well-developed processes of collecting and acquiring knowledge 

from their customers. However, research shows that the sharing and utilization of this 

knowledge are not conducted in a systematic matter (Gibbert, Leibold and Probst, 2002; 

Salojärvi, Saino, and Tarkiainen, 2010). According to Salojärvi, Saino and Tarkainen (2010) 

utilization of customer knowledge requires formalized systems and processes. However, the 

authors underline that excessive formalization inhibits flexibility and reduces actions that 

create value for the customers. Whether information from the customers is utilized or not also 

depends on the management. Campbell (2003) state that managers pay more attention to the 

acquisition process of data and underemphasize the process of interpretation. The study from 

Campbell (2003) show that a major problem for the managers is to get consensus regarding the 

interpretation of the customer information, which create problems when it comes to integrating 

the information in the organization. According to Rollins, Bellenger, and Johnston (2012), 

there are three different types and purpose for companies to use customer information. First, 

an action-oriented use of customer information refers to concrete action and direct application 

of the information. This is the predominant utilization of customer information. The second 

type refers to knowledge-enhancing utilization of customer information. The information is 

used to increase the knowledge of the customers in general. Knowledge-enhancing utilization 

is more of strategic use compared to action-oriented utilization of customer information. The 

third type is referred to as symbolic use and means that the company uses customer information 

for appearance. It is used to justify decisions that have already been made and not to support 

future decision-making (Rollins, Bellenger and Johnston, 2012).  

Based on the different type of customer information utilization proposed by Rollins, Bellenger, 

and Johnston (2012), Birch-Jensen et al. (2018) conducted a case study of how customer 

satisfaction measurement (CSM) are used in organizations. The findings in the study show that 

organizations with symbolic use of customer feedback lack strategic purpose with CSM. The 

CSM is often communicated internally in the organization, but concrete actions from the CSM 

are not derived. Organizations that apply an action-oriented approach to their feedback process 

will have a more well-defined purpose regarding how CSM can be utilized. The study also 

shows that CSM could be used for a strategic purpose and thus utilizing it to become more 

customer-centric. Organizations with an action-oriented approach to CSM usually benchmark 

with industry competitors (Birch-Jensen et al., 2018). Lastly, organizations that use CSM for 

knowledge-enhancing purposes use the CSM collaborative and across departments. These 

organizations delegate the ownership of the CSM to different functions but lack processes of 

concretization of the CSM results. A major challenge these companies have is to make the 

employees understand how the CSM relates to their daily work. Similar to the action-oriented 

utilization, these organization use CSM to benchmark with competitors (Birch-Jensen et al., 

2018). Using the customer feedback to compare with competitors is proposed by Donovan and 

Sampler (1994), especially with the strongest competitor. O’Dell and Grayson (1998) propose 

external benchmarking as an adequate tool to adopt successful practices from other 

organizations. 
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Olsen, Witell, and Gustafsson (2014) conducted a study that aims to understand how service 

firms can convert customer satisfaction measurements into action for improving their service. 

The authors state that many companies put limited resources on the analysis of customer 

feedback in relation to the resources dedicated to gathering customer feedback. The study 

shows that many managers are questioning the validity of the customer feedback measurements 

and many believe that the results do not reflect the performance of their business unit. In 

addition, managers are usually not informed about the method of measurement before the 

results are presented. The findings from this study also indicated that managers tend to use the 

results that are in line with their own beliefs. Olsen, Witell and Gustafsson (2014) emphasize 

that explaining how the results of customer satisfaction relate to other performance measures 

is a prerequisite for it to be utilized in the decision-making process. Training employees to use 

customer feedback is also important to facilitate cross-functional knowledge sharing. 

The managers and stakeholders that have an interest in the customer feedback result must be 

able to easily understand what is presented. Therefore, the average score is usually presented. 

However, Dixon, Toman, and Delisi (2013) suggest that the results should be presented in a 

normal distribution curve. Donovan and Sampler (1994) state that quantitative data should be 

combined with qualitative data in the form of verbatim quotations. This can help the 

organization to take immediate action to current problems. It is also important that the 

quotations are not censored from information that might be unpleasant for the organization. 

Donovan and Sampler (1994), also state that it is important that the organization communicates 

how customer feedback is collected to establish trust. The authors emphasize the importance 

of statistically validity and that the survey should be conducted by an independent researcher.  

2.4.4. Organizational learning based on customer feedback: Two case studies  

A case study done by Caemmerer and Wilson (2010) investigate organizational learning based 

on customer feedback mechanisms. In their employee survey findings, they argue that there is 

a difference in employee perception on how customer feedback can contribute to organizational 

learning depending on industry group. They further discuss the important role that middle 

managers compose since they argue that organizational learning in connection to knowledge 

development and service improvements is dependent on the interaction between the collected 

customer feedback and how this data is used and implemented by that unit level. In this process, 

the role of the middle manager is of importance as they can develop organizational learning on 

a business level and affect further across the organization. Findings from this study conclude 

that customer feedback should be gathered in a strategic manner on both corporate and industry 

level. Middle managers should receive support in the process of interpreting the data and have 

internal networks and discussion platforms in order to improve the willingness for the 

organization to consider using customer feedback. 

Wirtz, Kuan Tambyah and Mattila (2010) explored the willingness for employees to 

communicate and report customer feedback in order to promote organizational learning. Their 

findings are based on semi-structured interviews with participants from all organizational 

levels, from front line employees to top management in a telecommunication company in 

Singapore and a UK-bases global supply chain service provider. Participants from all 

organizational levels confirm that negative feedback, in particular, adds value to the 
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organization and their personal learning. The participants believed that negative customer 

feedback could be useful for service improvements while positive feedback could be used for 

motivational purposes. Although participants valued feedback both positive and negative for 

process improvements, they were reluctant to the idea of using feedback to evaluate a person 

or a team. The study focused on passive, also called unsolicited feedback utilization and show 

that front line employees often doesn't know how they should communicate received feedback 

and that they are not aware of the tools they should or could use. Another aspect raised by 

Wirtz, Kuan Tambyah and Mattila (2010) is the social capital and the level of trust that the 

front-line employees have for their managers. If high levels of trust existed, the willingness to 

share negative feedback increases. According to these authors, the effect of social capital 

should be further researched and especially the impact it has on employee’s way of reporting 

customer feedback. 
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3. Methodology  

In this chapter, the methodology of this master thesis is presented and discussed. First, the overall 

research design is outlined in sub-chapter 3.1. Thereafter, the methods of data collection and data 

analysis are elaborated in sub-chapter 3.2 and 3.3. Lastly, the research quality is reflected in sub-

chapter 3.4 and ethical issues and sustainability considerations are discussed in sub-chapter 3.5.  

3.1. Research design  

The following sub-chapter contains our research approach when conducting this thesis. Our 

empirical context is also described in greater detail. 

3.1.1. Overall approach 

The research aim and questions of this thesis are complex in nature. The main research question 

- How can knowledge from customer feedback be transferred internally to drive organizational 

learning? - and both of the following sub-research questions - What barriers exist for using 

customer feedback? - and - How can customer feedback be presented and communicated in 

order for the organization to act on it? - are open-ended. The potential answers to these 

research questions are not quantifiable and not dichotomous. They are also context dependent. 

Thus, we choose a relative interpretive approach and apply qualitative methods in our research 

(Collis and Hussey, 2009). To provide answers to our research questions we conduct an 

explorative case study (Yin, 2003) of a Swedish company, which is in transitions towards a 

more customer-oriented organization. 

Our research approach involves the process of understanding a phenomenon within a specific 

context rather than arriving at concrete positivistic answers. As Collis and Hussey (2009) also 

argue interpretivism approaches are common in qualitative research especially when exploring 

the complexity of a social phenomenon. The qualitative data collection methods in such 

approaches entail in-depth investigations of small samples (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 

2009). In our research, we apply such an approach by interviewing employees and external 

parties in order to provide an in-depth understanding of the phenomenon we address i.e. 

customer feedback utilization. 

Our research is empirically oriented. Empirical findings from a qualitative analysis are based 

on a real empirical context and therefore findings can act as conformation of real-world context 

(Denscombe, 2016). Qualitative analysis also realizes that there are multiple explanations to a 

problem or phenomenon since the explanations are built on real empirical contexts. 

Considering that the findings are influenced by the context, it is important to not forget the 

context when dealing with the results. The empirical context of our research is a regulated 

monopoly market which is under transition to a more decentralized market where the customer 

has more power hence a more customer-oriented approach. However, our unit of analysis is 

the individuals within the organization and the actions and processes that the individuals are 

bound to and create in their role. We do not describe the market-related factors. 

The rationale that our thesis is explorative is twofold. First, the research area of using customer 

feedback for change has not previously been investigated in the literature to a great extent and 

therefore an exploratory purpose is adequate (Blomkvist and Hallin, 2015; Collis and Hussey, 
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2009). Second, we do not apply predefined theories to analyze the data we collect. Instead, we 

have shifted our focus between the different lines of literature and our empirical data. We are 

aware that exploratory purpose often implies an inductive approach. However, we have applied 

a rather abductive approach in our research since there was a need of going back and forth 

between empirical findings and the relevant literature. This process has also allowed us to re-

formulate relevant research questions along the way and re-position our research in the existing 

literature. According to Dubois and Gadde (2002), an abductive research approach is suitable 

for case studies, like this one, when the objective is to explore a new phenomenon. An 

abductive research approach is a mixture of inductive and deductive approaches (Dubois and 

Gadde, 2002). We believe that the strength of an abductive research process is the sensitivity 

to the empirical material. Dubois and Gadde (2002) state that theories cannot be understood 

without the empirical material and vice versa. An abductive research approach is however time-

consuming since new literature constantly needs to be read up on in order to understand the 

empirical material (Blomkvist and Hallin, 2015). This research is progressed iteratively which 

can bring individual observations to statements of general patterns as stated by Collins and 

Hussey (2009). 

3.1.2. Case study and empirical context 

A case study is preferred when the research aim is not only to explore a particular phenomenon 

but also to understand it in a specific empirical context (Collis and Hussey, 2009; Yin, 2003). 

In this thesis, the phenomenon is how knowledge from customer feedback can be used in 

organizational learning while the empirical context is on a Swedish distribution system 

operator (DSO) acting on a regulated monopoly. The case study in this research consists of two 

phases where the first phase of the study is explorative interviews within the empirical context. 

The second phase is interviews with external parties in order to receive additional perspectives 

on how other organizations work with customer feedback. According to Eisenhardt and 

Graebner (2007), the informants in a case study often includes organizational actors as well as 

other relevant organizations. In our thesis, the focal organization is DSO’s while the relevant 

organizations are those who transition to becoming more customer-oriented in their approach. 

Using numerous informants with different perspectives is a key approach to limit interview 

bias. It is common that the selected respondents have different organizational roles and come 

from different hierarchical levels (Eisenhardt and Graebner, 2007). In our research, we cover 

different roles and levels such as “Head of Department” and “Key Account Manager” (see sub-

chapter 3.2 and 3.3 for further description of the phase one and two as well as a complete 

collection of respondents). We are aware of the shortcomings of case studies, for instance as 

discussed by Yin (2003) there is a risk of bias view affecting the direction of which the findings 

lead. There might be a lack of rigor in the findings and that there is little, if any, scientifically 

generalization.  

The empirical context of our thesis is a Swedish DSO with approximately 900 000 customers. 

The power system consists of three main areas; transmission, for large power plants, regional 

(sub-transmission) and local power distribution. In our study, the customer feedback from 

interactions from the two last areas are the ones that are investigated. The company has three 

characteristics that we believe are important to consider for the purpose of this thesis. First, the 
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company acts on a regulated monopoly market and experience an organizational change 

process where they go towards a more customer-centric approach. The second characteristic is 

how the organization divides its process matters. Processes, where customers can provide 

feedback to the organization, is in four different process matters. The processes have a variety 

of processing time and level of technical expertise. The third characteristic of the company is 

the mix of private and corporate customers that they are in business with. Both these customer 

bases provide feedback to the organization. Both private and corporate customers can provide 

feedback to the organization in two different ways. The first one is providing unsolicited 

feedback directly to the company representative during a phone call or meeting. The other flow 

of customer feedback comes from a customer feedback metric called Customer Effort Score 

(CES). The CES metric both have a qualitative and a quantitative result. This form of solicited 

feedback is collected through e-mail or text message. There are four main processes where a 

customer interacts with the company, these are: interruptions, billing and payment, new 

connections and damages claim. Our study does not separate these four processes since the 

collection of customer feedback is similar for all processes. While the collection process is the 

same, the individual employees and groups work differently with using customer feedback. 

The Swedish DSO is under a transition to becoming more customer-oriented in which the 

organization needs to understand and learn from their customers. This is in line with our 

research aim which is to investigate how knowledge from customer feedback can be transferred 

internally to facilitate organizational learning. 

The focus of our case study is on customer feedback results and how they are communicated 

and used for change within the organization. The barriers for using feedback are investigated 

and how the knowledge from customer feedback is transferred within the organization are 

discussed. An analysis regarding how results from customer feedback should be presented and 

communicated in order for managers to act on them is also included. In our analysis, we 

consider the individual actions as our unit of analysis. While knowledge transfer can be done 

in groups and even divisions, we investigate how actions based on customer feedback are done 

by managers, key account managers, head of the department among others within the 

organization.  

3.2. Data collection 

The primary data collection in this research is acquired by interviews with employees in the 

empirical context and additional external employees and management consultants. To carry 

out a case study with interviews as a research method is suitable in this case since there is an 

interest in developing a deeper understanding of a phenomenon (Blomkvist and Hallin, 2015). 

The secondary data collection is company reports and customer feedback process information 

from the empirical context. According to Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill (2009), secondary 

data in the form of company reports can provide useful information to help the researchers to 

answer the research questions. In this research, the market strategy report is used to formulate 

the interview guidelines. Blomkvist and Hallin (2015) state that document gathering is suitable 

as a complementary data collection method to interviews in case studies. We have chosen 

interviews as our primary data since it allows us to learn how the different individuals reason 



22 

 

regarding the topic of the research. Open-ended interviews enable new ideas to emerge 

regarding the phenomenon under study (Blomkvist and Hallin, 2015).  

3.2.1. Interviews  

The conducted interviews were semi-structured and unstructured. Unstructured interviews are 

conducted with some interviewees in order to get a general understanding of the research topic 

(Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2009). The semi-structured interviews consisted of several 

themes determined prior to the interviews (Blomkvist and Hallin, 2015). However, as 

mentioned by Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill (2009), the order of the questions could vary 

depending on the flow of the interview. In our thesis, the interview guide is altered depending 

on the role and knowledge of the specific interviewee. However, the interview guide is 

organized through common themes and had a similar structure. Additional questions outside 

the interview guide are also asked. According to Yin (2003) interviews in an exploratory case 

study are often of open-ended nature so the interviewee can elaborate freely about the subject. 

All interviews were audio-recorded and with consent, as proposed by Saunders, Lewis, and 

Thornhill (2009). Notes were taken during the interviews and both researchers were present 

during all interviews. The interviews are transcribed to facilitate search and comparison of the 

data, as proposed by Denscombe (2016). The duration of the interviews lasted for 

approximately one hour and all interview is conducted “face-to-face” with the exception of 

respondent A1 and A3 due to geographical problems and was therefore done via phone. We 

agree with Denscombe (2016) that interviews often gives a profound and detailed picture of 

the problem and an understanding of the respondent’s priorities and ideas. Thus, respondents 

have the possibility to, in an interview, develop and identify what they consider is the central 

factors. When conducting unstructured and semi-structured interviews there can be a difficulty 

achieving consistency since it’s dependent on specific interviewees and the empirical context. 

While interviews are time-consuming, they are very flexible especially unstructured and semi-

structured interviews (Denscombe, 2016). 

3.2.2. Phase one – explorative interviews in the empirical context  

Data collection of the first phase of the case study is based on interviews with employees within 

the empirical context and aims to get a greater understanding of the phenomenon. Selection of 

respondents is based on their role and experience with customer relations, customer feedback 

and their direct or indirect interactions with customers. Additional respondent E7 was 

conducted since expertise in internal communication added insights of how customer feedback 

can be communicated. Interviews E1, E2, E4 were unstructured while the others were semi-

structured. In addition, with respondent E10 weekly meetings were conducted. This created 

opportunities to gain new insights and raised questions for discussion. For a complete 

presentation of all the interviews for phase one, see Table 2. 
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Table 2. A complete presentation of all participants within the empirical context for the first phase of 

the case study 

Title of 

Interviewee 
Code name 

Type of 

interview 

Duration 

[minutes] 
Date 

Project Manager  E1 Unstructured 48 
2019-02-06 

 

Process & 

System 

Development 

 

E2 Unstructured 47 2019-02-08 

Key Customer 

Manager 

 

E3 Semi-structured 55 2019-02-11 

Project Manager E4 Unstructured 60 2019-02-12 

Project Manager 

Associate, 

Portfolio 

coordinator 

E5 Semi-structured 45 2019-02-13 

Director, 

Customer and 

Market Relations 

E6 Semi-structured 46 2019-02-14 

Internal 

Communicator 
E7 Semi-structured 56 2019-03-28 

Head of 

Department, 

Network 

Connections 

E8 Semi-structured 40  2019-04-02 

Complaint 

Specialist 
E9 Semi-structured 50 2019-04-05 

Business analyst E10 Weekly meeting 30 
2019-02-01 – 

 2019-05-20 

 

3.2.3. Phase two – external interviews  

The data collection in the second phase aims to get further insights regarding how organizations 

can utilize customer feedback. The external interviews are divided between other DSO’s that 

has is comparable to the empirical context and interviews with consultants managing 

organizational learning. Selection of respondents A1 to A3 is based on the role description with 

emphasis on responsibility for customer strategy and customer insights. Interviews with 

respondent A1 and A3 are conducted on the phone due to geographical difficulties. Selection 

of consultants C1 to C3 is based on their profession within organizational learning and 
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managing change. The interviews with the consultants were conducted to get a holistic view of 

the challenges with organizational learning. In addition, these interviews also included 

questions regarding what tools should be used to address these challenges. See Table 3 for a 

complete presentation of external respondents and how the interview is conducted. 

Table 3. A complete presentation of all external participants for the second phase of the case study 

Title of the 

interviewee 

Code name Type of 

interview 

Duration 

[minutes] 

Date 

Market director A1  Semi-structured 36 2019-04-05 

Head of Key 

Account 

Managers 

A2 Semi-structured 43 2019-04-08 

Head of 

Customer 

Service 

A3 Semi-structured 47 2019-04-26 

Management 

Consultant 

C1 Semi-structured 52 2019-04-09 

Senior program 

and project 

manager 

C2 Semi-structured 

 

50 2019-05-06 

Director, Head 

of Sales 

C3 Semi-structured 

 

56 2019-05-09 

 

3.3. Data analysis 

To analyze the collected data from the interviews, a thematic analysis is applied. As this thesis 

has a relatively abductive research process, a thematic analysis technique has allowed us to 

move back and forth between different areas of the data set (Braun and Clarke, 2006). Thematic 

analysis is overall a common method of analyzing qualitative data in social science and related 

fields (Blomkvist and Hallin, 2015). There is no clear agreement on how a thematic analysis 

should be conducted. However, it includes identifying, analyzing and reporting themes within 

the collected data (Braun and Clarke, 2006). The flexibility of this data analysis approach 

allowed an iterative review of the themes where themes are adjusted and re-evaluated 

throughout the data analysis process. 

The data analysis is conducted based on the procedure proposed by Braun and Clarke (2006) 

and Blomkvist and Hallin (2015). The process of analyzing the data commenced by reading 

through the entire data set from the transcribed interviews in order to identify possible patterns. 

However, as described by Braun and Clarke (2006), the familiarization and analysis of the data 

started at the process of the transcription and since both authors attend the interviews, this is 

achieved. After reviewing the empirical material, a number of themes are decided, followed 

data reduction and selecting different parts of the empirical material into themes (Blomkvist 

and Hallin, 2015). As stated by Braun and Clarke (2006) the context should not be lost in the 
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coding process and therefore the entire sections are selected and placed into a theme in order 

to guarantee that no surrounding statements are lost. The themes are continuously reviewed 

and reflected regarding how they relate to the research questions and the purpose as 

recommended by Blomkvist and Hallin (2015). As an example, we believe that theme 4.3 will 

help us to answer the first sub-research question of what barriers exists for using customer 

feedback. Some themes are combined, which is common according to Braun and Clarke 

(2006). While thematic analysis entails advantages such as flexibility, it entails some pitfalls. 

A major pitfall is to analyze the data without an analytical narrative. Another major pitfall is to 

only use the questions in the interview guide as themes, which means that little or no analytical 

work has been done. Too much overlap between the themes or inconsistency is also a risk with 

thematic analysis (Braun and Clarke, 2006).  

3.4. Research quality  

The research quality is explained in terms of reliability, validity, and generalizability each 

described in further detail in the following paragraphs.  

Validity is according to Collis and Hussey (2009) “the extent to which the research findings 

accurately reflect the phenomena under study.” Misleading or inaccurate measurements, as 

well as poor research procedures, can result in low validity (Collis and Hussey, 2009). To 

achieve validity, the research design and the research questions have been peer-reviewed by 

our supervisor at KTH as well as by master students and professors during seminars. One form 

of validity is construct validity which refers to the problem of subjective judgments by the 

researcher in the data collection phase (Yin, 2003). Construct validity can be addressed by 

using data triangulation. This research aimed to use data triangulation by collecting information 

from multiple sources (Yin, 2003). Interviewees with different professions were chosen to give 

their perspective on the topic. Employees, within the empirical context, with a diversity of 

responsibilities and on different levels in the organization were selected. Additional 

perspectives are highlighted by external parties. All respondents are active on the same market 

and management consultants with insight or organizational change are included in the study. 

The research is done with a qualitative method with interviews as primary empirical data. 

Validity is achieved in the recorded face-to-face interviews since it is a lower risk of confusion 

of what was said and not. On the other hand, data based on interviews are sometimes conflicting 

since it is based on what the respondents say rather than what they do, which lowers the validity 

of the findings (Denscombe, 2016). Having access to the empirical context creates an 

opportunity to go back to a specific respondent to control the validity of the findings. Questions 

regarding the empirical context, respondent responsibilities and organizational processes has 

been discussed on a weekly basis with respondent E10 in order to easier understand the context.  

External validity, also referred to as generalizability, concerns to what extent the findings from 

one research can be generalized and applicable to other research settings e.g. a different 

organization (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2009). Since this research is based on a case 

study, it cannot bring statistical generalizability. However, this thesis can achieve some 

analytical generalizability. According to Blomkvist and Hallin (2015), analytical 

generalizability can increase by having a detailed description of the case, which is done in sub-

chapter 3.1.2. By achieving some degree of analytical generalizability, findings from this 
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research can be used for similar cases within a similar context (Kvale and Brinkmann, 2009; 

Denscombe, 2016).  

For the research results to be reliable, the operations of the study must be able to be repeated 

and generate the same results. Achieving reliability will minimize the risk of biases and errors 

in the research (Yin, 2003). A prerequisite for other researchers to repeat the study is to 

document the procedures of the research (Collis and Hussey, 2009; Yin 2003). In this research, 

reliability has been addressed by providing detailed descriptions regarding the different 

methods used in the data collection as well as in the data analysis. Information regarding the 

interviewees is presented and an overall interview guide. However, ensuring that the 

interviewees will provide the same answers at a later time is not possible. Respondent answers 

are depending on the current knowledge and position of the interviewees which can evolve 

later in time.  

3.5. Ethical issues and sustainability 

This qualitative study is based on interviews with employees on different organizational levels 

in the empirical context as well as external parties. Therefore, the research has been conducted 

with respect to the Swedish Research Council principles of ethics in social science. These four 

requirements of research ethics are: the information requirement, the consent requirement, the 

confidentiality requirement and the good use requirement (Blomkvist and Hallin, 2015). All 

interviews are anonymized and only recorded with the interviewee's consent. Prior to 

interviews, the interviewees are informed of the purpose of the interview and the aim of the 

research they contribute to. Data collected from interviews is only used for the purpose of this 

study and all the transcribed data and audio-recordings are deleted at the end of the study.  

This study also considers its impact on sustainability aspects. The term sustainable 

development was first introduced in the Brundtland report in 1987 and has gained a lot of 

attention. Sustainable development can be divided into three dimensions: environmental, social 

and economic (Baumgartner and Rauter, 2017). The environmental dimension refers to 

ecological aspects. The social dimension concerns aspects e.g., democracy, health, education, 

and freedom from discrimination and poverty. It emphasizes the human perspective. The 

economic dimension refers to economic growth and value generation without endangering the 

material and human resources overtime (Dahlin, 2014). This thesis is mostly related to the 

social and economic dimension. Findings from our investigation of knowledge transfer based 

on customer feedback could be beneficial for the customers since the organization thereby will 

be more customer-oriented. Due to the fact that the organization is a regulated monopoly, 

providing infrastructure services to different geographical areas, the social responsibility the 

organization has needs to be taken into account. Furthermore, dealing with dissatisfied 

customers requires extensive resources and a learning organization that utilize customer 

feedback can lower the number of dissatisfied customers and thereby the expenses. 
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4. Findings   

We organize our findings into three sub-chapters. In sub-chapter 4.1 we present the challenges that an 

organization faces when handling and collecting divergent streams of feedback from customers. In sub-

chapter 4.2, we explain how knowledge from customer feedback can be communicated and shared 

within an organization. In the last sub-chapter, 4.3, we present our findings on the existing barriers for 

using customer feedback as knowledge.  

In this chapter, we present three themes that capture the current process when dealing with 

customer feedback and how it relates to organizational learning. Before presenting these 

findings, it is important to understand that customer feedback is acquired in different forms. 

The organization can collect solicited feedback actively by sending out surveys, in this case 

CES, after an interaction between the customer and organization has been encountered. The 

solicited feedback is collected and distributed to each respective department manager. 

Feedback can also be provided by the customer in a passive form, unsolicited, which is given 

directly to the front-line employees e.g. key account managers through the phone or in a 

meeting. This type, unsolicited feedback, is challenging to document. Collecting and acquiring 

customer feedback is a prerequisite for enabling intra-organizational knowledge that can drive 

organizational learning. Findings on the process of how feedback is collected and handled are 

presented in sub-chapter 4.1. While acquiring customer feedback is important, the knowledge 

needs to be transferred in order to serve value. Therefore, the next step is to deliver customer 

feedback to the organization. The solicited feedback is transferred and communicated in the 

organization on an individual- or group level. While the unsolicited feedback is only transferred 

through the organization if the recipient employee actively communicates it. Findings on how 

the organization communicates and transfer knowledge from customer feedback are presented 

in sub-chapter 4.2. Obtaining knowledge from customer feedback can be challenging, as 

illustrated in Figure 2, barriers hinder knowledge transfer and organizational learning. Findings 

on what barriers exist in the organization that prevent organizational learning are presented in 

sub-chapter 4.3. 

 

Figure 2. Illustration of the collection process of customer feedback and barriers that can block 

knowledge transfer and organizational learning 
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4.1. Collection and handling of customer feedback 

How can divergent information be handled in an organization? In this sub-chapter the ways of 

how the process of receiving information in the form of feedback from a variety of directions 

is analyzed. Our results show that there are some key aspects in the way that information is 

handled. First, the documentation and handling of solicited feedback are presented. The 

findings indicate internal disparities regarding decentralized responsibility of this feedback. 

The importance of receiving unpolished customer feedback is presented as well. The second 

aspect of this sub-chapter concerns the challenges of handling unsolicited customer feedback. 

One challenge with unsolicited feedback is to obtain knowledge from it since it is often locked 

as tacit knowledge. Here the findings show that the volume of unsolicited feedback can be 

overwhelming and that there is a lack of structure in which this customer feedback is 

categorized and documented. To which extent this process should be structured has divided 

opinions. The need for structure in documenting unsolicited feedback is evident in the findings 

but the challenges of not being restrained by the workload in which this entails are something 

that the respondent expresses. 

Respondents state that the process of collecting solicited feedback is more pronounced in 

comparison to the process of collecting unsolicited feedback. The ambition of the solicited 

feedback collection process is that the customer should be able to provide feedback after every 

interaction with any part of the organization. Even if the collection process of solicited 

feedback is established and the challenges are fewer compared to the collection of unsolicited 

feedback, there is still the lack of structure in handling this category of feedback. Findings 

show that solicited feedback collection methods, such as feedback metrics, can be frustrating 

for customers since they must repeat the same issue as they have brought up during an 

interaction e.g. in a meeting or phone call in the form of unsolicited feedback. Regardless of 

the customer's opinion of the collection method or their willingness to express their feedback, 

the interviews show disparity among managers regarding the responsibility to analyze and 

understand the feedback provided by customers.  

“I think it [analyzing customer feedback] is the most important task as a group 

manager. So, my ambition is definitely to do it” – E9 

The opinion on who is responsible for the process of understanding the customer feedback 

shifts from the responsibility laying on the managers of that process to the information being 

delivered as a complete analysis of the results. A great majority of the managers state that 

receiving unpolished customer feedback is important for the validity of the information. Pre-

selection of the most important customer feedback is not considered necessary since they prefer 

to do the analysis themselves. The interviewed managers state that receiving unpolished 

customer feedback helps them give more accurate individual feedback to their group. However, 

it should be noted that some of the managers did not mind receiving sorted customer feedback 

as well as an analysis.  

“I would prefer it [analysis of the customer feedback] to be served. It does not 

have to be me who does it.” – E8 
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Respondents point out that there is an absence of instructions on who is responsible for the 

matter. While the responsibilities lack direction the need for ownership of the matter is obvious. 

Giving someone the ownership of the matter is something that is discussed by the internal 

communicator, E7. The ownership for understanding the customer feedback also requires trust 

from the other employees that the responsible person has the right competence for both 

analyzing the customer information and knowing the process for which the feedback is a 

reaction to.  

“I think that one should present facts and trust that the person responsible for 

the process have the competence to act on facts as a basis. However, if someone 

is sitting on a brilliant solution regarding that process, of course they should 

share that. I just mean that the solution is probably best solved from the person 

that is responsible for the issue.” – E7  

Most of the managers state that they have a better understanding of the solicited feedback 

compared to the unsolicited feedback. They claim that they are aware of the method for 

collecting the feedback and what it entails. While there is a good understanding, of what the 

customer feedback consists of among Key Account Managers and other employees that have a 

direct link to customers, this understanding of solicited customer feedback is not widespread 

on an organizational level.  

“Definitely, maybe [the understanding is] not on a company level but at business 

relations department the customer perspective has been pushed out. Every one 

here is fully aware of it [the customer feedback collection metric] and knows 

what it is all about. But I’m not certain that the entire company knows what it 

is.” – E8  

Respondents see a possibility that customer feedback could be collected in conjunction of a 

specific interaction with customers e.g. post business to business meetings. Here the customer 

could be given the chance to express their experience and suggest improvements directly to the 

company representative, which could bring value according to some respondents. This type of 

feedback can be categorized as unsolicited feedback which is the second aspect of this theme. 

The unsolicited feedback is directly expressed in interaction with customers either in a meeting, 

a phone call or other channels such as through social media. Findings from this study are 

unanimous in that the unsolicited feedback collection lacks a systematic process where the 

feedback is gathered and looked upon as customer feedback.  

“I would not say that [unsolicited feedback] is documented in a systematic way.” 

– A1  

A major challenge in documenting unsolicited feedback is that it often entails a heavy 

administrative workload. The challenges in the documentation are rooted in the need for 

directions on what unsolicited feedback that should be documented, how it should document 

and that actions that could be done on the collected unsolicited feedback.  

“An organization needs to have a process to address this [unsolicited feedback] 

and have a structural way to handle it.” – C3 
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Respondents in direct contact with customers on a daily basis admits that they could be better 

at utilizing the unsolicited feedback they receive. Key account manager, E3 and market 

director, A1, believes that the unsolicited feedback could be more systematically documented. 

While this is the vision it is not introduced in the organization's process. Other respondents 

raise that the collection of unsolicited feedback is not a priority compared to other tasks.  

“The focus right now may not be on what we are told on the phone.” – E9 

Another challenge with unsolicited feedback is the variety of possible issues and opinions that 

the customer can express since there is no metrics with clear questions. This contributed to the 

heavy workload with this customer feedback category. Respondents that do collect unsolicited 

feedback told to them via phone does not grade these in any specific order, e.g. satisfied or 

unsatisfied customer, they also lack processes for reviewing this customer feedback. 

“When we meet the customers come with input, it disappears in the crowd. There 

is no good funnel.” – E3 

Another aspect of the challenges that the collection of unsolicited feedback embarks upon is 

the human factor. This factor affects what sort of feedback that is collected and directions 

regarding how this should be done. Our findings show that within an organization some 

individuals document unsolicited feedback, although this is very seldom brought up as 

discussions in teams. The feedback stays with the person receiving it. Having individual 

documentation of unsolicited feedback, that lacks guidelines on what type of feedback should 

be documented, knowledge regarding the customer's voice can be lost. 

“We have no good system for documenting it [unsolicited feedback], but we have 

documentation ourselves, nothing we go through without much that one talks to 

each other about how to handle cases.” – A2 

An effect of the individual documentation and the lack of any systematic process for collecting 

unsolicited feedback is that the risk of knowledge regarding the customers being stuck in the 

head of the individual. This together with the previously mentioned issue with not discussing 

feedback among teams, this hinders unsolicited feedback to be viewed as customer feedback 

in the same way as solicited feedback. 

“So, there is no direct feedback. It may be in the head of someone, but they will 

pass it on to the process, but it will be filtered. [...] But is not documented as 

customer feedback directly.” – A1 

Not all respondents believe that documentation of unsolicited feedback is necessary in order to 

be able to utilize it. Management consultants has the experience that the use of unsolicited 

feedback is rather a question of what kind of responsibilities managers have and how an 

organization, top-down, work with improving services. In this improvement process, the 

organization should consider the existing passive information that employees possess. 

“The passive feedback is really difficult [to handle] because it will always be in 

the mind of people. [...] So, you don’t have to document it [passive feedback] 

because it often becomes a wet blanket. It is rather about working procedures 

for making use of passive information.” – C2  
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However, without any structure on how unsolicited feedback should be documented, the ability 

to see customer trends is lost. Having the opportunity to see trends in customer opinion and if 

a specific feedback is recurrent are important parts of the value in customer feedback, according 

to our empirical findings.  

“I believe that you get more benefits from it [customer feedback] if you can show 

trends rather than individual cases because it is much easier to dismiss a single 

customer case.” – E7 

One single dissatisfied customer is not what the organization should act upon but if many 

customers raise the same issue actions might be nessesary. The findings show that documenting 

trends is desired by managers and a key solution for understanding the feedback and future 

actions in their customer relationship. Respondents believe that seeing trend breaks can be a 

guiding tool in seeing which customer needs extra attention.  

“[single customer feedback results] does not result in any activity. But in the 

future, it may be good to see these trends.” – E3  

4.2. Knowledge transfer of customer feedback through the organization  

When asking respondents regarding how they communicate knowledge gathered from the 

collected customer feedback and how they share this with the organization, three key aspects 

were found. First, the discussion on which level this should be conducted on within the 

organization, individual- or group level. Here the majority of respondents were in agreement 

that individual feedback is the most effective. The respondents expressed that it can be difficult 

to communicate customer feedback on a group level since the information might not be 

received as serious feedback for the specific individuals attending the meeting. The second 

aspect of transferring knowledge from customer feedback is the balance between positive and 

negative feedback and how it should be communicated in the organization. The third, and last, 

aspect of sharing customer feedback in the organization is the importance of storytelling. The 

entire organization should grasp every opportunity of expressing the customer journey and the 

customer’s role in the processes. Storytelling should be done both horizontally and vertically 

in the organization. 

Communicating customer feedback on a group- or individual level was a recurrent topic during 

the interviews. Findings show that a majority of managers prefer to receive customer feedback 

linked to a specific employee since this gives a more detailed and accurate description of the 

service performance. However, the most apparent reason why individual feedback is preferred 

is due to how the employees behave during group level feedback sessions. Managers state that 

group level feedback does not affect the employees as much as individual feedback.  

“I would like to have it [customer feedback] on an individual level. […] If you 

talk to the group, one may not really care.” – E8 

One reason why the organization wants to communicate customer feedback is to improve the 

performance of front-line employees that interacts with customers. The possibility to provide 

feedback on an individual level makes employees more willing to act on customer feedback 

according to our findings. Respondents state that individual feedback helps them to translate 
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how the customer feedback affect their daily work. If the feedback is presented quantitatively 

and on a group level some respondent worries that the feedback is not taken seriously. 

“If the statistics are too far away from yourself it’s harder to embrace it.” – E3 

The respondents further relate individual feedback as an important contributor to personal 

development in their professional role. This is also the reason why they advocate individual 

feedback in comparison to group level feedback.  

“[...] it was [individual] feedback that developed me in my work. The knowledge 

that this is what the customers like and what can be improved. Then I knew where 

I should put my resources of development.” – A3 

The advantage of having customer feedback on an individual level is the ability for employees 

to see their personal development and improve service quality. The transparency of feedback 

results within the organization was brought up in some of the interviews. Here some 

respondents see value in employees being able to access the data from solicited customer 

feedback and that transparency could increase the willingness to listen to the customers and 

change. Other respondents have experience in employees expressing a demand for accessing 

and knowing what feedback the customer has mainly on an individual level. However, this 

requires clarity in the processes of which individual the customer is really giving feedback to. 

“I believe that in the future it might be good to have it [individual access to 

feedback] if the organization is mature enough. But then you get the need to 

have uncomplicated cases with a clear employee responsible.” – A1  

While individual feedback is preferred, it also became clear that having group level discussions 

with employees is important as well. Many respondents state that it is during group meetings 

the most vital discussions occur, although a majority of the respondents state that these types 

of meetings are occurring very seldom. 

“There are different ways of working with it [the result from customer feedback], 

but I believe in involvement from the groups that interact with the customers on 

a daily basis. It is there you have everything. I believe in involvement and 

anchoring to get the best outcome.” – A3  

Communicating on a group level is also stated to be more effective since the manager does not 

have to repeat the feedback over and over again. Many managers state that the employees tend 

to share customer feedback they have received unsolicited if customer feedback is brought up 

during meetings. 

“[...] or bring up [unsolicited customer feedback] during a meeting and then 

anyone can share if they want to inform about something that someone 

[customer] has said.” – A2  

Regardless of whether the feedback is on an individual- or a group level, there are some options 

in what format it is communicated. The choice of communication channel in which the 

customer feedback should be delivered to the employees was discussed by many respondents. 

Here the options are limited since possible channels are emails, individual face-to-face 

meetings or team meetings. Some respondents stress the value of having support from a group 

and having discussions where you can share experience and ideas for how to act on the 
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feedback which bring value to the gathered knowledge. While the discussions are valuable, 

respondents point out that digital delivery is necessary, even if some emploeyees miss the 

physical format. 

“Someone comes with an idea that we should try this or whatever we are 

supposed to do. So, I miss that part, instead of just receiving it [customer 

feedback] digitally. In a meeting, you can generate a discussion and receive help 

from others and take part in the experience of one another.” – E8  

The importance of having a continuous communication and discussion of customer feedback, 

both on an individual level and group level, is raised by many responders. Continuity is 

important since it brings customer to the agenda so the employees can constantly be reminded 

by how their customers perceive their work.  

“With continuity in the working group, where you look and see what our 

customers are saying and what are we supposed to do with the result. What are 

we supposed to change and are we supposed to change? [...] You can measure 

each month and see if the activities you have conducted have given results.” – 

A3 

The second aspect of transferring knowledge from customer feedback is the need to distinguish 

the communication of positive and negative customer feedback to the employees. Respondents 

identify this as a powerful incitement to encourage employees to improve customer 

satisfaction. However, a majority of the respondents state that the organization does not 

prioritize the communication of positive customer feedback.  

“I think we're bad at doing that [share positive feedback]. I think that is very 

dependent on the individual. We say that we are supposed to communicate 

[positive customer feedback] to each other. […] Unfortunately, that does not 

occur very often.” – E9  

On the other hand, the communication of negative customer feedback is more complex and 

respondents state that it is important to show respect to the individual employee that has 

received negative feedback from customers. 

“[…] when you give [negative] feedback, it is very important how you 

communicate it. To explain to your employees that you only have good intention 

with the feedback and that the purpose is to develop them in their current role.” 

– A3 

Communicating negative customer feedback also requires a thorough analysis of the particular 

case. Many managers emphasize that feedback from customers is not always accurate and that 

the employees have different levels of complicated customer cases. One cannot simply 

communicate negative feedback from the customers without knowing the story behind it. It is 

also important to listen to the recipient of negative customer feedback.  

“In the future you want to, just like any other customer service function, be able 

to measure on individual level. However, you have to take it with a grain of salt. 

It is usually the most skilled employees that handle the most difficult cases and 

that’s why they have the most dissatisfied customers […].” – E6  
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To make employees more recipient to negative customer feedback, managers need to 

incrementally introduce the feedback. A majority of respondents state that a combination of 

positive and negative customer feedback should be communicated to make the employees more 

recipient to the negative feedback. 

“You have to start with the good cases where we received positive customer 

feedback with a high score. Thereafter, you could be ready to receive a 

[customer satisfaction] score of 3, then 2 and lastly 1. So that you don’t lower 

the self-esteem of this employee, that is what it is about.” – A1  

Another challenge in the communication of negative feedback is the risk of creating a 

reluctance towards displaying negative results from customer feedback metrics. This can 

influence the organization to not disclose the entire truth of the collected feedback.  

“[...] that you prevent people from finding out the real truth, hiding numbers, 

improves the report [...]” – C3 

A common denominator brought up in the findings was the need for storytelling to the 

organization in order for them to be receptive to customer feedback. This is the third and last 

aspect of this theme. Respondent E7, that works with internal communication state that it is 

important to exemplify and show who the customers are and how they are affected by the 

company’s service offerings.  

“[...] it is about continuing pushing it [how the customer is affected] and maybe 

use more storytelling regarding where the electricity goes in everyday life and 

exemplify [...]” – E7 

Other respondents state that examples of the consequence of malfunctions in the service are an 

incentive for the employees to deliver better service quality. Storytelling regarding the 

customer perception of the services is also advocated by many of the respondents. 

 “[...] we hope that we’re going to be clearer with our new process orientation 

and show in a clearer way how everyone contributes to the result of the company 

and the customer experience. However, I also believe that you should combine 

this with another type of storytelling regarding how the customer perceives us 

[...]” – E6 

Findings show that presenting examples of customer journeys is an effective way to highlight 

the customer perspective. In this presentation both good and less good ways of dealing with 

the customers should be highlighted. A majority of respondent’s state that storytelling is an 

effective tool to show the customer’s perspective. However, it must be conducted continuously.  

“[…] because you can’t just do it [storytelling] one time. You have to do it at 

every meeting and include storytelling each time.” – C2 

According to management consultant C1, storytelling can also occur informally between the 

employees. If the change journey starts with employees that are reluctant to change it might 

not be successful. They will become informal storytellers that talks about the change in a 

negative approach.  

“So, when you start with those who were positive in the beginning, they have 

already been infected by this and is negative instead.” – C1 
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These storytellers affect the rest of the organization. Other respondents state that storytelling 

plays an important role when it comes to explaining how the work done by employees from 

different departments affects their customers. 

“The comments that arise sometimes is that I have nothing to do with this. What 

we are trying to do is to explain that everyone has an influence on this.” – E8 

4.3. Barriers for using customer feedback as knowledge 

As stated in the literature some barriers exist when it comes to transferring knowledge and 

using feedback in the organization. The barriers are both cultural barriers and behavioral 

barriers e.g. not feeling like knowledge transferring is a part of the job description. As previous 

studies show, challenges can be a difference in employee perception of how customer feedback 

contributes to organizational learning. In this sub-chapter, two major barriers were found. The 

first one is the belief in the information from customers, here respondents are unsure of how 

much they trust the results from customer feedback metrics which leads to challenges when 

wanting to share this with the rest of the organization. Lack of trust in customer feedback can 

also be blamed at polarized results, meaning that only very satisfied or very unsatisfied 

customers respond, or statistical difficulties due to low response rates. The second major barrier 

is based on what culture the organization has. Here there is an unwillingness to share feedback 

and a culture that does not see the potential value in customer feedback. 

Respondents emphasize the risk of data polarization in the customer feedback, i.e. only the 

very satisfied and very unsatisfied customers give feedback. The risk of polarized answers 

seems to affect the trust that employees have towards the results from customer feedback 

surveys. Respondents state that the risk of polarization has to be taken in account during the 

analysis of the feedback. However, one should be careful regarding how the results are being 

weighted and presented regardless of data polarization. Many respondents explain the issue 

with data polarization by relating to themselves as potential responding customers. 

“You just have to look at yourself, you don’t really answer these survey that 

you receive. You only answer if you are really dissatisfied or really satisfied.” – 

E8 

The risk of polarization affecting the level of trust on the customer feedback results is raised 

by many respondents. Respondent A1 also touch upon the risk of polarized feedback, however, 

does not really see it as a problem but rather that the customer might over exaggerate. 

Regardless of data polarization, respondents agree that feedback is still valuable since it 

contains issues that irritates their customers. Therefore, the risk of polarization has to be dealt 

with since the results cannot be neglected. Some respondents believe that only receiving 

polarized customer feedback, e.g. very satisfied or very unsatisfied customer, answers could 

be a major risk if the organization was operating on a competitive market since this would 

mean that the neutral customer is never being heard. These customers could, therefore, 

disappear among the feedback without explaining why. 

“You really want to write these comments when you are very dissatisfied. But we 

are aware of that [...] So, you can’t just look at one answer, there has to be some 

greater cluster.” – A1 



36 

 

Another barrier for using customer feedback more frequently in the organization is the low 

response rate is raised by many respondents. Respondents state that the low response rate 

makes it difficult to achieve statistical validity. This also makes it difficult to find patterns in 

the feedback. According to some respondents, corporate customers have a lower response rate 

than private customers. The lack of communication to the corporate customers regarding the 

importance of the feedback contributes to the low response rate according to some of the 

responding managers. 

“I believe that we have failed when it comes to making them understand that this 

is not a major survey that goes out to a thousand people. They are fairly selected. 

Every answer makes a difference for us.” – E3 

Key account manager, A2, expresses the need for the survey to be easy for customers to answer 

and in order to be valid, the survey must be answered as fast as an interaction with the customer 

has been made. If the customer feedback metric is difficult to understand or provided to the 

customer a long time after the interaction is made, the chance of the customer responding is 

low. Other respondents confirm this and add that too many questions in the survey could be a 

possible reason for the low response rate. Respondents raise the issue that a low response rate 

affects the potential of analyzing the qualitative answers in the customer feedback survey, and 

therefore the low response rate is considered as a barrier. However, low response rates are not 

the only barrier for analyzing customer feedback information. Respondents express that even 

if the response rate was sufficient, there is still disbelief in the analysis. This disbelief is linked 

to the who should be responsible for analyzing the feedback and there is an issue with that 

person being inexperienced of collecting and analyzing feedback which inhibits the 

organization from using it.  

“Maybe we could find more grain of gold in there [customer feedback results] if 

we could get more response so we could analyze what it is.” – E8 

Findings show that there is a lack of a systematic process for using customer feedback in 

projects inhibits the employees from using it. Many respondents state that they see the customer 

feedback as valuable but still doesn’t use the feedback in their current projects that relates to 

improvements for the customers. Some of the respondent’s state that the method of measuring 

customer satisfaction is not familiar to everyone in the organization.  

“We haven’t structured the results [from customer feedback] so we can use it in 

projects in a good way. I don’t really believe that we have done that.” – E5 

The effect of organizational culture was frequently mentioned by respondents and more 

specifically how it affects the view of the customer and the willingness to receive and share 

customer feedback. Respondents are in agreement that the customer has not historically been 

prioritized in this kind of organizations, DSO. They state that when they started working at the 

company, some employees simply refused to talk to the customers. According to respondents, 

the willingness to discuss and receive customer feedback depends on the background of the 

employee. Employees with technical specialization, for instance engineers, are less willing to 

participate in discussions regarding customers and perceive the customer as annoying. While 
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employees that are responsible for corporate relations are more extrovert and willing to 

participate in a dialogue at group meetings.  

“If I sit down with my technicians or engineers, I am usually the one that is 

talking. They probably want to continue with their calculations. They are simply 

more introvert. I think this applies to other departments as well. If you don’t 

want to work with customers, then you are looking to work for other 

departments.” – E8 

Respondents in the organization raise the issue that the company traditionally has not perceived 

the customer as a customer. According to some respondents (e.g., E1, E2, and E7) the customer 

has been viewed as a “loading point” rather than a customer. However, many respondents state 

that this view of the customer has been starting to change in recent years. Some respondents 

relate to the company’s monopoly position as a contributing factor to the de-prioritization of 

the customer. 

“That has been the problem. That one has believed that you will always have the 

customer no matter what, […] one has been too brash and that is the wrong 

starting point.” – E5 

The external respondents that work within a similar organization also state that the 

organizational culture has an impact on the view of the customer. They state that they do not 

have a customer-focused culture and that this affects the organizational interest is seeking 

customer feedback, especially negative customer feedback. However, some respondents do not 

consider organizational culture as a barrier, but rather a contributing factor to the slow change 

to a customer-oriented organization. Other respondents agree that the organizational culture 

has an impact on whether the employees considers the customer as important or not.  

“I think a lot has happened. However, we still have a long way to go until we 

have become 100 % customer focused, but I think we are on track.” – E7 

Findings show that some employees still see the customer as a “loading point” and that they 

do not affect the customer's satisfaction in their day to day work and are reluctant to talk to the 

customers. While most of the respondent’s state that organizational culture is a barrier for 

utilizing information from the customer, many now believe that the culture in the industry is 

incrementally starting to change towards a more customer-oriented approach. All responding 

management consultants emphasize the impact that organizational culture has on the change 

journey to becoming customer-oriented. An unsupportive culture can counteract the actions in 

this development. 

“So, if you have a culture where you don’t have a positive attitude towards such 

an approach, it will definitely become a brake pad.” – C1 

In addition, respondents state that the major reason for why customer feedback is not utilized 

as knowledge in the organization is the lack of prioritizing it. This barrier is also rooted in 

organizational culture.  
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“[…] I mean you always have to prioritize. My experience is that one has not 

prioritized this [customer feedback] enough. It is about not understanding the 

value of the feedback that we receive from our customers. That it is for the 

customers we work for.” – A3 
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5. Discussion 

This chapter discusses the empirical findings. The first sub-chapter, 5.1, discuss the collection and 

handling of customer feedback. The second sub-chapter, 5.2, discuss knowledge transfer of customer 

feedback throughout the organizations. Lastly, the third sub-chapter, 5.3, discuss barriers for using 

customer feedback as knowledge. The findings in this thesis are discussed in relation to the literature 

in chapter 2. 

5.1. Divergent collection of information 

As the empirical finding in sub-chapter 4.1 show, the lack of a systematic process for the 

collection and documentation of unsolicited customer feedback is repeatedly brought up. The 

documentation of unsolicited feedback is according to some respondents non-existent while 

they argue that there is a value in this feedback. This could entail that they desire a codification 

strategy (Hansen, Nohria and Tierney, 1999) regarding this feedback category. While the 

findings show that employees prefer to have the knowledge in a codified form in order to easily 

gain a holistic view of customer feedback, there is no unanimous support in the literature for 

this strategy. The findings show that it is a major challenge for using customer feedback since 

unsolicited feedback is stuck as tacit knowledge: “in the head of the people”. According to 

O’Dell and Grayson (1998), many people over-rely on explicit knowledge and does not account 

for tacit knowledge as much. The tendency to believe that the unsolicited feedback is difficult 

to handle and the frustration of the challenges in sharing tacit knowledge might not be fixed by 

applying a codifying strategy. Therefore, codifying the unsolicited feedback might not be the 

entire solution to the problem. The challenge to transfer unsolicited feedback through the 

organization can also be analyzed in relation to the SECI-model (Nonaka, 1994), which 

indicates that the organization has an issue with converting tacit knowledge into explicit 

knowledge, known as externalization. This imposes a major risk for the organization since 

transfer of tacit to explicit knowledge is important for organizational learning (Baker and 

Sinkula, 1999). Hislop (2009) argue that this transition of knowledge can be done through 

having a discussion with others which is also brought up in the empirical findings of this thesis. 

Although the structure and process of these discussions are not elaborated in the findings and 

needs to be further investigated.  

Having an oral dialog instead of writing down the unsolicited feedback might be favorable as 

the empirical findings show that it can be challenging to express what the customer says in a 

document. This challenge was further emphasized by interviewed consultants. As stated earlier, 

the desire for having codified information is not shown to be more effective. In the case of 

being unable to fully express the feedback in written form, a personalization strategy, where 

the knowledge is transferred e.g. face-to-face (Hansen, Nohria and Tierney, 1999), might be 

more adequate. This could be done by creating communities of practice that allows employees 

to share their tacit knowledge with one another (Ardichvili, Page and Wentling, 2003). 

However, the personalization strategy has its pitfalls since the organization can lose the tacit 

knowledge if the knowledge-bearing employees leave the organization, which is raised by 

Kumar and Ganesh (2011) and Wilde (2011).  

As shown in the empirical findings, managers desire documentation of the unsolicited 

feedback. However, few respondents state that the employees want to discuss the feedback they 
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directly receive in customer interactions. While it is not outspoken in the findings, one could 

argue that the main feedback the employees received is negative feedback, which is less likely 

to be shared with the organization (Wirtz, Kuan Tambyah and Mattila, 2010). It can also be 

argued that the employees do not share the unsolicited feedback they receive since they are 

afraid of getting their performance evaluated (Toegel and Conger, 2003). Another reason why 

feedback is not shared within the organization is the lack of support and motivation (Hu et al., 

2016). Since sharing unsolicited feedback is not part of the employee's work activities, it might 

be perceived as an additional task. Using the argument from Hu et al. (2016), this feedback is 

not shared if the employees are not properly appreciated for their work efforts.  

The findings clearly express that solicited feedback is more prioritized compared to unsolicited 

feedback. It is collected through surveys, which is the most common way according to Peterson 

and Wilson (1992). It is also stated that this type of feedback is more known by the 

organization, both regarding the acquiring process and what the feedback entails. However, a 

plan for how the organizations should act on the feedback does not seem to exist. Instead, it is 

more used in order to see trends and alterations in customer experience, which can be classified 

as knowledge-enhancing utilization of customer feedback (Rollins, Bellenger and Johnston, 

2012). Research by Birch-Jensen et al. (2018) confirms this analysis by stating that 

organizations that use customer feedback for knowledge-enhancing purposes lack a process for 

concrete actions on the available customer feedback. In addition, the findings in this thesis are 

also in line with the findings from Campbell (2003) who argues that managers focus more on 

the acquisition process of customer feedback rather than the process of utilizing it. While it is 

important to have a formalized process for acting on customer feedback, over formalization 

decreases the flexibility and inhibits initiatives from the employees to improve the service 

quality (Salojärvi, Saino, and Tarkiainen, 2010).  

5.2. Communicating customer feedback  

As presented in the empirical findings in sub-chapter 4.2, several respondents argue that the 

most effective way to communicate customer feedback is on an individual level. It is apparent 

that employees are more recipient to individual feedback since they feel that the feedback is 

aimed directly to them. In addition, the respondents state that individual feedback of the 

customer perception helps the individual to improve its performance, which is in line with 

Tindale, Kulik, and Scott (1991) who state that the benefit of individual feedback is that it 

provides specific information regarding one individual. However, delivering individual 

feedback is challenging for managers since the way of communicating this must be altered 

depending on the recipient employee (Ilgen, Fisher and Taylor, 1979). The relationship 

between the source and recipient of feedback can also affect the way feedback can be 

communicated. This requires high interpersonal skills that managers must possess to 

communicate individual feedback efficiently. According to Steelman and Rutkowski (2004), 

managers tend to be reluctant to deliver negative feedback since it can affect the interpersonal 

relationship. However, the responding managers in this thesis do not seem to feel discomfort 

when delivering negative feedback to their employees, which could entail good interpersonal 

skills.  
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While communicating feedback on an individual level is preferred by the majority of the 

respondents in this research, many of the interviewed managers agrees that the exchange of 

ideas regarding customer feedback during group meetings facilitates the analysis process. This 

mutual exchange of ideas is adequate for tacit knowledge sharing. However, it should be noted 

that the lack of common experience inhibits the employees from sharing their thoughts 

(Nonaka, Toyama and Konno, 2000). Group feedback is also more resource-effective 

compared to individual feedback (Goltz et al., 1990), which is favorably for the interviewed 

organization since it has limited resources. In addition, fruitful discussions regarding the 

customer feedback on group level requires that the feedback is aimed at the whole group. 

Creating a common understanding of the communicated information in the group is important 

in order to achieve organizational learning (Fiol, 1994). The feedback must be communicated 

on an individual level if the purpose is to improve the performance of a specific employee, 

which is stated by Tindale, Kulik, and Scott (1991). Whether the feedback is communicated on 

a group- or individual level, the respondents emphasize that it must be conducted continuously. 

This is in line with the findings from London and Sessa (2006) who argues that continuity of 

feedback is a prerequisite for the learning process.  

During interviews, respondents show significantly more interest in negative customer feedback 

compared to positive feedback. They argue that negative feedback is an important source for 

employee development. These findings resonate well with Waldersee and Luthans (1994) who 

argue that negative customer feedback on an individual level can increase their motivation to 

improve their performance. Some managers state that one has to be careful with negative 

customer feedback since it might not be accurate. While negative feedback enables employees 

to learn, it can also decrease motivation if employees are constantly reminded of their low 

performance (London, 1995). Therefore, managers must be able to support the recipient of 

negative feedback to improve performance before delivering negative feedback. A deviating 

opinion proposed by Wirtz, Kuan Tambyah and Mattila (2010) is that negative feedback should 

be avoided as a performance measure. An interpretation of this statement is that negative 

feedback should not be used for evaluation purposes. However, as previously mentioned, 

several respondents stated that negative feedback is an important source for improvements. 

Therefore, not using negative feedback as a performance measurement decreases the 

transparency which inhibits the employees to learn from their shortcomings. Brown, Kulik, and 

Lim (2016) research show that unwillingness to deal with bad performers makes good 

performers leave the organization. Translated to this empirical context, employees that are 

skilled with communicating and acting on customer feedback might leave which makes the 

organization less able to transfer knowledge from customers. In addition, communicating 

negative feedback is important since detecting and correcting errors are central activities in 

organizational learning (Argyris, 1977).  

While the processes for communicating negative feedback is not fully developed, the general 

perception is that the organization work with this issue. However, this is not the case when it 

comes to communicating positive feedback. Many respondents state that positive feedback is 

a great motivation enabler, which is in line with the arguments from Nasr et al. (2014). Still, 

this is not widely conducted at the interviewed organizations. Since communicating positive 

feedback to the employees is fairly simple, it should be done in a continuous matter.  
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The importance of storytelling as a tool to communicate the value of the customers was brought 

up by several respondents. The benefits of using stories to transfer knowledge are well-

supported by the literature. For example, Mladkova (2013) describe it as an effective tool for 

knowledge sharing. However, as stated by James and Minnis (2004) storytelling is especially 

effective for transferring tacit knowledge. The respondents are mainly proposing storytelling 

as a tool for managers. It can be argued that storytelling should be used at an employee level 

since they might carry valuable tacit knowledge. This relates to Wijetunge (2012) who 

describes storytelling as an effective tool to learn and share knowledge. Employees that have a 

lot of tacit knowledge regarding customer perspective should, therefore, be encouraged to 

develop their ability to tell stories to enhance the organizational knowledge about the customer. 

Lastly, storytelling can also help employees to overcome psychological barriers they have 

regarding new knowledge (Mladkova, 2013). Since the empirical findings show that the 

customer has not historically been in focus, storytelling can be adequate to show how the daily 

work of the employees affects their customers, as stated by one of the respondents. In addition, 

Olsen, Witell, and Gustafsson (2014) argues that customer feedback results must be correlated 

to other performance measurements to be utilized. Therefore, managers should use storytelling 

to explain how customer feedback measures correlate to, for instance, financial performance 

measures. Including explicit knowledge in storytelling is recommended by Bhardwaj and 

Monin (2006).  

5.3. Organizational barriers 

As the empirical findings in sub-chapter 4.3 show, one apparent barrier for using customer 

feedback is the lack of trust in the collected solicited customer feedback. As proposed by 

Donovan and Sampler (1994), it is important to achieve statistical validity in customer 

feedback surveys. The findings display a concern regarding the risk of data polarization and a 

low response rate, which makes it difficult to identify patterns and achieve statistical validity. 

The problem with data polarization is emphasized by Dixon, Freeman, and Toman (2010) who 

state that customers have a tendency and an impulse to punish sub-standard service. In addition, 

respondents express that they do not always trust the competence of the employee who is 

responsible for the analysis. This indicates that cognition-based trust is lacking, which 

according to Holste and Fields (2010) is trust to the competence of the co-workers. However, 

findings show that it doesn’t seem to express any great concerns regarding the method of 

collecting customer feedback. Therefore, it could be argued that the current method of 

collecting customer feedback can be maintained if they can succeed to increase the response 

rate. 

In addition to the importance of trust, the empirical findings emphasize that the collection of 

feedback should be conducted by an independent third-party. This is in line with Donovan and 

Sampler (1994) who argues that the survey should be conducted by an independent researcher 

to increase the validity. This could be applied for the acquired solicited feedback. However, 

sourcing the acquiring of unsolicited feedback is not as easy. Most of the unsolicited feedback 

is received in meetings between the employees and customers, which is difficult, if not 

impossible, for a third-party to do. Respondents raise the issue that the low response rate affects 

the ability to analyze the results. Therefore, the organization should actively work to increase 
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the response rate to achieve validity in results. For instance, by sending out the survey as fast 

as interaction has been made, as proposed by some respondents.  

Relating to Mooradian, Renzl, and Matzler (2006) the lack of interpersonal trust could also be 

an explanation to why unsolicited customer feedback is not shared with the organization. The 

unsolicited feedback is complex and difficult to explain, especially in written form. 

Communicating this feedback with other employees can therefore be misinterpreted, which is 

a major barrier for knowledge transfer according to Dalkir and Wiseman (2004). According to 

Olsen, Witell, and Gustafsson (2014) managers also tend to question the validity of customer 

feedback measurement. This is in line with the findings where many managers state that data 

polarization or extraordinary events may impact the results. It can be argued that this attitude 

towards customer feedback results can affect employee attitude as well. If managers make up 

excuses for low performing results, the employees will probably adopt that attitude as well. As 

mentioned in sub-chapter 4.1, managers state that they want to do the analysis themselves. 

However, according to the findings from Caemmerer and Wilson (2010), middle managers 

should receive support regarding the analysis of customer feedback. Many managers further 

state that they have a hard time prioritizing the analysis of customer feedback. In sub-chapter 

4.2, it stated that the most vital discussions occur during group meetings. Therefore, managers 

should include front-line employees in the analysis process.  

The empirical findings show that another major barrier is organizational culture and how it 

inhibits the organization from sharing, transferring and analyzing customer feedback. This 

finding is in line with Wang, Su, and Yang (2011) who state that organizational culture is one 

of the major obstacles when it comes to knowledge management initiatives. Moreover, the 

empirical findings clearly show that knowledge regarding customer feedback is not generally 

prioritized and valued as much as other work activities. This resonates with Lindner and Wald 

(2011) who argues that a positive set of attitudes and values towards the knowledge are crucial 

for the knowledge sharing process.  

The issue with the diverse culture in different departments was also brought up during the 

interviews. The findings displayed that employees with a technical background are less willing 

to discuss and receive customer feedback and that they perceive that technical work is more 

prioritized than the customer. This is in line with Ahmed, Lim, and Loh (2002) who state that 

the organizational culture can be a barrier if it values technical expertise and creation of 

knowledge higher than the sharing of knowledge. Findings show that the customer historically 

has not been in focus and that this has affected the ability to receive customer feedback. This 

is explained by Szulanski (1996) who state that the absorptive ability of the recipient is affected 

by its existing knowledge. Since the employee's lack experience of dealing with feedback from 

the customers, it can be argued that they do not have the “tools” available to analyze the 

knowledge in terms of customer feedback. This is also in line with the study conducted by 

Olsen, Witell, and Gustafsson (2014) who argues that the employees must be trained to utilize 

the customer feedback. Therefore, it can be argued that companies should dedicate time and 

resources to the employees in order to fully exploit the potential in customer feedback. The 

findings from Gibbert, Leibold, and Probst (2002) can also explain the de-prioritization of 

utilizing customer feedback. It can be argued that employees with a technical background 
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dismiss feedback from customers since they believe that they know best. According to Gibbert, 

Leibold, and Probst (2002), this viewpoint is highly affected by the organizational culture, 

which serves as a barrier for utilizing customer feedback. In addition, not listening to the 

customer’s demand can negatively affect the customer perception of the organization’s service 

quality (Kelley, 1992).  

The challenge of implementing a norm of knowledge sharing in an organizational culture is 

discussed by Du Plessi (2006). While the empirical findings show that the organization has a 

long way to go when it comes to becoming customer focused, many empolyees believe that the 

view of the customer has changed. This indicates that the industry has started to be more 

customer-oriented which can help them to develop a culture of sharing knowledge regarding 

customer feedback. However, findings show that some employees do not think that they have 

anything to do with the customers. This issue is in line with the findings from Birch-Jensen et 

al. (2018) who state that communication of how the customer and feedback from the customer 

correspond to their daily work is a major barrier for utilizing the customer feedback. The 

organization must also encourage and reward knowledge sharing of customer feedback 

(Ahmed, Lim, and Koh, 2009; Hislop, 2009). The findings indicate that the management in the 

organization does not incentivize the employees to share their knowledge. Relating to 

Campbell (2003), the unsupportive management in the empirical context could be the reason 

why customer feedback is not shared and utilized to any great extent. Therefore, one could 

argue that the leadership must be improved to increase the service quality for the customers, as 

proposed by Zeithaml, Parasuraman, and Berry (1990).  

Lastly, some respondents stated that they did not use the acquired customer feedback in the 

projects and that different parts of the organization are not too familiar with the method of 

measuring customer feedback. This problem can be related to O’Dell and Grayson (1998) who 

argues that the ignorance of the recipient, that valuable knowledge exists in the organization, 

is a major barrier for knowledge transfer. One could argue that the source of knowledge in the 

form of customer feedback lacks the ability to communicate to the organization that the 

information exists and why it can be valuable. Relating to O’Dell and Grayson (1998), the size 

of the company could be a reason why this problem exists. In addition, the findings indicate 

that collaboration and encouragement of interactions are not supported by the organization, 

which is important to facilitate the willingness to share knowledge (De Long and Fahey, 2000; 

Yang, 2007). 
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6. Conclusion 

In this chapter, the conclusion of this master thesis is presented. First, the general conclusion of the 

thesis is presented in sub-chapter 6.1. Secondly, sub-chapter 6.2 revisits the aim and research questions 

of the thesis. Thirdly, limitations and further research are presented in sub-chapter 6.3. Lastly, sub-

chapter 6.4 presents managerial implication.  

6.1. General conclusion 

Knowledge transfer is an important part to gain organizational learning. Knowledge from 

customers is a valuable source in the transition to becoming customer-oriented and transferring 

this knowledge could contribute to that transition. However, prior research on the process of 

making an organization act on customer feedback is fairly limited. Therefore, this thesis 

contributes to this research area and attempt to close a small part of this research gap. For this 

reason, our thesis investigates how knowledge from customer feedback can be transferred 

internally to facilitate organizational learning. The investigated empirical context is a Swedish 

DSO that acts on a regulated market and is in a transition to become more customer-oriented. 

This empirical context is interesting since these organizations appear to be reluctant towards 

dealing with dissatisfied customers. In addition, previous studies argue for an absent process 

for capturing customer voice in organizations similar to DSO’s. The concluding remarks from 

our thesis are that organizational culture has a major impact on whether customer feedback will 

be utilized or not. The organization must emphasize the importance of customers to facilitate 

organizational learning. Our findings also show that interpersonal trust is a prerequisite for 

knowledge sharing. Moreover, this thesis also concludes that the processes for acquiring 

solicited feedback are well developed. However, the processes for documenting and sharing 

unsolicited customer feedback seems to be non-existing. Managers must incentivize employees 

to share unsolicited feedback. Moreover, communicating customer feedback can be conducted 

in various ways. The findings from this thesis indicate that managers prefer to communicate 

customer feedback on an individual level. Our thesis, however, argues that a combination of 

group- and individual feedback is most adequate. These concluding remarks are elaborated in 

sub-chapter 6.2. 

6.2. Revisiting the purpose and research questions 

Our aim of this thesis, to investigate how knowledge from customer feedback can be transferred 

internally to facilitate organizational learning, is accomplished by answering the stated 

research questions. The two sub-questions are first discussed and thereafter the main research 

question is proposed to be answered. This structure is chosen since we believe that the two sub-

questions need answering before the main research question can be discussed. 

First Sub-Research Question: What barriers exist for using customer feedback? 

The empirical findings based on a Swedish DSO show that there are three main barriers that 

hinder the organization to act on customer feedback. The first two are relevant for both 

unsolicited and solicited feedback, these barriers can be classified as organizational culture and 

disbelief in customer feedback. The findings show that an attitude of “we know best, not the 

customer” is frequently articulated which sets poor conditions for a customer-oriented 

organization and, in addition, the organization values technical issues higher than soft values, 

such as customer feedback. Organizational culture is also shown to be a barrier for knowledge 
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transfer in previous research and our finding can verify that it is a major barrier in the case of 

acting on feedback from customers as well. The second barrier, disbelief in customer feedback, 

affects the willingness to consider customer feedback as important knowledge used for 

organizational learning. As shown in previous studies, there can be a lack of trust when 

knowledge is transfer through an organization. Trust can also affect the willingness to share, 

in this case, customer feedback in organizational learning. 

The third barrier is linked to the question of collecting and communicating unsolicited 

feedback. As the empirical findings show there are major challenges regarding how to 

document feedback provided by a customer passively in an interaction, so-called unsolicited 

feedback. This creates a barrier for being able to use the feedback since it often is stuck in the 

mind of the people, as tacit knowledge. The difficulties in sharing tacit knowledge have been 

shown in previous research and therefore this category of knowledge should be demonstrated 

rather than described.  

Second Sub-Research Question: How can customer feedback be presented and 

communicated in order for the organization to act on it? 

The empirical findings in this thesis, indicate that there is no panacea for how customer 

feedback should be communicated and presented. How customer feedback should be shared in 

the organization depends on the characteristics of the feedback and the organization. Individual 

feedback provides specific information regarding the performance of the organization's 

employees while group feedback enables effective knowledge sharing and internal exchange 

of ideas on how to act on customer feedback. Thus, findings in this research conclude that a 

combination of individual- and group delivery of feedback is most adequate.  

In addition, findings show that managers prefer to communicate negative feedback since it 

contributes to self-development. However, the findings regarding the effectiveness of negative 

feedback are ambiguous. Previous research, as well as empirical findings highlight that 

negative feedback must be presented cautiously to not lower the self-esteem of the recipient 

individual or group. Managers must also ensure that employees receive the right support and 

guidelines to be able to improve based on the negative feedback. Despite these risks, this thesis 

proposes a presentation of negative customer feedback to employees since the transparency of 

the shortcomings enables the organization to learn.  

The findings presented in this thesis, indicate that it is essential that the organizational culture 

supports knowledge transfer of customer feedback in order for actions to be made. The use of 

demonstrative storytelling can help managers to overcome psychological barriers that the 

employees have regarding transferring knowledge from customer feedback. Storytelling is 

especially beneficial when communicating unsolicited feedback which is difficult to express in 

a codified form.  

Main research question: How can knowledge from customer feedback be transferred 

internally to drive organizational learning? 

Findings presented in this thesis, clearly show that the process of transferring knowledge from 

customer feedback requires employee involvement. This knowledge cannot be communicated 
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one-way from managers to employees, with expectations of changes in behavior or increase in 

performance. Nor can communication of customer feedback be intended for symbolic 

purposes. Instead, knowledge transfer of customer feedback should include an action plan 

including what feedback to act on and how improvements can be done, as stated by previous 

studies. 

Solicited feedback can be communicated in various ways. The explicit form of this feedback 

allows the recipient of the feedback to easily address the shortcomings of the performance. 

Communicating and presenting unsolicited feedback is more challenging. This study proposes 

a personalization strategy regarding unsolicited feedback since it can be difficult to express in 

a codified form. However, regardless of the characteristics of the feedback, it must be 

communicated continuously to effectively drive the learning process in the organization.  

Having a supportive organizational culture that encourages knowledge transfer of customer 

feedback is essential. Communicating customer feedback must also be valued equally as 

technical knowledge. Otherwise, the implementation of systems and processes for handling 

customer feedback knowledge has little effect. As stated in this thesis, storytelling is an 

effective tool to convey employees the importance of customer centricity. In line with previous 

research, this thesis concludes that performance measurement of customer feedback should be 

presented in correlation to another key performance indicator e.g. financial ratios. 

6.3. Limitations and further research  

The findings in this study must be interpreted with respect to its limitations. This thesis was 

conducted in the empirical context of an incumbent company that operates in a regulated 

monopoly. Knowledge transfer and organizational learning are highly dependent on the 

organizational culture. Therefore, more extended research, e.g. multiple case study, needs to 

be done on a variety of organizations within the regulated monopoly market. In addition, other 

monopolies, besides DSO’s, should be investigated to further contribute to the research of 

acting on feedback. The respondents in our thesis do not include any employees placed at the 

organization service centre, these are the ones that get the bulk volume of customer interactions 

and thereby unsolicited feedback. An investigation on how these employees collect and capture 

the unsolicited feedback is also valuable in the understanding of challenges regarding this 

category of feedback. Further research on feedback utilization with a comparison between 

monopoly- and the competitive market could also add interesting perspectives regarding the 

customer-orientation development for monopolies. In this thesis, the respondents were all from 

the “Department of Customer and Market Relations”. In further research, an entire 

organization could be investigated in order to see how departments further away from the 

customer contact act on customer feedback. In addition, internal innovation projects that are 

aimed to improve customer experience is an interesting context to investigate with an added 

perspective of e.g. product development and innovation.  

Furthermore, monopolies lack competitors and require monitoring, e.g. through competitive 

benchmarking, to make sure they perform on a satisfying level. However, customer satisfaction 

monitoring is not done in Sweden, where this study is conducted, whiles in England customer 

satisfaction affect the survival of DSO’s aspects of this monitoring process. Therefore, it would 

be interesting to investigate how such a monitoring system affects customer satisfaction and an 

organizations ability to act on customer feedback.  
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6.4. Managerial implications 

This research present concrete actions management can apply in practice. For solicited 

customer feedback, benefits with codification strategy are presented which includes 

transparency. For unsolicited customer feedback, a personalization strategy is recommended. 

Here concrete guidelines for what feedback should be documented, how it should be 

documented and how the organization should act on it is required. In order for the 

organizational culture to become adaptive to new knowledge, storytelling is proposed as an 

effective tool to convey the importance of customers to the employees. For the investigated 

organization, this entails a shift from the current culture of de-prioritizing the customer. In 

addition, collecting unsolicited feedback is challenging for managers. However, it is a 

prerequisite for transferring it to the organization. Therefore, managers should create an 

organizational culture that supports knowledge sharing of customer feedback, as proposed by 

Hu et al. (2016). In this development a clear leadership and agents for this change together with 

an action-oriented mindset is beneficial. Our findings also imply that managers must integrate 

knowledge sharing of customer feedback as a part of the employee’s work description. It cannot 

be an additional task to the current work activities. For monopolies that want to transform to 

customer-oriented, the value of the customer needs to be emphasized, stories of the customer 

journey need to be shared and an action-oriented approach when collecting customer feedback 

is essential.  

  



49 

 

7. References 

Ahmed, K. P., Lim, K. K., Loh, A. Y. E. 2002. Learning Through Knowledge Management. 

Oxford: Butterworth-Heinemann. 

Alavi, M., Kayworth, T. R., Leidner, D. E. 2005. An Empirical Examination of the Influence 

of Organizational Culture on Knowledge. Journal of Management Information Systems 

22 (3): 191-224.  

Alvesson, M., Kärreman, D. 2001. Odd Couple: Making Sense of the Curious Concept of 

Knowledge Management. Journal of Management Studies 38 (7): 995-1018.  

Andreassen, T., 1994. Satisfaction, Loyalty and Reputation as Indicators of Customer 

Orientation in the Public Sector. The International Journal of Public Sector 

Management, 7(2), pp.16–34. 

Ardichvili, A., Page, V., Wentling, T. 2003. Motivation and barriers to participation in virtual 

knowledge-sharing communities of practices 7 (1): 64-77.  

Argote, L., Ingram, P. 2000. Knowledge Transfer: A Basis for Competitive Advantage in 

Firms. Organizational Behaviour and Human Decision Processes 82 (1): 150-169.  

Argyris, C. 1977. Double Loop Learning in Organizations. Harvard Business Review 

(September 1977 Issues). Retrieved 2019-05-16. 

Argyris, C. and Schon, D., 1996, Organisational Learning two: theory, method and practice, 

Addison-Wesley. Reading, MA. 

Baker, W. & Sinkula, E., 1999. The synergistic effect of market orientation and learning 

orientation on organizational performance. Journal of the Academy of Marketing 

Science, 27(4), pp.411–427. 

Baumgartner, R. J., Rauter, R. 2017 Strategic perspectives of corporate sustainability 

management to develop a sustainable organization. Journal of Cleaner Production 140 

(1): 81-92. 

Berry, L. L., & Parasuraman, A. 1997. Listening to the customer--the concept of a service-

quality information system. MIT Sloan Management Review, 38(3), 65. 

Berry, L. L., Zeithaml, V. A., Parasuraman, A. 1985. Quality Counts in Services, Too. 

Business Horizon 28 (3): 44-52.  

Bhardwaj, M., Monin, J. 2006. Tacit to explicit: an interplay shaping organization knowledge. 

Journal of Knowledge Management 10 (3): 72-85.  

Birch-Jensen, A., Gremyr, I., Hallencreutz, J., Rönnbäck, Å. 2018. Use of customer satisfaction 

measurement to drive improvements. Total Quality Management & Business 

Excellence: 1-14.  

Blomkvist, P., Hallin, A. 2015. Method for engineering students: Degree projects using the 4-

phase Model. Lund: Studentlitteratur AB. 



50 

 

Brady, M. K., Cronin, J. J. 2001. Customer Orientation: Effects on Customer Service 

Perceptions and Outcome Behaviors. Journal of Service Research 3 (3): 241-251. 

Braun, V., Clarke, V. 2006. Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qualitative Research in 

Psychology 3 (2): 77-101.  

Brown, M., Kulik, C. T., Lim, V. 2016. Managerial tactics for communicating negative 

feedback. Personnel Review 45 (5):969-987.  

Caemmerer, B. & Wilson, A., 2010. Customer feedback mechanisms and organisational 

learning in service operations. International Journal of Operations & Production 

Management, 30(3), pp.288–311.k 

Campbell, J. A. 2003. Creating customer knowledge competence: managing customer 

relationship management programs strategically. Industrial Marketing Management 32 

(5): 375-383. 

Collis, J., Hussey, R. 2009. Business Research: A Practical Guide for Undergraduate & 

Postgraduate Students. 3rd ed. New York: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Dahlin, J-E. 2014. Hållbar utveckling: En introduktion för ingenjörer. Lund: Studentlitteratur 

AB.  

De Long, D. W., Fahey, L. 2000. Diagnosing Cultural Barriers to Knowledge Management. 

The Academy of Management Executive (1993-2005) 14 (4):113-127.  

Denscombe, M. 2016. Forskningshandboken: För småskaliga forskningsprojekt inom 

samhällsvetenskaperna. 3rd ed. Lund: Studentlitteratur AB.  

Donovan, P. Sampler, T. 1994. Delighting Customers: How to build a customer-driven 

organization. Chapman & Hall.  

Du Plessis, Marie. The Impact of Organisational Culture on Knowledge Management. Oxford: 

Chandos Publishing.  

Dubois, A., Gadde, L-E. 2002. Systematic combining: an abductive approach to case research. 

Journal of Business Research 55 (7): 553-560.  

Dalkir, K., Wiseman, E. 2004. Organizational Storytelling and Knowledge Management: A 

Survey. Storytelling, Self, Society 1 (1): 57-73.  

De Haan, E., Verhoef, C. P., Wiesel, T. 2015. The predictive ability of different customer 

feedback metrics for retention. International Journal of Research in Marketing (32). 

195-206.  

Deshpande, R., Farley, J. U., Webster, F. E. 1993. Corporate Culture, Customer Orientation, 

and Innovativeness in Japanese Firms: A Quadrad Analysis. Journal of Marketing 57 

(1): 23-37.  

Drew, S.A.W. and Smith, P.A.C., 1995, The learning Organisation: change proofing and 

strategy, The learning organisation, 2 (1) pp. 70-4. 



51 

 

Dixon, M., Toman, N., Delisi, R. 2013. The effortless experience: Conquering the new 

battleground for customer loyalty. New York: Penguin Group. 

Dixon, M., Freeman, K., Toman, N. 2010. Stop trying to delight your customers. Harvard 

Business Review (July-August 2010). (Accessed 2019-01-22).  

Eisenhardt, K. M., Graebner, M. E. 2007. Theory Building from Cases: Opportunities and 

Challenges. Academy of Management 50 (1): 25-32.  

Fiol, C. M., Lyles, M. A. 1985. Organizational Learning. The Academy of Management Review 

10 (4):803-813.  

Fiol, C. M., 1994. Consensus, Diversity, and Learning in Organizations. Organization Science, 

5(3), pp.403–420. 

Gibbert, M., Leibold, M., Probst, G. 2002. Five Styles of Customer Knowledge Management, 

and How Smart Companies Use Them to Create Value. European Management Journal 

20 (5): 459-469. 

Glynn, M., Milken, F. and Lant, T., 1992, Learning about organisational learning theory: un 

umbrella of organising processes, Academy of management meeting, Las Vegas, NV. 

Goltz, S. M., Citera, M., Jensen, M., Favero, J., Komaki, J. L. 1990. Individual Feedback: Does 

It Enhance Effects of Group Feedback. Journal of Organizational Behavior 

Management 10 (2):77-92.  

Grönroos, C. 1984. A Service Quality Model and its Marketing Implications. European 

Journal of Marketing 18 (4): 36-44.  

Hansen, M. T., Nohria, N., Tierney. T. J. 1999. What’s Your Strategy for Managing 

Knowledge? Harvard Business Review (March-April 1999).  

Hislop, D. 2009. Knowledge Management in Organizations. 2nd ed. New York: Oxford 

University Press.  

Holsapple, W. C. 2004. Handbook on Knowledge Management. Heidelberg: Springer.  

Holste, J. S, Fields, D. 2010. Trust and the knowledge sharing and use. Journal of Knowledge 

Management 14 (1): 128-140.  

Honey, P. and Mumford, A., 1992, The Manual of Learning Styles, Peter Honey, Maidenhead 

Hu, H-H., Parsa, H. G., Chen, C-T., Hu, H-Y. 2016. Factors affecting employee willingness to 

report customer feedback. The Service Industries Journal (36): 21-36.  

Ilgen, D. R., Fisher, C. D., Taylor, M. S. 1979. Consequences of Individual Feedback on 

Behavior in Organizations. Journal of Applied Psychology 64 (4):349-371.  

James, C. H., Minnis, W. C. 2004. Organisational storytelling: It makes sense. Business 

Horizon 47 (7): 23-32.  



52 

 

Kelley, S. W. 1992. Developing Customer Orientation Among Service Employees. Journal of 

the Academy of Marketing Science 20 (1): 27-36.  

Kipfelsberger, P., Herhausen, D., Bruch. 2016. How and when customer feedback influences 

organizational health. Journal of Managerial Psychology 31 (2): 624-640. 

Kumar, A. J., Ganesh, L. S. 2011. Balancing knowledge strategy: codification and 

personalization during product development. Journal of Knowledge Management 15 

(1): 118-135.  

Kvale S., Brinkmann S. Newbury Park, London: Sage; 2009. Interviews: Learning the Craft of 

Qualitative Research Interviewing. 

Lave, J., Wenger, E. 1991. Situated Learning: Legitimate peripheral participation. Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press.  

Lannier, A.L. & Porcher, S., 2014. Efficiency in the public and private French water utilities: 

prospects for benchmarking. Applied Economics, 46(5), pp.556–572. 

Lindner, F., Wald, A. 2011. Success factors of knowledge management in temporary 

organizations. International Journal of Project Management 29 (7): 877-888.  

London, M. 1995. Giving feedback: Source-centered antecedents and consequences of 

constructive and destructive feedback. Human Resource Management Review 5 

(3):159-188.  

London, M., Sessa, V. I. 2006. Group Feedback for Continuous Learning. Human Resource 

Development Review 5 (3): 303-329. 

Lyles, M., 1998. Organisational Behaviour, Irwin, McGraw-Hill, Boston, MA 8th edition. 

Magd, H. & Curry, A., 2003. Benchmarking: An International Journal, 10(3), pp.261–286.  

Manna, E., 2017. Customer‐oriented employees: Blessing or curse for firms? Journal of 

Economics & Management Strategy, 26(4), pp.842–875. 

Marquardt, M. and Reynolds, A., 1994, The Global Learning Organization, Iwvin Professional 

Publishing, New York. 

Mladkova, L. 2013. Leadership and Storytelling. Social and Behavioral Sciences 75: 83-90.  

Morgan, N.A., Anderson, E.W. & Mittal, V., 2005. Understanding Firms' Customer 

Satisfaction Information Usage. Journal of Marketing, 69(3), pp.131–151. 

Mooradian, T., Renzel, B., Matzler, K. 2006. Who Trusts? Personality, Trust and Knowledge 

Sharing. Management Learning 37 (4): 523-540.  

Mugion, R.G. & Musella, F., 2013. Customer satisfaction and statistical techniques for the 

implementation of benchmarking in the public sector. Total Quality Management & 

Business Excellence, 24(5-6), pp.619–640. 

Nasr, L., Burton, J., Gruber, T. 2018. Developing a deeper understanding of positive customer 

feedback. Journal of Service Marketing 32 (2): 142-160.  



53 

 

Nasr, L., Burton, J., Gruber, T., Kitshoff, J., 2014, Exploring the impact of customer feedback 

on the well-being of service entities – a TSR perspective. Journal of Service 

Management 25 (4):531-555.  

Nonaka, I., 2007, The Knowledge-Creating Company. Harvard Business Review (July-August 

2007). 

Nonaka, I. 1994. A Dynamic Theory of Organizational Knowledge Creation. Organization 

Science 5 (1): 14-37.  

Nonaka, I., Toyama, R., Konno, N., 2000, SECI, Ba and Leadership: a Unified Model of 

Dynamic Knowledge Creation. Long Range Planning 33 (1): 5-34.  

North, K., Kumta, G., 2014, Knowledge Management: Value Creation Through 

Organizational Learning. London: Springer International Publishing.  

O’Dell, C., Grayson, C. J. 1998. If Only We Knew What We Know: Identification and Transfer 

of Internal Best Practices. California Management Review 40 (3): 154-174. 

Olsen, L. L., Witell, L., Gustafsson. 2014. Turning customers satisfaction measurements into 

action. Journal of Service Management 25 (4): 556-571. 

Ordenes, F. V., Theodoulidis, B., Burton, J., Gruber, T., Zaki, M. 2014. Analyzing Customer 

Experience Feedback Using Text Mining: A Linguistics-Based Approach. Journal of 

Service Research 17 (3):278-295.  

Peterson, R. A., Wilson, W. R. 1992. Measuring Customer Satisfaction: Fact and Artifact. 

Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science 20 (1):61-71.  

Polanyi, M. 1966. The Tacit Dimension. London: The University of Chicago Press.  

Pollitt, M., 2005. The role of efficiency estimates in regulatory price reviews: Ofgem's 

approach to benchmarking electricity networks. Utilities Policy, 13(4), pp.279–288. 

 

Reichheld, F. F. 2003. The One Number You Need to Grow. Harvard Business Review 

(December 2003). (Accessed 2019-01-23). 

Rollins, M., Bellenger, D. N., Johnston, W. J. 2012. Does customer information usage 

improve a firms’s performance in business-to-business markets? Industrial Marketing 

Management 41 (6): 984-994.  

Salojärvi, H., Sainio, L-M., Tarkiainen, A. 2010. Organizational factors enhancing customer 

knowledge utilization in the management of key account relationships. Industrial 

Marketing Management 39 (8): 1395-1402.  

Sampson, S. E. (1996). Ramifications of monitoring service quality through passively solicited 

customer feedback. Decision Sciences, 27(4), 601-622. 

Saunders, M., Lewis, P., Thornhill, A. 2009. Research Methods for Business Students. 5th ed. 

Essex: Pearson Education. 



54 

 

Schein, E. H. 1990. Organizational Culture. American Psychologist 45 (2): 109-119.  

Schwarz, R. 2015. When to Give Feedback in a Group and When to Do It One-on-One. 

Harvard Business Review (August 19, 2015). Accessed 2019-05-12.  

Senge, P. 1990, The Fifth Discipline: The Art and Practice of the Learning Organisaiton, 

Doubleday, New York. 

Shrivastava, P., 1983. A typology of organisational learning systems, Journal of Management 

Studies, Vol. 20 No. 1, pp. 7-28. 

Steelman, L. A., Rutkowski, K. A. 2004. Moderators of employee reactions to negative 

feedback. Journal of Managerial Psychology 19 (1): 6-18.  

Sustanty, A., Handayani, N. U., Henrawan, M. Y. 2012. Key Success Factors that Influence 

Knowledge Transfer Effectiveness: A Case Study of Garment Sentra at Kabupaten 

Sragen. Procedia Economics and Finance 4: 23-32.  

Szulanski, G. 1996. Exploring Internal Stickiness: Impediments to the Transfer of Best Practice 

Within the Firm. Strategic Management journal 17: 27-43.  

Szulanski, G. 2000. The Process of Knowledge Transfer: A Diachronic Analysis of Stickiness. 

Organizational Behaviour and Human Decision Processes 82 (1): 9-27.  

Tindale, R. S., Kulik, C. T., Scott, L. A. 1991. Individual and Group Feedback and 

Performance: An Attributional Perspective. Basic and Applied Social Psychology 12 

(1):41-62. 

Toegel, G., Conger, J. A. 2003. 360-Degree Assessment: Time for Reinvention. Academy of 

Management Learning & Education 2 (3): 297-311.  

Von Krogh, G., Ichijo, K., Nonaka, I. 2000. Enabling Knowledge Creation: How to Unlock the 

Mystery of Tacit Knowledge and Release the Power of Innovation. Oxford: Oxford 

University Press. E-book.  

Waldersee, R., Luthans, F. 1994. The Impact of Positive and Corrective Feedback on Customer 

Service Performance. Journal of Organizational Behavior 15 (1): 83-95.  

Wang, D., Su, Z., Yang, D. 2011. Organizational culture and knowledge creation capability. 

Journal of Knowledge Management 15 (3): 363-373.  

Wenger, C. E., Snyder, M. W. 2000. Communities of Practice: The Organizational Frontier. 

Harvard Business Review (January-February 2000).  

Wiewiora, A., Trigunarsyah, B., Murphy, G., Coffey, V. 2013. Organizational culture and 

willingness to share knowledge: A competing values perspective in Australian context. 

International Journal of Project Management 31 (8): 1163-1174. 

Wijetunge, P. 2012. Organizational storytelling as a method of tacit-knowledge transfer: Case 

study from a Sri Lankan university. The International Information & Library Review 

44 (4): 212-223.  



55 

 

Wilde, S. 2011. Customer Knowledge Management: Improving Customer Relationship 

through knowledge Application. Heidelberg: Springer.  

Wirtz, J., Kuan Tambyah, S. & Mattila, A.S., 2010. Organizational learning from customer 

feedback received by service employees. Journal of Service Management, 21(3), 

pp.363–387. 

Yang, J-T. 2007. Knowledge sharing: Investigating appropriate leadership roles and 

collaborative culture. Tourism Management 28 (2):530-543. 

Yin, K. R. 2003. Case Study Research: Design and Methods. 3rd ed. London: Sage 

Publications Ltd. 

Zeithaml, V. A., Parasuraman, A., Berry, L. L. 1990. Delivering quality service: balancing 

customer perceptions and expectations. New York: Free Press.  

  



56 

 

Appendix 

A.1. Qualitative interview protocol for semi-structured interviews with respondents E3, E5-E9 

and A1-A3 

1. Organizational development/transition 

o As an organization you are trying to become more customer-oriented, what role 

does the customer have in this transition? 

o How do you work to understand what the customer wants? 

o What processes do you have where the customer is in focus? 

o What can you tell us regarding the evolution of the way you manage customers' 

requests and customer position in the organization? 

2. Solicited Customer feedback 

o How do you receive knowledge regarding customer feedback on your 

processes? 

o Do you believe that there is a common understanding of the customer feedback 

metrics and possible use of the feedback?  

o Is there any specific part of the metrics that you see as more valuable than 

others? 

o Do you believe that the decision-making process should be influenced by 

feedback provided by customers? 

3. Unsolicited 

o What process do you have to capture the feedback that is directly delivered to 

you by a customer? 

o What value do you see in this type of feedback? 

o What challenges can you identify with this type of feedback? 

4. Actions on feedback 

o How do you analyze the results from customer feedback metrics?  

▪ Tools, averages, correlations, etc. 

o How do you communicate customers feedback to your 

group/department/manager? 

▪ Frequency, channel, group/individual, cross-functional? 

o How do you work with improvements in customer interactions and are these 

based on the solicited feedback?  

o Can you give an example of an action that has been made based on received 

customer feedback? 

5. Barriers 

o What barriers can you identify for using solicited feedback in the development 

of the organization? 

o What kind of communication barriers do you see in the customer feedback 

handling process? 

o What role does organizational culture have in the accessibility to act on 

customer feedback? 

o In regards to the customer feedback results, what do you think is the biggest 

challenge is when it comes to acting on it?  
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A.2. Qualitative interview protocol for semi-structured interviews with respondents C1-C3  

1. Solicited Customer feedback 

o How should an organization, that wants to be customer-oriented, use solicited 

customer feedback? 

o How can an organization keep the customer feedback relevant? 

o How should solicited customer feedback be communicated to others within the 

organization? 

2. Unsolicited customer feedback 

o What process should an organization have for capturing passive customer 

feedback? 

o How should this type of feedback be documented and presented?  

3. Creating action based on customer feedback  

o What is needed for an organization to continuously include customer feedback 

in their organizational development? 

o How should the process for handling customer feedback look like in order for 

managers to act on them? 

4. Breaking barriers 

o For organizations that want to become more customer-oriented, what 

resistance does such an organization often encounter?  

o What communication barriers might exist for using customer feedback?  

▪ How can you overcome these? 

o To what extent does organizational culture affect how well customer-centricity 

is adapted in an organization? 

▪ Can one change organizational culture? How? 

o What behavioral aspects can create resistance to a development towards a 

customer-centric organization? For instance, the willingness to listen to the 

customer's needs.  

▪ How can you overcome these? 
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