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Abstract 
 

In a rapidly growing global economy businesses must effectively manage their assets to 

remain competitive and promote company growth. Many companies are only now 

beginning to realize that employee knowledge is a valuable asset to their business and 

also needs to be managed. Organizations are exploring different ways to improve the 

sharing of knowledge within a business and how to keep employee’s with key 

knowledge within the business. This study investigates social media and the impact of 

business hierarchy on knowledge sharing within an organization. The use of social 

media, in our particular case, wikis, within an organization is investigated as part of the 

broader term Enterprise 2.0. This study is based on the theoretical understanding of 

wikis as tools that enable internalization, externalization and objectification of 

knowledge. This study investigates what may be the contributing factors that affect an 

employee’s use of a centralized wiki for knowledge sharing.  

This study focuses on the employees of a British software development and training 

company, SoftX, and used a mixed method research strategy based on the use of online 

surveys and face-to-face interviews. We used an online tool, SurveyMonkey, to register 

and correlate responses to our survey. In total, 99 responses were received and semi-

structured, face-to-face interviews were conducted with five employees.   Correlations 

were used in establishing foundation for the analysis of the variables. Finally, the 

causality between the assumed factors affecting the use of the SoftX wiki is tested using 

multiple linear regression analysis. 

Several important factors presented themselves as a result of our study at SoftX which 

could explain the apparent lack of use of their wiki as a means of knowledge sharing 

within the business. The analysis demonstrates that the use of the SoftX's wiki by 

employees was influenced by organizational, personal and technological factors.   

Keywords: social media, wiki, knowledge sharing, internalization, externalization, 

objectification, mixed methods 
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1 Introduction 

______________________________________________________________________ 

This initial chapter of our research project starts by providing an overview of the 

concept of knowledge and describes why knowledge sharing and collaboration within 

an organizational context is less than obvious. This section presents our roles and 

contributions, the research problem, the issues with previous studies, the significance of 

this study and finally the purpose statement of the research work.   

______________________________________________________________________ 

 

In today’s emerging economies, businesses regard information as a valuable resource. 

Smart employees who wish to remain successful and valuable to their employers need 

to consider updating their skills and knowledge in order to stay competitive. According 

to Wiig (2000), organizations introduce incentives to encourage employees to learn new 

skills and share knowledge with their colleagues. Knowledge sharing is important 

within a business as it acts as a catalyst for creating new knowledge, which in turn can 

be used as a source of competitive advantage (Lesser and Storck, 2001).   

According to Huysman et al. (2002), the knowledge management process can be 

defined as:  

“the structured support and guidance of acquiring knowledge, exchanging knowledge 

and using knowledge to support business processes within an organization”. 

This thesis will focus on the social and hierarchical influences affecting employee 

perception within a business and how knowledge sharing is achieved. We will look 

specifically at whether traditional hierarchical roles of responsibility affect an 

employee’s views on the benefits of sharing knowledge for the common good and their 

participation in the knowledge sharing process overall. 

A complication arises when trying to understand how modern society and social media 

interact with each other. Social media’s influence on business practices has increased in 

a relatively short period of time and, in some industries, it has taken time for many 

businesses to appreciate the need to embrace such technology. Technology is pervasive 

and few organizations remain immune from its influence. According to Bughin et al. 

(2012, p.33) “using social technologies to improve collaboration and communication 

within and across companies could raise the productivity of interaction workers by 20 to 

25 percent.”  
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Social media promotes organizational communication and knowledge working which 

had previously not been possible (McAfee, 2006, p.22). 

McAfee refers to the use of social media within organizations as “Enterprise 2.0” – 

highlighting parallels between the emergence of Web 2.0 concepts and technologies. 

The implementation of the Enterprise 2.0 vision can be achieved in many different ways 

including, but not limited to: blogs, wikis and social networks. 

Social media in its most general sense may simply be defined as “knowledge sharing” 

(Caputo, 2009; McAfee, 2006; Safko and Brake, 2009). The effectiveness of social 

media is measured based on the social capital that it represents, which according to Burt 

(2005) can be defined as: 

“the social capital explains how people do better because they are somehow better 

connected with other people”.  

It should be reiterated that being connected via social media doesn’t necessarily mean 

the connections are good and new connections therefore need to be proven rather than 

being accepted as a matter of course (Smith, 2013; Lathrop, 2013).  

With this in mind our research aims to investigate how wikis can be used as a 

collaboration tool in knowledge sharing within an organization.  

Social media should be used based on the benefits it provides and be considered merely 

as one of several possible alternatives, including existing traditional approaches. The 

choice of which path to take is ultimately determined by the overall goals of the 

business and may result in a combination of more than one possible approach.  

Since this has a direct relationship to age, which in most cases itself relates to seniority 

within the business), we will be trying to use as wide an audience as possible to 

understand whether an employee’s position within the business hierarchy influences 

their use of social media. 
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1.1  Roles and Contributions 

Two Masters Students undertook this research. In general the work was divided equally 

however due to their geographic nature (Canada and the UK, later Dubai) the 

contributors used the time zone differences to their advantage by working in a shift 

pattern style. 

Data was collected from employees in a business based in the United Kingdom and the 

analysis was done jointly by the two team members in their respective locations. The 

application of theory to the data was performed jointly and as such both members of the 

team were involved in the compilation of the results. 

 

1.2  The Research Problem and Research Questions 

The research problem for this thesis is based on the central role of employees and senior 

management in both knowledge sharing and the use of wiki. According to Argote 

(1999, p.105), the fact that an individual possesses knowledge does not automatically 

mean that he or she will be willing to share it with others. The individual must be 

motivated to do it. Senior management’s recognition of the value of knowledge (Pfaff 

and Hasan, 2007; Wenger et al., 2002; Wasko and Faraj, 2000) and their willingness to 

implement new knowledge management strategies in their organizations means they are 

not always sure about how to put that into action (Wenger et al., 2012; Mansour et al., 

2011). Employees’ role in both knowledge sharing and the use of wiki (social media) 

forms the basis of our research problem. While some may see genuine benefits in 

sharing knowledge using wikis (Stocker et al., 2009), others may not want to see 

knowledge becomes open and available to a large number of individuals (Wagner and 

Majchrzak, 2007). Convincing employees to share their knowledge with other 

employees has always been a concern for businesses (Ardichvili et al., 2003; Paroutis 

and Al Saleh, 2009). SoftX is no different to many such businesses where a few key 

people hold the majority of the important knowledge and information. In order that the 

business is successful it is necessary to share key knowledge in a practical and 

systematic manner so that the apprentice ranks are able to adopt the skills and best 

practices necessary required to be productive employees in the company.  

The success of any business requires it to have timely access to accurate and relevant 

company and market information. Unlike traditional models of knowledge sharing, 



4 
 

wikis use the idea of a managed centralized repository of information, allowing the 

creation of a store of pertinent business information and knowledge (Yates et al., 2010). 

The process of knowledge sharing within a business usually starts with the senior 

management (Sunasee and Sewrey, 2002). The more senior employees have both the 

experience and expertise within the company and are often seen as the instigators to the 

knowledge sharing process. It is naturally in their best  interests to maintain a viable 

business and it is often with this goal in mind that knowledge is shared downwards to 

junior employees to maintain competitiveness and protect their positions of seniority 

(and their ultimately their jobs) (Abrahmson and Goodman-Delahunty, 2014).  Dean 

and Gottschalke (2007) indicated that any organization that relies on information or is 

sufficiently knowledge intensive relies on a deep and broad information and knowledge 

base to support its organisational operations. The visible action of senior employees 

relinquishing knowledge willingly acts as a catalyst to promote further knowledge 

sharing by other employees. Once this cycle has begun knowledge exchange will spread 

down through the hierarchies of the organization to all levels of the business as well as 

horizontally through each organisational strata. The key question then becomes how 

best to promote this spread of knowledge to produce the best results for the business. 

The aim of this study was to examine the effect of business hierarchies on knowledge 

sharing within a business and how employees collaborated with each other and shared 

knowledge in such a structured environment; specifically whether a centralized wiki 

would be used by employees to promote collaboration and knowledge sharing more 

than a decentralized alternative. 

The research sought to answer the following specific research question:  

“What may be the contributing factors that affects an employee’s use of a centralized 

wiki for knowledge sharing?” 

 

1.3  Focus of Previous Studies 

In recent years there have been many discussions around the areas of research carried 

out in the field of knowledge sharing. These discussions were carried out using a wide 

variety of different theories and from various perspectives, including approaches such as 

network theories, social exchange theory, and social capital., Research has also been 

carried out that investigates the significance of knowledge barriers and enablers (Riege, 
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2005;  Sharma et al., 2012) and wiki collaboration in organizations (Mansour et al., 

2011; Mansour, 2012).  

Trends and previous research in the field of social media within organizations show that 

wikis are widely used for knowledge sharing and collaboration (Hester, 2010). 

Previous studies have concentrated on the causes and barriers to knowledge sharing 

(Riege, 2005; Sharma et al., 2012), rather than ways to increase the knowledge sharing 

potential of the resources that are actually available. Since the majority of 

junior/apprentice employees have little or no technical experience when they join the 

business they will all be starting from a similar position, providing a level playing field. 

Such a starting position allows training to be provided to all of the apprentices in a 

consistent manner and ensures that they all have the same knowledge base to build 

upon. This not only has the advantage of allowing apprentices to feel as though they are 

all on the same journey during their training but also provides a benchmark for the 

business in terms of the minimum skill level of the apprentice workforce as a whole. 

Periodic assessment of the practical application and understanding of the knowledge 

gained through the company’s training process and informal group work will be 

measured on a regular basis for each employee as part of their personal development 

and progress reviews.  

 

1.4  The significance of the study 

Research has been undertaken into the spread of knowledge within businesses where 

there is a wide range of age and experience levels within the employee ranks, (Sharma 

et al., 2012; Endres, 2012). The findings from their research could assist managers who 

need to improve the effectiveness in knowledge sharing and collaboration within their 

organization as well as nurturing and improving collaboration and knowledge with 

employees at more junior levels.  The company used as part of this study consists of a 

majority of apprentices and relatively few senior staff, together with having training 

provided internally and not by an external training resource. As such our findings 

should provide a novel insight into the effects of knowledge sharing with such a bottom-

heavy environment. 
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1.5  General concepts and definitions 

In this section we will discuss some basic definitions of knowledge management terms 

that are relevant for better understanding the topic of this research. We will later 

develop the most essential of those that will help to underpin our research and build the 

theoretical framework.  

 

1.5.1 Knowledge  

Nonaka & Takeuchi (1995, p.58) described knowledge as a dynamic human process of 

justifying personal belief toward the ‘truth’. Such knowledge can be divided into two 

types, tacit knowledge and explicit knowledge (Polanyi, 1966). As pointed by Lenski 

(2010), Nonaka & Takeuchi (1995) underline the difference between explicit 

knowledge, which can be articulated in formal language and transmitted among 

individuals, and tacit knowledge, which is understood as personal knowledge embedded 

in individual experience and involving such intangible factors as personal belief, 

perspective, and values. Although it is possible to make a conceptual separation 

between these two types of knowledge, they are not in fact discrete in practice (Angioni, 

2011). In a more generic way knowledge may be considered to be an awareness of 

familiarity of someone or something based on the facts, feelings or experiences known 

by a person or group of people. Such knowledge can be determined based on the 

experience of discovery or learning of the individual or group (Cavell, 2002). 

 

1.5.2 Knowledge Management  

From a business perspective knowledge management is more important today than ever. 

Organizations must adapt to reduce the gap between those who retain the knowledge and 

those who seek it. Although there are various definitions of knowledge management, it’s 

very difficult to come out with a single all-encompassing definition (Argote et al., 2003). 

For the purpose of our study, we will define knowledge management as  

"the effective learning processes associated with exploration, exploitation and sharing of 

human knowledge (tacit and explicit) that use appropriate technology and cultural 

environments to enhance an organization’s intellectual capital and performance" 

(Jashapara, 2011, p.14). 
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1.5.3 Knowledge Sharing  

Knowledge sharing as defined by Jacobson (2008) is an exchange of knowledge 

between two individuals: one who communicates knowledge (the sender) and one who 

assimilates it (the receiver). 

 

1.5.4 Organisational learning (OL) 

With a focus on knowledge management as illustrated by Wang and Ahmed (2003), 

organizational learning can be defined as the changes in the state of knowledge (Lyles, 

1992, 1998). These changes in the state of knowledge include knowledge acquisition, 

dissemination, refinement, creation and implementation: the ability to acquire diverse 

information and to share common understanding so that this knowledge can be 

exploited (Fiol, 1994) and the ability to develop insights, knowledge, and to associate 

among past and future activities (Fiol and Lyles, 1985). 

 

1.5.5 Communities of practice 

As defined by Hinton (2003), Communities of Practice are "networks of individuals with 

a common, shared purpose grouped together to facilitate knowledge building, idea 

creation and information exchange". 

 

1.5.6 Internalization 

Huysman and Dirk (2002) define the concept of internalization as being the process by 

which a business’ employees acquire knowledge from their work environment and their 

interactions with fellow employees 

 

1.5.7 Externalization 

Externalization is the process where individuals share knowledge with each other. 

(Huysman, 2002). 
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1.5.8 Objectification 

Objectification is the process of globalizing local knowledge (Von Krogh et al., 2000). 

Knowledge needs to be accepted by a community’s members before it can be 

considered organisational (Huysman and De Wit 2002; Von Krogh et al., 2000). 

 

1.5.9 Wikinomics 

Wikinomics describes how the use of wikis for customer-collaboration purposes effects 

the corporate world; how its influence encompasses, but is not limited to, the ideas of 

open source software development, social networking and crowdsourcing. The guiding 

principles however are the same regardless of its real-world manifestation promoting an 

environment of openness, peer review, data and knowledge sharing (Tapscott and 

Williams, 2006). 

 

1.6   Structure of the thesis 

This initial chapter (“introduction”) of our research project starts by providing an 

overview of the concept of knowledge and describes why knowledge sharing and 

collaboration within an organizational context is less than obvious. This section presents 

our roles and contributions, the research problem, the issues with previous studies, the 

significance of this study and finally the purpose statement of the research work.   

This second chapter (“theoretical framework and literature review”) presents the 

literature review and theory used in our research study. This section initially describes 

the literature work of research findings and later on it explains the three dimensional 

(internalization, externalization and objectification) Huysman’s (2005) knowledge 

sharing cycle theory and collaboration. This chapter describes the core idea of our 

research study and was used later in the analysis of results and discussion/data analysis 

chapters. 

The third chapter (“research tradition”) describes the research tradition together with 

those factors that affect knowledge sharing based on previous studies. The purpose was 

to present empirical findings of a number of previous studies in the field of social media 

(wiki) and knowledge sharing with similarities to our study.  
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The fourth chapter (“research methodology”) focuses on the method used in our 

research and the justification of their choice. The structure of this chapter is as follows: 

research design and strategy, population and sampling, data collection method, data 

analysis method, validity and reliability of the data collected and finally ethical 

considerations.  

The fifth chapter (“study case description”) describes the environment and environment 

under which the case study was performed. Detail is given to the structure and hierarchy 

within SoftX and the processes involved in carrying out the study.  

The sixth chapter (“analysis of the results”) centers on the statistical analysis of the 

survey and interview responses coming out of the case study in the previous chapter. 

The seventh chapter (“summary and discussion”) focuses on discussing our results and 

summarizing our findings with regards to the suitability of wikis as a knowledge sharing 

tool. 

Finally, chapter eight (“conclusion”) of this research project, we evaluated what we 

have discovered as a result of our study and reflect on how our findings related to our 

initial research questions. We also recommended additional directions for further 

research in the area of wiki and knowledge sharing. 
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2. Theoretical framework and literature review 

______________________________________________________________________ 

This second chapter presents the literature review and theory used in our research 

study. This section initially describes the literature work of research findings and later 

on it explains the three dimensional (internalization, externalization and objectification) 

Huysman’s (2005) knowledge sharing cycle theory and collaboration. This chapter 

describes the core idea of our research study and was used later in the Analysis of 

results and Discussion/Data analysis chapters. 

______________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

2.1  Wikis 

 

The term 'wiki' was introduced by Ward Cunningham in 1994 to describe a web 

application that allows its contributors to manage and manipulate content 

collaboratively as part of a larger group. The informal nature of wikis allows its 

structure to evolve according to the needs of its contributors acting as a type of content 

management system without implicit structure or defined owner. (Stenmark, 2008; 

Stenmark, 2005; Mitchell, 2008).  This idea is reinforced by Leuf and Cunningham 

(2001), who describe a wiki as: 

“a progressive and dynamic website in the sense that it allows multiple people to 

modify, add and even delete content from the site”. 

Ward made use of the term wiki or ‘wikiwikiwebs’ (Cunningham, 1995) to illustrate 

what he meant by the “quick web”. Wikis helped to transform the web into a 

collaborative environment (Desilets et al., 2005). Another aspect of wikis is that, they 

have no established structure and are set out by users, group dynamics and the 

establishment of social principles and standards (Doolan, 2010a). Major attributes of 

Wikis are:  

 Simple processes for participation.  By default, people should be able to edit  

and track content in a wiki (add, modify or delete)  

  Possibility to edit others’ contributions in order to enhance readability, organize 

pages and integrate ideas (Yates et al., 2010; Rafael and Ariel, 2008). Changes 

made by individuals on wikis pages can be tracked 
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The most significant success of wikis is undoubtedly Wikipedia (Happel and Treitz, 

2008).  

 

2.2  Wikis in organizations  

The use of social media, in our particular case wikis, within an organization is often 

referred to as part of the broader term Enterprise 2.0 (McAfee, 2006).  According to 

Hinchcliffe (2007), Enterprise 2.0 can be defined as the collection of tools that are “free 

of unnecessary structure, highly egalitarian, and support many forms of data”. Wikis 

can be considered to meet these criteria since their existence relies on the premise of the 

free form collaborative efforts of small groups of equally valued, like-minded people 

working together to achieve the same ends. 

One advantage of the wiki is its low cost and ease of use. The wiki is a suitable tool for 

knowledge sharing and collaboration in the organisational context (McAfee, 2009). This 

makes their use within organizations different from other settings like Wikipedia (Danis 

and Singer, 2008; Stenmark, 2008).  

Existing collaboration technologies described as ‘channels’ (including: instant 

messaging, emails and short message services (SMS)) provides a means to transmit data 

securely and safely. (McAfee, 2009).  Knowledge shared through such channels is only 

accessible to specific people making this approach generally less collaborative, thereby 

reinforcing the need for a more open collaborative tools where knowledge can be shared 

publicly.  Enterprise 2.0 provides businesses with new tools for emergent collaboration 

and co-creation (Soriano et al., 2007).  Soriano et al. (2007) continues by saying that the 

main goal of Enterprise 2.0 (and so wikis) is to create a mechanism that supports 

common practices and allows knowledge to be stored in a way that makes it easier to 

find, access and use by the wider public.  

Following this approach to its conclusion results in an improvement in collaboration 

within virtual communities by promoting user-contributed content management 

platforms such as wikis, blogs and forums. (Soriano et al., 2007). However, in an 

organisational context, a completely uncoordinated use of a wiki by a large number of 

employees may result in a poor structure, inconsistent content and non-intuitive 

navigation (Danis and Singer, 2008).  
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2.3  Knowledge sharing within organizations 

Knowledge sharing is a core function within an organization without which it would not 

be possible to achieve and maintain its competitive advantage. Knowledge sharing as 

defined by Jacobson (2008) is an exchange of knowledge between two individuals: one 

who communicates knowledge (the sender) and one who assimilates it (the receiver). 

Organisational knowledge can either be tacit or explicit (Wenger et al., 2002; Casimir et 

al., 2012).  Tacit knowledge is difficult to capture or share from one individual to 

another as it is stored within the individual and is intertwined with their personal 

experiences and subconscious. In order to make use of tacit knowledge it is first 

necessary to represent it in an external, tangible form that can be used by others. 

However, explicit knowledge can readily be acquired and shared (Nonaka and 

Takeuchi, 1995). Regardless of the nature of knowledge whether tacit or explicit, its 

state at any specific time depends on its current mode of conversion.  

The knowledge sharing cycle created by Huysman and Dirk (2002), Figure 1 below, 

consists of three major processes: externalization, internalization and objectification.  

 

 
Figure 1: Knowledge Sharing Cycle by Huysman and Dirk de Wit (2002) 

 

The relationship between tacit and explicit knowledge and transition of knowledge 

types can be seen in the summary given in Table 1. 
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Learning 
Process 

Learning 
Source 

Learning 
Outcome 

Type of 
Knowledge 

Sharing 
Support 

Knowledge 
Transition 

Internalization Organizational 

Knowledge 

Individual 

Knowledge 

Knowledge 

Acquisition 

Explicit to 

Tacit 

Knowledge 

Externalization Individual 

Knowledge 

Shared 

Knowledge 

Knowledge 

Exchange for 

reuse and 

development 

Tacit to 

Explicit 

Knowledge 

Objectification Shared 

Knowledge 

Organizational 

Knowledge 

Knowledge 

Sharing 

Explicit  

Knowledge 

Remaining 

Explicit but to 

a wider 

audience 
Table 1: Relationship between Huysman Cycle and Tacit/Explicit Knowledge 

 

 

2.3.1 Internalization  

Huysman and Dirk (2002) define the concept of internalization as being the process by 

which “a business’ employees acquire knowledge from their work environment and 

their interactions with fellow employees”. This informal and passive acquisition is 

reinforced by the like of Dalkir (2011) as “learning by doing”; a less formal method of 

acquisition than formal training or knowledge sharing. There are many ways to  

internalize knowledge including some which may be specific to the particular working 

environment, however more generally these can involve training sessions, use of 

knowledge management systems, books and training literature etc. (McAfee, 2006; 

Tapscott and Williams, 2006). One more informal, and less readily measurable means 

of knowledge internalization within a company is the tacit knowledge stored in the 

employee pool (Huysman, 2002). Such knowledge is also referred to as “collective 

knowledge” (Spender, 1996). The informal interaction between staff members through 

gossiping, chatting or story telling provides a means on internalizing such knowledge 

between peers without necessarily formally externalizing this information (Sims, 1999). 

The advantage of this social interaction is not only the transfer of tacit knowledge 

between members of the informal, social network but can also be used as a means of 

encouraging individuals to communicate, interact and work together more readily and 

effectively on a daily basis. Providing a more open and comfortable environment makes 
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knowledge sharing more acceptable and commonplace thereby improving the work 

environment for everyone (Brown and Duguid, 1991; Gherardi, 1991).    

 

2.3.2 Externalization  

Externalization is the process where individuals share knowledge with each other. 

(Huysman, 2002). This may occur in a variety of ways, both formally and informally 

(McAfee, 2009) and the mechanism in which this manifests itself may include formal 

meetings, discussions with project groups or other such gathering of people, or 

informally through conversations or lunch break chats (Huysman, 2002). 

The process itself can leverage infrastructures provided in the environment such as 

telephones, intranet applications such as blogs, emails, wikis and other such forums that 

promote communication. Explicit knowledge, according to Huysman (2002), can be 

formulated using formal and systematic language, however not all knowledge is 

explicit. 

Academics such as Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) propose that tacit knowledge can 

prove to be a hindrance to the externalization process, and as a result lead to 

substandard learning processes.  Knowledge needs to be externalized for the purpose of 

reuse and to benefit the development of new knowledge (Huysman and DeWit, 2002). 

 

2.3.3  Objectification 

Objectification is the process of globalizing local knowledge (Von Krogh et al., 2000). 

The exchange of knowledge and information is not a measure of how successfully this 

knowledge will be accepted in the wider community. Knowledge needs to be accepted 

by a community’s members before it can be considered organisational (Huysman and 

De Wit, 2002; Von Krogh et al., 2000). 

The process of objectification is not always an intentional one, and in many cases takes 

a while to take place (Von Krogh et al., 2000). Huysman and De Wit (2002) illustrate 

these delays in acceptance by using the example of a group of technicians who have 

developed a new way of fixing a ‘machine’. This operational knowledge will remain 

locally in their peer group until, it is accepted by the organization for example as 

published manuals in the training of new comers. 
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Huysman’s knowledge sharing cycle consists of three interdependent processes, the 

longest running of which tends to be objectification. Table 1 shows how these processes 

are categorized and how each relates to knowledge sharing and the learning process of 

the business (Zaffar and Ghazawneh, 2013). 

 

 

2.4  Wikinomics and the Mass Collaboration 

Zaffar and Ghazawneh (2013) suggest that mass collaboration occurs when  a large 

number of people work independently from each other but act collaboratively towards a 

single goal – for example on a single project. There are four main characteristics 

involved in any mass collaboration exercise (Tapscott and Williams, 2006), namely: 

Peering, Sharing, Openness and Acting Globally. 

 Peering (or peer production): replacing existing hierarchical models for a flatter, 

more collaborative environment, providing conditions that allows users to take 

part in the process of development of products and services, and jointly share, 

classify, and rate contents that enhance the production (Tapscott and Williams, 

2006; McKercher and Mosco, 2007; Wilkinson, 2008) 

 Sharing: the creation of new products which can be improved by sharing 

knowledge (Tapscott and Williams, 2006) 

 Openness: according to Tapscott and Williams (2006), refers to having flexible 

boundaries that embrace open standards and content as well as financial 

transparency and an open attitude towards external ideas and resources. 

 Acting globally: acquiring new information and knowledge by promoting the 

ideas of the mass collaboration available to many through web 2.0 technologies. 

 

 

2.5  Factors affecting knowledge sharing 

Scholars have invested a lot of interest in knowledge sharing these past decades which 

helped them to provide a broad overview of factors affecting knowledge sharing. 

(Riege, 2007; Paroutis and Al Saleh, 2009). Most of these researches and theories derive 
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from multidisciplinary studies including organizational studies, social psychology, 

sociology or even behavioral economics (Riege, 2005; Paroutis and Al Saleh, 2009; 

Mansour, 2012; Hadjerouitt, 2014; Md Shiful, and Rajib 2014). Literature provides a 

considerable amount of knowledge sharing facilitators and barriers which have been 

identified in different scientific perspectives (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995; Argote, 

1999; Dixon, 2000; Seba et al., 2012). This section provides a general overview of 

knowledge sharing barriers and facilitators made from organization research tradition. 

We will reflect on two theoretical approaches with close connection to organizational 

studies to get a good analysis: theory on social identity and social dilemma of 

knowledge sharing (Kimmerle et al., 2008; Cabrera and Cabrera, 2002).  

 

2.5.1 Theory on social identity 

Social identity theory provides a possible insight into why people are reluctant to share 

their knowledge with others. The theory is based around ideas of social psychology 

whose main premise is that people tend to classify themselves and their work colleagues 

into different social categories (Tajfel and Turner, 1985; Tajfel, 1978; Smith et al., 

2014). The desire to improve one’s social identity within the workplace manifests itself 

by aligning oneself with those employees seen to be part of “in group” while at the same 

time distancing oneself from the rest of the employees “out group”. This segregation 

serves two purposes; it partitions and orders the workforce based on personal 

associations and secondly individuals are able to define themselves within this social 

environment (Ashforth and Mael, 1989, pp.20-21). 

The use of social identity theory can be seen in many organizational studies (Argote, 

1999, p.177; Ashforth and Mael, 1989, p.20; Smith et al., 2014). The categorizing of 

individuals within a business into distinctive groups, units or departments produces 

intergroup competition. Consequently, attempts to promote group identity inside of a 

large organization, may actually lead to more competition between these same business 

units.  Kramer (1991) noted that when a department is perceived as high performing, it 

implies to other departments that this high performing group is superior, thereby 

increasing competitiveness between these departments with a view to gain superiority or 

at least to level out the social standing. The negative side to this is an increasingly 

competitive environment in which departments become less likely to share knowledge 

with their perceived rivals, and are more likely to acquire knowledge for their own ends 
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to improve their own relative performance. Argote (1999, pp. 177-178) states that this 

internal competition between business units is a key barrier that limits knowledge 

sharing. 

When looking into employee participation in organizational knowledge sharing, social 

identity theory together with this group competition provides an explanation for 

employee barriers. Organizational culture can be seen as a key factor affecting 

employees’ behaviour and motivation when it comes to knowledge sharing. For 

businesses where there is a tradition of cooperation, employees are more likely to share 

their knowledge with their close colleagues. The degree to which work colleagues, and 

departments within a business, cooperate will affect the ease and quality of the 

knowledge that is shared. 

 

2.5.2 Social dilemma of knowledge sharing 

Social dilemma refers to a paradoxical situation in which individual rationality leads to 

a collective irrationality. Knowledge sharing can be described as a particular 

manifestation of social dilemma (Cabrera and Cabrera, 2002; Kimmerle et al., 2008). 

Individual attempts to maximize pay-offs can result in collective damage. 

When employees improve their performance at work by using ideas and methods 

provided by other employees, it does not diminish their potential value to others 

(Cabrera and Cabrera, 2002, pp. 692-693; Casimir et al., 2012). Ideally employees 

would actively share their own ideas and use the information provided by others to 

improve their performance. However, this is not always the best solution from 

individuals’ viewpoint. As stated by Cabrera and Cabrera (2002, p.693), there could be 

instances where individuals do not cooperate in sharing their knowledge thinking that 

“if everyone else cooperates and I do not, I enjoy the good for free. If no one else or 

very few others cooperate, I will be saving the wasted contribution”. 

After evaluating the costs and benefits resulting from their actions, employees may 

decide that it is a more rational choice not to share knowledge. In the case of knowledge 

sharing, costs may include such things as the cognitive effort required, the amount of 

time invested or the fear of embarrassing oneself to their peers. The higher the expected 

costs as perceived by the individual, the more likely the individual will be not to share 

knowledge and the stronger the knowledge sharing dilemma. (Kimmerle et al., 2008, 

p.386;  Renzl, 2008, p.207; Casimir et al., 2012) 
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Considering knowledge sharing as a social dilemma provides a theoretical basis for 

understanding why some employees are reluctant, or even refuse, to participate in the 

sharing knowledge process. The relative costs and benefits as viewed by the individual 

will need to be weighed up before a conclusion can be made as to whether that 

individual will share their knowledge. Individuals need to establish that the expected 

benefits to sharing their knowledge outweighs any potential costs. Considering 

knowledge sharing as a social dilemma has inspired many authors to investigate factors 

increasing employees’ knowledge sharing behaviour (Kimmerle et al., 2008, p.386; Md 

Shiful and Rajib, 2014). 

Treating knowledge sharing as a social dilemma and the application of social identity 

theory provides the basis for understanding employees’ knowledge sharing behavior. 

Various factors such as organizational culture, benefits and costs have been identified as 

potential influencing factors.  

We will build a theoretical framework based on knowledge sharing as social identity 

and social dilemma and investigate the factors affecting employees’ knowledge sharing 

behavior. Both the theoretical perspectives presented above and practicalities of existing 

studies are considered. We will focus on organizational research and empirical studies 

indicating the similarities with the case study on SoftX’s employees. 

 

2.6  Theoretical framework 

There are many factors which affect knowledge sharing within a business and many of 

these have been highlighted in past studies. The outcomes of these studies have 

indicated that these reasons may be categorized as either being technological, 

organizational or personal (Ardichvili et al., 2006; Barson et al., 2000; Cabrera et al., 

2006; Riege, 2007;  McDermott, 1999; Paroutis and Al Saleh, 2009; Mansour, 2012; 

Hadjerouitt, 2014; Md Shiful and Rajib, 2014). 

Riege (2005) identified several factors that could fall into each of these three categories: 

Personal or human Factors 

 Lack of trust in one colleague and peers as well as a lack of trust in the 

knowledge sharing process or the integrity of the knowledge sharing 

system. 
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 Fear of power loss resulting in personal influence within peer and 

social groups within the company which can be perceived as having a 

detrimental effect on the individual’s position or stability within the 

company. 

 The act of sharing ones knowledge with a wider audience may not 

produce the expected benefits from an individual’s career or peer-

status point of view. 

Organisational Factors 

 Poor leadership and control over the knowledge sharing process can 

lead to a reduced uptake by staff members, leading them to feel the 

knowledge sharing process serves them, or the business, no benefit. 

 The potential benefits of contributing knowledge can be seen as 

receiving a little or no reward in return from the business, thereby 

making the process appear biased in favor of the company and putting 

individuals in a weakened position. 

Technological factors 

 A lack of effective training can make the introduction and adoption of 

new systems arduous and dissuade employees from sharing their 

knowledge in this way. Poor training can result in employees not fully 

understanding the system properly and therefore not be fully aware of 

the features and functionalities that it can offer. 

 The knowledge sharing system needs to adopt technologies that are 

relevant and appropriate for the task at hand and be designed with the 

target audience in mind. The system should be as intuitive as possible 

for employees at all levels within the business. Usage should be 

possible with a minimum of effort and encourage use and 

experimentation rather than to introduce barriers caused by a poorly 

thought through design and badly implemented systems. 

Our study treated the wiki as a tool to promote knowledge sharing within a business. 

Figure 2 shows how the aforementioned classification may be applied in our specific 

case. Our theoretical framework consists of the impact of personal, organizational and 

technological factors on the use of the SoftX’s wiki. 
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Figure 2: Theoretical Framework 
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3. Research Tradition  

______________________________________________________________________ 

This third chapter describes the research tradition together with those factors that affect 

knowledge sharing based on previous studies. A number of previous studies in the field 

of wikis as a knowledge sharing tool are discussed to establish a framework for this 

current study.  

______________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

3.1  Factors affecting knowledge sharing 

We focused on those factors which we considered to effect knowledge sharing within 

SoftX by considering the goals of our thesis as determined by our research questions 

together with previous research that had been undertaken in similar areas. 

The area of social media is a relatively new field of research, however due to its 

popularity and topicality many studies have already been published in this field. Since 

‘social media’ is a broad topic for investigation previous studies have tended to focus on 

different aspects of the knowledge sharing process with regards to social media. These 

areas of interest have broadly tended to be focused in four areas: 

 Organisations (Lin, 2007; Paroutis and Al Selah, 2009; Tohidinia and 

Mosakhami,  2010). 

 Virtual Communities (Kosonen, 2008; Lin et al., 2009; Ardichvili et al., 2003). 

 Firm-Hosted Communities (Jeppsen and Frederiksen, 2006) 

 Open Innovative Communities (Antikainen et al., 2010) 

 

We decided to focus on three particular studies which focused their research on a 

similar aspect of social media to our own. The three cases below all study different 

elements of people’s readiness to share knowledge outside of their immediate close 

circle of friends and colleagues, as well as their immediate peer group, within a 

structured environment. These are discussed briefly below: 

 

Study #1: (Ardichvili et al., 2003) 

An early study into the factors that motivates employees to share knowledge with their 

peers and the nature of the barriers that prevent or reduce collaboration to using social 

media to promote this sharing process. The approach taken in this study made use of 
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qualitative interviewing of employees at Caterpillar Inc., to investigate how virtual 

communities within the company share knowledge. The aim of the study was to 

determine factors which influenced whether an individual was more of less likely to 

contribute to sharing within the business’ virtual community.  Informal communities 

were used within the business based on common areas of interest or common work 

patterns or practices and these ‘communities of practice’ and their interrelationships 

were used as the basis of this study (ibid. p65). 

These communities used the Internet-based and computer-mediated communities to 

provide a distributed, geographically widespread environment across different physical 

business locations and as such involved very little face to face communication. 

Community members had access to basic capabilities; to communicate with other group 

members and participate in multi person group discussions on topics of specific interest 

or particular knowledge areas. Considering the time at which the study was undertaken 

in relation to the evolution of social media these informal groupings may be considered 

as early incarnations of content communities and social media. 

This study indicated the following results (ibid. pp.69-75). 

 The motivation to contribute to the virtual communities of practice: 

Employees were more likely to contribute their knowledge when they 

saw doing so as contributing to the common benefit, whether that be 

personal benefit or benefit to their community. Management felt that new 

employees should be introduced into these communities at an early stage 

as a means of sharing knowledge from senior group members – almost a 

form of informal mentoring. Consequently, the authors of the study 

emphasized the role of the business culture in encouraging knowledge 

sharing and establishing mutually supportive relationships between 

members of these community groups. This informal hierarchy within 

groups allows people to become seen as domain experts within these 

communities which in turn promoted knowledge sharing (ibid, pp.69-71) 

 Barriers that contribute to the virtual communities of practice: Trust 

played a major part in this study as a key barrier to knowledge sharing 

Contributors were cautious about what and when they posted information 

to these communities due to a lack of understanding about what was 

acceptable and what was not, and whether their shared knowledge would 
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have a negative effect on the community. The study found that this 

uncertainty was a result of unclear guidelines from management and the 

confusion that this created. Interviewees indicated concern about how 

others may use knowledge that has been posted within these 

communities and the effect that knowledge misuse may have. As a result 

a degree of skepticism with regards the reliability and objectivity of the 

available information was seen by some of those interviewed. (ibid, 

pp.69-71.) 

The authors emphasized the need to remove these barriers in order to support 

organizational knowledge sharing. The focus of the study was on removing existing 

knowledge sharing barriers based on the currently available infrastructure within 

Caterpillar Inc. and not to create a knowledge sharing platform (ibid. pp.75-76).  

 

Study #2: (Tohidinia and Mosakhana, 2010) 

This second study also examined the factors affecting knowledge sharing behavior in an 

organizational environment. Businesses within the Iranian oil industry were assessed 

and a sample of 502 questionnaires was completed by employees representing highly 

developed ICT workers across several businesses. This demographic was chosen 

because the study wanted to investigate businesses with an existing efficient 

infrastructure and track record of knowledge sharing across units within the individual 

organizations (ibid, pp.615- 616). The study itself didn’t explicitly discuss the use and 

effect of social media technologies, the tools measuring ICT included some Web 2.0 

related technologies and so relevance to our study (e.g. intranets, virtual communities 

and groupware tools).  

The study demonstrated various significant individual and organizational knowledge 

sharing promoters. A perceived self-efficacy and reciprocal relationships between group 

members had a positive impact on attitudes towards knowledge sharing. The 

organizational/political climate in terms of internal cooperation and the level of 

information and communication technology were discovered as an aid to knowledge 

sharing. (ibid. pp.617-622) This study supported many of the assumptions made in 

previous literature especially when it came to the main individual and organizational 

factors effecting employees’ knowledge sharing potential.,  
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Given the context of the study and the use of Iranian oil industry companies, the authors 

suggested a need for further research and consideration of cultural influences before any 

concrete conclusions could be drawn from their study (ibid, p.623). 

 

Study #3: (Paroutis and Al Saleh, 2009) 

The third and final study involved conducting a qualitative study into the determinants 

that effected an employees’ knowledge sharing specifically when using Web 2.0 

technologies. The study focused on the multinational services company TechCo where 

the authors conducted a small number (eleven) of in-depth interviews with its 

employees. Paroutis and Al Saleh found that the contributing factors that came out of 

these interviews could be divided into three broad groups in a similar was to other 

studies namely, personal, organizational and technological factors (ibid., p54). From 

this the authors identified four key determinants of knowledge sharing which could be 

considered both as barriers to knowledge sharing or indeed motivations for the 

employees using social media tools for knowledge sharing (ibid., pp. 57-60). These four 

determinants were: 

 Historical Influence: How does existing methods of working affect the use of 

social media tools? Do employees see new ways and tools as an erosion of 

traditional methods and techniques and does this mindset produce a barrier to 

adoption? Does the age and geographic location have any bearing of the 

adoption of social media tools - Interviewees representing older generations 

explained they would prefer traditional communication (e.g. face to face) instead 

of adapting to new social media tools. (ibid., pp.57-58) 

 Employee expectation: What do employees expect from using social media? Are 

there any preconceived ideas and how accurate they? Do employees have any 

idea of expected consequences of the use of Web 2.0 technologies influences 

people’s willingness to share knowledge.  

Positive expectations such as effective communication or personal knowledge 

management encourage employees to share knowledge, whereas skeptical and 

negatively perceived expectations prevent employees from sharing their 

knowledge. If social media tools are to be widely used as a means of 

communication between employees, then it is understandable that employees 
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should expect to see some clearly defined benefits from their use otherwise they 

will be less inclined to contribute. (ibid. pp.58-59)  

 Organizational and management support: Managerial support can manifest itself 

in many ways in order to achieve this goal., such as employee encouragement 

through promoting the benefits and advantages of the social media tools, 

providing training for the employees as well as rewarding the participation of the 

most active users. (ibid. pp.59- 60) 

 Trust: The quality and integrity of the information being shared plays a large 

role in determining whether an employee is willing to share their knowledge. 

Individuals who suspect that the social media tools are unreliable sources of 

information or that their knowledge maybe misused by others are less likely to 

contribute to the social media applications. (ibid, p.60). 

When considering each of these four determinants, Paroutis and Al Saleh highlighted 

the importance of managerial support in producing a successful knowledge sharing 

environment. Leadership roles in encouraging employees, communicating the benefits, 

and providing training are all responsibilities of management. Without clear support and 

guidelines by managers employees will not be motivated to use social media. (ibid. 

pp.60-61)  

Together these three studies provided a number of key insights into what promotes 

knowledge sharing within businesses as well as factors which can deter knowledge 

sharing by employees. 

These three studies focused on the employees within different organizations and how 

social media was used as a tool for promoting knowledge sharing. Other studies 

investigating knowledge sharing factors were considered in order to gain a broader 

understanding of these contributing factors however, instead of detailing these studies, 

the purpose here is to classify the most significant results.  

The key factors coming out of these studies were personal benefits, trust issues and 

organisational implications. These appear to be recurring factors in studies that focus on 

this aspect of knowledge sharing and have been highlighted as significant in studies 

performed by Ardichvili et al., 2003; Tohidinia et al., 2010; Paroutis and Al Saleh, 

2009. Technological factors were often considered as having less of an influence on 

knowledge sharing than the other three factors. An employee’s choice to contribute to 

organizational knowledge sharing is more dependent on individual or organizational 
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factors, than on the technological aspects as such. (Coakes, 2006; McDermott, 1999; 

Paroutis and Al Saleh, 2009).  

 

3.2  Categorizing the factors 

The previous section presented the relevant empirical studies concerning social media 

and knowledge sharing within an organization. This study attempts to classify the 

discovered empirical results based on the three categories identified above and are 

presented in the Table 2. 
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Factors Description 

P
er

so
n

a
l 

Benefits Personal and collective utilities 

Trust Issues Lack of trust and fear of misuse 

Costs 

Time 

Negative impact on professional image 

Experience and 

Skills with 

Technology 

Frequency of using wiki  in private life 

Frequency for using internet for work purposes 

Skills in using company's wiki 

Understanding 

Responsibilities 
Understanding company's wiki as part of my responsibilities 

O
rg

a
n

is
a
ti

o
n

a
l 

Managerial 

Manager's activeness 

Scoping of training possibilities for employees 

Organisational guidelines for using wiki 

Culture 

Colleagues activeness and participation 

Dependency in decision making 

Dependency in time distribution on active tasks 

Collaboration in and across business units 

T
ec

h
n

o
lo

g
ic

a
l 

Web 2.0 Degree of user friendliness of web tools 

Table 2: Determinants to Sharing Knowledge Using Social Media 

 

 Personal Factors describes the expected benefits and costs, trust issues, 

experience and skills associated with technological tools and 

understanding of an individual’s responsibilities. Personal benefits may 

include the aiding an employee’s daily work whereas collective utilities 

refer to the usefulness of the contributions to the whole community.  

Costs to an employee refers to the negative impact of knowledge sharing 

on the individual. This may include excessive amount of time spent by 
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the employee to share knowledge or any negative impacts on a person’s 

professional image.  

Trust-related issues refers to any perceived lack of integrity or accuracy 

in the content of social medias well as fears over the potential future use 

of the data once it is stored in some knowledge repository. 

 Organizational Factors: includes managerial implications and 

organizational culture. Managerial implications covers the responsibility 

of providing sufficient training, giving positive feedback, valuing an 

employee’s efforts, contributions and participation in the sharing 

process; together with organizational guidelines for using social media 

tools. Organizational culture places an emphasis on employee feedback 

and valuing contributions by colleagues, participation of colleagues, and 

the level of collaboration in and across business units.  

 Technological Factors: refers to the company’s social media tools. Since 

the technological factors do not form the central focus of this study, as 

indicated by the summary of finding above, the only technological aspect 

considered is the user-friendliness and accessibility of the company’s 

social media tools. 

Each of these three main factors may be considered as both motivations and barriers, 

depending on the reader’s perspective, potentially either increasing the employees’ use 

of social media as well as decreasing it. Managers need to be seen to take a positive role 

in encouraging employees by acting as a role model in the knowledge sharing process 

(“leading by example”). Failure to take the lead in a supportive capacity could be 

interpreted as a barrier for their subordinates’ behavior.  

Some of the factors identified by Riege (2005) represent multidimensional factors, 

meaning that they could be placed under more than one of the above defined categories 

depending on personal perspective. Experience and skills with technology includes 

aspects that could be argued represent similarities with technological factors, but could 

equally be viewed that having an understanding the company’s social media tools as a 

responsibility is not necessarily a personal factor, but it could be argued to represent an 

organizational factor instead.  

The classification of knowledge sharing factors into three defined groups should not be 

treated as definitive, but should be considered as no more than a working theoretical 
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model based on a summary of the current research tradition. This model is unlikely to 

cover all the possible factors affecting employees’ use of social media and other factors 

between the personal and organizational group should be taken into consideration. 

Based on the extensive mapping of the existing studies and theoretical perspectives, the 

factors presented above are considered to provide a legitimate focus for our thesis. 
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4. Research Methodology 

______________________________________________________________________ 

This chapter focuses on the method used in our research and the justification of their 

choice. The structure of this chapter is as follows: research design and strategy, 

population and sampling, data collection method, data analysis method, validity and 

reliability of the data collected and finally ethical considerations.  

______________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

4.1  Research design and strategy of inquiry 

 

Although there are many different ways to establish research structure, using the most 

suitable method in respect of the research problem and purpose will definitely help in 

achieving the desired results. A researcher could always choose between a quantitative 

or qualitative method (Leech et al., 2009). However there is a third method, which is the 

combination of the above two called the mixed method (Leech et al., 2009). 

 

4.1.1 Qualitative research method 

Qualitative research intends to provide the researcher with a deep understanding of the 

social reality of individuals, groups and cultures. Holloway (1997, p.2), defined 

qualitative research as a: 

“form of social inquiry that focuses on the way people interpret and make sense of their 

experiences and the world in which they live”.   

Qualitative research aims to solve the questions asked by a research problem. As argued 

by Neville (2005), qualitative studies involve analysis and reflection on the less 

concrete aspects of a research study, and are for that reason more subjective than 

quantitative researches, which main focal point is to collect, analyze and measure 

numerical data. This makes qualitative method more appropriate for research questions 

that are difficult to resolve through statistical analysis.  

According to Mack et al. (2011) there are three common qualitative research methods 

each of which are suited in obtaining a specific type of data:  
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 Participant observation is appropriate for readily collecting data based on 

perceived behavior in their usual environment.  

 In-depth interviews are best for collecting data on individual’s personal 

experiences, perspectives and histories, particularly when sensitive topics are 

being researched.  

 Focus groups are effective in collecting data on the educational standards of the 

group and in generating broad overview issues of interest to the social groups or 

subgroups represented 

 

4.1.2 Quantitative research method 

A quantitative research method is better suited to capturing the dynamic processes and 

relationships between phenomena, allowing mathematical transformations to be applied 

on the data allowing comparisons to be made and explanations to be given more readily. 

It uses numerical data to investigate the “how much” and the “how many” of a specific 

classification as suggested by Sjöberg and Svensson (2012). Empirical data gathered 

must be quantifiable. According to Harmant (1998), Examples of data collection models 

when carrying out a quantitative research are surveys and questionnaires.  

There is a clear difference between the qualitative and quantitative research methods as 

shown in Table 3.  
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Qualitative research Quantitative research 

The aim is a complete, detailed 

description. 

The aim is to classify features, count them, 

and construct statistical models in an attempt to 

explain what is observed. 

Seek to explore phenomena Seek to confirm hypothesis about phenomena 

Researcher may only know roughly in 

advance what he/she is looking for. 

Researcher knows clearly in advance what 

he/she is looking for. 

Recommended during earlier phases of 

research projects. 

Recommended during latter phases of 

research projects. 

The design emerges as the study unfolds. 
All aspects of the study are carefully 

designed before data is collected. 

Researcher is the data gathering 

instrument. 

Researcher uses tools, such as questionnaires 

or equipment to collect numerical data. 

Data is in the form of words, pictures or 

objects. 
Data is in the form of numbers and statistics. 

Subjective - individuals interpretation of 

events is important ,e.g., uses participant 

observation, in-depth  interviews etc. 

Objective seeks precise measurement & 

analysis of target concepts, e.g., uses surveys, 

questionnaires etc. 

Qualitative data is more 'rich', time 

consuming, and less able to be generalized. 

Quantitative data is more efficient, able to 

test hypotheses, but may miss contextual detail. 

Researcher tends to become subjectively 

immersed in the subject matter. 

Researcher tends to remain objectively 

separated from the subject matter 

Open-ended Closed-ended 

Table 3: Qualitative research vs. Quantitative research. Source: (Neil, 2007;  Mack et al., 2011) 

 

 

4.1.3 Mixed research method 

According to Johnson et al. (2004), mixed methods research is defined as the class of 

research where the researcher mixes or combines quantitative and qualitative research 

techniques, methods, approaches, concepts or language into a single study. Combining 

these two approaches helps the researcher to leverage the benefits of one approach to 

address the weaknesses of another approach as noted by Bryman and Bell (2007). 

According to Tashakkori et al. (2003), there are three reasons to use mixed research 

approach:  

- Because it answers questions that other method cannot 
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- Provides stronger deductions 

- Provides a greater diversity of views 

Furthermore, Johnson et al. (2004) pointed out that the degree of mixture of mixed 

research method can be viewed in another dimension which form a continuum from a 

mono-method design to fully mixed method, with partially mixed design falling 

between single-method design and fully mixed methods. Single-method or non-mixed 

method approaches consist of the sole use of either the quantitative or qualitative 

research approaches in a study. Anything besides that is either considered a partially 

mixed method or a fully mixed method.  

According to Leech et al. (2009), fully mixed method designs represent the highest 

degree of mixing research method and research paradigm characteristics. Fully mixed 

methods consist of the combining qualitative and quantitative approaches at one or more 

levels of the research process or across all the levels unlike partially mixed methods. In 

partially mixed methods on the other hand, qualitative and quantitative data are 

conducted concurrently or sequentially in their entirety during the research process 

before mixed at the data interpretation stage. But not within or across the levels of the 

research process (Leech et al., 2009).  

Based on the typology of mixed research by Leech et al. (2009) in Figure 3, the research 

method in our research study is a partially mixed concurrent dominant status method 

with the qualitative research as the dominant phase.  In order to get feedback from as 

many employees within the business as possible in a manageable timeframe we decided 

to use online questionnaires to create a structured framework for collecting their views 

and opinions. This structured approach defined a quantitative style to our research, 

whereas a qualitative aspect was introduced during the data gathering and analysis 

reflected in our attempts to understand employee behaviour and the reasons for such 

behaviour with regards to wiki adoption. The strategy used in our research study is 

described in the next section.  
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Figure 3: Mixed Research Typology. Source: Leech et al., 2009 
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4.1.4 Research strategy 

The five main research strategies according to Yin (2003) includes: survey, experiments, 

archival analysis, histories and case studies.  A research strategy could be a case study 

according to Yin (1994), if the research questions are answering a “how” or “why” 

question. Yin defines a case study as “an empirical inquiry that investigates a 

contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context, especially when the boundaries 

between the phenomenon and the context are not clearly evident… It allows the 

investigation to retain the holistic and meaningful characteristics of real-life events—

such as individual life cycles, organizational and managerial processes, neighborhood 

change, international relations, and the maturation of industries.” Case study, as 

outlined by Yin (2003), is suitable when exploring contemporary events.  

According to Yin (2003) there are three types of case studies;  

- an exploratory case study is used as a prelude to gather maximum information 

related to the research topic. It’s often used by the researcher to get a better 

understanding of the research topic.  Yin (2003) argues that the use of “what” 

questions are used in exploratory case study to develop pertinent hypotheses and 

propositions for further inquiry.  

- A descriptive case study focuses on defining the problem not its cause. It’s often 

used when the researcher has a fundamental understanding and knowledge about 

the field of research. Rosengren and Arvidson (2005) mentioned that the basic 

goal of descriptive research is to define relationship.  

- An explanatory case study is used to do causal investigations (cause-effect 

relationship). According to Rosengren and Arvidson (2005), this method is 

utilized to evaluate what effect a specific change will have on existing norms. In 

other words, it evaluates whether one variable causes or determines the value of 

another variable.  “How” and “why” questions are suitable for explanatory study 

when dealing with answering questions involving operational links needing to be 

traced over time (Yin, 2003).  

We made use of the exploratory case study model as our strategy of inquiry in this study 

because it helped us to explore in depth the knowledge sharing activity and process as 

suggested by Creswell (2009). Our choice was substantiated by the fact that case study 

enabled us to study the phenomenon in its natural context and environment in line with 

the recommendations of Cavaye (1996). Although the case study research included 
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single and multiple case studies, we made use of a single case study in our research.  

SoftX was chosen because it stands a good fit to explore the research question. 

We adopted a mixed method approach to conduct this study since the aim was to 

explore the factors that contribute to employees’ involvement in the use of wikis for 

knowledge sharing with the help of interviews as the primary tool and observations. 

Quantitative aspects of research were employed through surveys together with 

qualitative elements of research were employed through one-to-one interviews to 

establish any commonalities between respondents giving us an indication of the factors 

for success. 

 

4.2  Population and sampling 

We chose our sample population in order to provide the most representative cross 

section of employees as possible (Walliman, 2006).  

That target population was restricted to employees working at the SoftX’s main office 

in Manchester but was open to all employees throughout the business who have regular 

access to computers and the company IT facilities – including technical, training and 

administrative departments. This capacity was determined as part of the employee’s 

interview process before joining SoftX so ensuring a minimum level of access for all 

apprentices within the business. We identified a number of defined levels within the 

business based on business function, role requirements and responsibility within the 

company. The selection was made so that at least one employee will be chosen from 

each of the five main identified hierarchical levels within the business namely: director, 

recruitment, apprentice, technical and training. A selection process was setup whereby 

a person independent of the business, (someone not employed by the company and who 

knew none of the employees within the business), blindly chose a candidate from each 

group thereby providing a criteria-based selection of employees for further study. This 

process meant that each employee had an equal probability of being selected compared 

to other members of their group. (Creswell, 2009). However across the business as a 

whole employees in smaller groups naturally had a higher likelihood of selection from 

their group than from larger groups. 

Survey candidates were all emailed the same details on how to answer the online 

survey. The survey itself was anonymous, optional and covered employees across all 
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departments whether it be technical, managerial, training or administrative. This 

decision was made as it was determined that all members of staff have the ability to use 

and contribute knowledge for the better good of the business and so should not be 

restricted to any one demographic. 

The survey was distributed to 133 employees simultaneously and left open for three 

working days. Out of the original distribution group a total of 99 employees (that is a 

response rate of 74.4%) had replied by the specified deadline date. 

All respondents were informed at the beginning of the survey that any answers they 

gave would be confidential and anonymous. Replies would not be divulged outside the 

research group although overall results may be shown to the business management for 

analysis and planning purposes. 

As a result of the previously discussed selection process, one employee was selected 

from each of the five employee groupings to participate in semi structured face-to-face 

interviews. The profile of these candidates can be seen in Table 4 below. Each of the 

five selected candidates agreed to take part in the interview session. Before the 

interviews were started each volunteer was asked to sign a consent form whereby they 

agreed to a number of basic conditions under which the interviews would be conducted 

(see Appendix 3 Section A). The selection was made based on four key criteria: 

 Seniority within the business 

 Area of specialty and therefore the business unit in which they were employed  

 How regularly they used wikis in their daily work. 

 The amount of experience in using wikis. 

Each of the selected candidates was sent an identical email which invited them to 

participate in the interview and provided them with a brief summary of what the 

interview would entail, its general structure and the purpose and focus of the research 

for which it was being used. All five candidates explicitly agreed to participate in the 

interview process. 

It may be important to note that since one of the selected interview candidates was an 

apprentice under the age of 18, it was necessary to have a second senior staff member 

present during the face to face interview in order to comply with British safeguarding 

legislation, although the second senior staff member played no active role in the 
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interview process (UKGOV, 2014). The second senior member of staff was not a 

member of the selected interview candidates and played no other part in the study. 

 

Role Years of Wiki Experience Interview Type 

Junior Software Engineer 2 Face to Face 

Director 6 Face to Face 

IT Recruiter < 1 year Face to Face 

Trainer 2 Telephone 

Apprentice 1 Face to Face 

Table 4 : Profile of Interviewees 

 

 

 

4.3  Data collection methods 

An online survey was used to collect empirical data from a number of different user 

groups within the organization. The questions focused primarily on personal 

information and demographic related information together with general high level 

questions regarding experiences with using wikis. Each member of the survey group 

was given exactly the same questions which allowed us to identify any trends within 

(and potentially across) each user demographic. 

The data used by this study were taken from a number of sources within SoftX. An 

audience wide online-survey, using Survey Monkey, was sent by email to heads of each 

department taking part in the survey. Each department head received exactly the same 

set of questions presented in the same order. Since junior employees were also asked by 

their superiors, within their departments or reporting hierarchies, to answer this survey a 

degree of compliance was involved subconsciously into their actions. This may have 

influenced the way in which they answered the questions differing from a completely 

unprompted and unfettered set of responses.  
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Each department head then distributed the survey link to their department members 

asking them to read the necessary preamble explaining what they need to do to complete 

the survey and the deadline for submitting responses. 

The email sent to all departments’ heads was identical, explained the reason and nature 

of the survey and that all results are confidential and anonymous. This degree of 

compliance was highlighted to senior staff in two main ways. Representatives of the 

apprentice workforce repeatedly asked for clarification during staff meetings as to 

whether the surveys were mandatory or not, and instances of individual apprentices 

approaching more senior staff members to ask for clarification were observed and 

reported. 

A second phase of the study was to setup a number of face-to-face interviews with a 

number of representative staff members selected across all departments. The aim of this 

selection process was to provide a cross section of opinion and views from the all of the 

employee demographics who had a stake in the success or development of the Wiki as a 

knowledge sharing tool. 

Every effort was made to select a representative cross section of the senior staff from all 

departments. Each interview was recorded during the interview session using the 

Windows Sound Recorder tool and later transcribed for a permanent record. This 

transcription was used as a sanity check to verify that no information was lost from the 

interviewees answers during the sessions. Each interview lasted between 30 and 45 

minutes.  

All interviews, both over the telephone and face to face, were conducted in a private 

meeting room under the same conditions (with the slight exception of the apprentice 

discussed above), at approximately the same time of day, in the organization’s head 

office. 

Both the primary and the secondary sources of information above were used by the 

researcher as the basis for extracting information related to the research problem. Using 

both primary and secondary data will help us overcome limitations in one method and 

give us a better degree of understanding around the research problem  as indicated by 

Creswell (2009).  

This approach allowed the researchers to explore those factors that contribute to 

employees’ involvement in the use of wikis for knowledge sharing, and whether their 
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position within the business hierarchy influences their usage patterns or perceptions of 

wikis.  

As researchers, we played the role of non-participant observers by observing the 

knowledge sharing activities in a live environment across various departments, 

following the suggestion made by Creswell (2009), but we didn’t take part in answering 

the survey or interview questions as part of the empirical data.  

 

 

4.4  Components of the questionnaire 

The questions used in this research include questions concerning the role of the 

respondents at SoftX, questions on the use of SoftX’s wiki features and the factors 

affecting the use of SoftX wiki (Appendix 1 Section C). Groundwork was done with the 

cooperation of SoftX to establish and optimize the questions that would be included in 

the survey. This preparatory work focused on the interests of the study, namely on the 

demographic and experience of the workforce within SoftX. With these aims in mind, 

and using past training experience of senior management, the questions were created 

and framed in a context that could easily understood by the workforce. The questions 

selected were based on several key factors as seen from the SoftX management 

perspective, primarily on how wikis were seen within the company and whether they 

could be used as a beneficial tool; whether there was any predisposition for apprentices 

to use such a tool and whether such a tool helped to spread knowledge within a business 

in a timely and effective way. The neutral options “cannot say”, “neither agree nor 

disagree”, “don’t know” or “unsure” were uniquely used in questions in which 

respondents could not answer or did not truly know the answer. For instance, when 

asking the respondents about the implication of the senior management in the use of the 

company’s wiki, the neutral choice “neither agree nor disagree” was offered (see 

Appendix 1 A).  

The first part of the questionnaire concerns optional questions about respondents’ role at 

SoftX, gender and age. These factors are both important within the SoftX business 

environment and within the context of this study. The majority of apprentices, who 

make up the bulk of the workforce, are teenagers and as such their views, opinions and 

experiences may be considerably different to those held by more senior employees. Due 

to the large number of apprentices compared to the rest of the workforce any consensus 
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in opinion may unduly affect the overall results. The vast majority of employees in 

SoftX are male, a trend that is not specific to SoftX but typical of the computer industry. 

Any gender biased opinions may be obscured by the overwhelming numbers of male 

respondents and so it could be important to distinguish response by gender to highlight 

any subtleties in responses. 

These questions were used as “ice-breaker” to get the respondents started with the 

survey. A sensitive question such as age was optional and broken into intervals instead 

of having the respondent to enter their real age.  

The use of SoftX wiki’s features was measured with the aid of a five-point Likert scale. 

The questions were scaled from 1 to 5, where the minimum value 1 could either be 

“strongly disagree”, “never” or “extremely affect my use” which represents a total 

disagreement to the statement and the maximum value 5 which could be either “strongly 

agree”, “Not affect my use” or “all the time”. The illustration of the formulation of 

questions as knowledge internalisation, externalisation, objectification and collaboration 

can be found in Appendix 1 Section B.   

The factors influencing knowledge sharing adopted from previous studies from 

Ardichvili et al., 2003; Paroutis and Al Saleh, 2009; Tohidinia and Mosakhani, 2010 as 

described in chapter 4. Details about which factors pertaining to our study are presented 

in the analysis of the results section (chapter 6). 

 

4.5  Data analysis method 

This section of the thesis describe how the researcher filters useful information out of 

the collected empirical data. According to Saunders et al. (2009), this section may 

present logical leaps and false assumptions, although it also presents creative and 

interesting insights. Making use of a framework is therefore recommended in order to 

correctly process information. Nevertheless, the researcher will still have to make 

assumptions no matter how small it could be but it they have to be weighed carefully.  

In the previous section 3.1, we have selected the mixed method approach by collecting 

both qualitative and quantitative data as we found this was the best method for 

collecting data for our study. 

Our empirical data analysis is influenced by the theoretical framework established in 

chapter 2 putting the emphasis on internalization, externalization, objectification, 
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indicated by Huysman (2002) and collaboration indicated by Tapscott and Williams 

(2006), as a way to understand potential consequences of the use of social media as a 

tool of knowledge sharing and collaboration within an organization. 

Below is outlined the data analysis method used for each type of the data collected. 

 

4.5.1 Qualitative data 

The analytical framework for our empirical data analysis is based on the concept of 

hermeneutic circle (Cole and Avison, 2007; Klein and Myers, 1999). This concept 

concentrates on a spiral of understanding of the data that emphasizes that the entire 

phenomenon can be understood by understanding of each of its constituent parts and 

their relationships (Cole and Avison, 2007; Klein and Myers, 1999; Butler, 1998). 

According to Cole and Avison (2007), the objective of the hermeneutic circle is to get a 

better understanding of the existing knowledge and not to seek out “new” knowledge. 

Taking this into account, each interview transcript was analyzed and some parts of data 

were marked and examined based on their importance and connection to the main focus 

of our research. Analysis of the data was done concurrently with the transcription stage.  

Themes were associated with essential parts of the text and marked for further analysis. 

Based on the concept of hermeneutical approach, the text was read to make sure that 

different parts of the text aligned with the whole phenomenon or qualitative data. Open 

and axial coding techniques were used in the creation and association of themes specific 

textual data segments as noted by Rowlands (2003).  To be more explicit, meaningful 

themes and categories were created for definite data segments using open coding and 

the association of these themes based on their importance and connection to the main 

focus of the study was done using axial coding, Mansour (2012). These themes were 

created while taking into account the main purpose of our study, which is knowledge 

sharing and collaboration by individuals within an organization; specifically using wikis 

as the social media tool for such exchanges.  

The hermeneutical analysis of the data was used to get a better understanding of each 

component aspect of the phenomenon and connects them with each other. For instance, 

“…those who possess the most of the company’s knowledge are very often swamped 

with work, which prevents the individuals from sharing of their knowledge. Wikis 

functionality is open to anyone, so in case of some individuals being busy, others can 

easily fill out the blank spots” was interpreted to mean internalization of knowledge.   
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The four modes (internalization, externalization, objectification and collaboration) 

developed in the theoretical framework in chapter 2 helped in analyzing various 

interactions that took place during the interview process. 

 

4.5.2 Quantitative data  

As argued by Christensen et al., (2001), collected data must be coded numerically to be 

statistically measurable. An audience wide online-survey, Survey Monkey, was used to 

create the survey and to export statistical reports and analysis.  First and foremost, 

essential variable transformations were made on the data collected. Before carrying out 

the analysis of the empirical data, the internal reliability and consistency of variables 

based on multiple items were measured with the help of a coefficient alpha. The 

questions were scaled from 1 to 5, where 1 (“strongly disagree”) represented a total 

disagreement to the statement and 5 (“strongly agree”) a complete agreement to the 

statement. The internal consistency was assessed using Cronbach’s alpha correlation 

test.  

According to Cortina (1993), Cronbach’s alpha illustrates the consistency of the 

variables which is approached within the value of its reliability coefficient (α). The 

Cronbach’s alpha generally varies between 0 and 1. Cortina (1993) states that the 

internal consistency of an item in the scale is considered great if it’s α coefficient is 

closer to 1. Table 5 gives an interpretation of the internal consistency from Cronbach’s 

alpha based on George and Mallery (2003).   

 

Cronbach’s alpha 

reliability coefficient 

Internal consistency 

0.9 ≤ α ≤ 1 Excellent 

0.7 ≤ α < 0.9 Good 

0.6 ≤ α < 0.7 Acceptable 

0.5 ≤ α < 0.6 Poor 

0 ≤ α < 0.5 Unacceptable 

 

Table 5: Cronbach's alpha interpretation of internal consistency, source: George and Mallery (2003) 
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After the quantitative data were collected, a Cronbach’s alpha reliability test was 

conducted on the questions related to multiple choices around the theoretical framework 

in chapter 2.  

The relationship between the use of the SoftX wiki features for knowledge sharing and 

the assumed factors discussed in chapter 2 was measured with the help of Spearman’s 

correlation coefficient which is also called Spearman’s rho denoted ρ or rs.  As defined 

by Hauke and Kossowski (2011), Spearman correlation is a nonparametric test  used to 

measure direction and strength of the association that exists between two continuous or 

ordinal scale variables. Unlike Pearson correlation, Spearman correlation does not 

require linear relationship between variables which justifies our choice of Spearman 

over Pearson since the variables used in our research are measured according to the 

ordinal scale (Weyhenmeyer, 2011). These correlations were useful in establishing the 

strength of the relationship.  When the values of the dependent variables (the use of the 

SoftX wiki features for knowledge sharing) decrease as the values of the independent 

variables (assumed factors) increase, the value of the Spearman’s rho (ρ) ranges 

between -1 and 0 and there is therefore a negative relationship between the variables. A 

positive relationship between the variables is identified when the Spearman’s rho ρ 

ranges between 0 and +1 and thus the values of the dependent variables increase as the 

values of the independent variables increase, according to Burdess (2010, p.161). Just 

like Pearson’s r, Spearman’s rho is defined to lie inclusively in the range, -1 ≤ ρ ≤ 1. We 

made use of the Cohen’s criteria (1988) and the interpretation made by Hinkle, Wiersma 

and Jurs (2003) to describe the strength of the relationship between two variables as 

shown in Table 6. 

Size of correlation Strength of the 

relationship 

0.80 ≤ ρ ≤ 1.0 Very strong effect 

0.5 ≤ ρ ≤ 0.79 Strong effect 

0.30 ≤ ρ ≤ 0.49 Moderate effect 

0.10 ≤ ρ ≤ 0.29 Small effect 

0 ≤ ρ ≤ 0.09  No Effect 

 

Table 6: Strength of the relationship between two variables 
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These correlations were useful in establishing an important foundation for the analysis 

of the variables. But according to Heikkilä (2002, pp.206-246), correlations do not 

clarify the causality between variables. Thus the need of additional statistical method to 

find the causal association between the use of the SoftX wiki and the factors.  

A Principal Component Analysis (PCA) was conducted based on the identified 

important correlations. The main purpose of the PCA according to Jolliffe (2002) is to 

reduce the number of variables by transforming a large number of correlated variables 

into a new reduced set of uncorrelated components. The classification of the variables 

under the components is based on their components loadings and the contextual match 

with each other. PCA also helped us to avoid multi co-linearity between many variables 

given that we have uncorrelated variables as a result of the classification according to 

Jolliffe (2002) and  Heikkilä (2002). Once the variables were reduced into components 

using the PCA, we then applied the multiple linear regression analysis to verify the 

causality between the dependent (use of soft wiki for knowledge sharing) and the 

reduced variables (components), Freund and Sa (2006). Heikkilä  (2002) states that this 

will help us find the best combination of factors that will explain the use of SoftX wiki. 

To do that, we interpreted the significance of the model (R square) and the standardized 

coefficients (Beta values).  

All empirical data collected from Survey Monkey were analyzed using the Statistical 

Packages for the Social Sciences (SPSS 22). The calculation of the Cronbach’s alpha, 

the Spearman’s correlation, the Principal Component Analysis (PCA) and the multiple 

linear regression analysis were all performed using SPSS.  

 

4.6  Validity and reliability: anticipated threats and how to 

deal with them 

 

Validity is seen as a strength of qualitative research, but it is used to determine whether 

the findings are accurate from the standpoint of the researcher, the participant, or the 

readers (Creswell, 2009, p.223). Data was collected from both observations and 

interviews to provide a degree of consistency between the results. The final report of 

transcribed data was sent back to participants for them to check the accuracy by 

spending prolonged time to impart details about the site and the participants (Creswell, 
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2009). The strategy used to verify the reliability consisted of having a well-documented 

procedure and also by collecting and analyzing data concurrently.  

 

4.7  Ethical Considerations 

Due to the sensitivity of information we obtained in the course of our research, a 

number of ethical issues were taken into consideration during the course of the research 

study:   

- We obtained permission from the institution before carrying out the study. In 

this case the heads of each department were contacted individually and each 

agreed that employees in their department could be used as part of the study 

- We clearly and unambiguously explained the aims and objectives to the subjects. 

Explained the methods of the research and how the data collected from the study 

will be used.  

- We clearly informed the participants before the interviews about all data 

collection devices and activities. 

- The information’s rights, interests and wishes were considered first when 

choices were made regarding reporting the data, 

- Following the guidelines made by Creswell (2009) we made the final report 

readily available to all contributors. 
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5. Study Case Description  

______________________________________________________________________ 

This fifth chapter describes the environment under which the case study was performed. 

Detail is given to the structure and hierarchy within SoftX and the processes involved in 

carrying out the study.  

______________________________________________________________________ 

 

SoftX is a software development consultancy based in the north of England. Its primary 

role is to develop software solutions for its partners and external customers by 

leveraging the experience of its senior staff and the enthusiasm of its apprentice 

workforce. As well as core development services the business offers its customers 

support and maintenance services on delivered solutions as well as training in software 

development for customer employees. Long term, SoftX intends to expand the training 

side of its business from solely developing its internal apprentices to offering similar 

services to the wider public. 

The organization is made up of three distinct, but interrelated departments: 

 Software development unit consisting of both junior and senior developers. 

This is by far the largest department and is responsible for all software 

development and product development functions within the business. The 

resources within this department are treated as a resource pool and allocated to 

projects on a needs basis. Senior/experienced staff are assigned as team leaders 

and a skill-specific team were created below them. The nature of the skills in 

any given team will depend on the requirements of the project under 

consideration. Once a team has been created to service a project it shall be 

assigned to a project manager who shall be the interface between the business 

and the external customer. The project manager may be responsible for several 

projects at any given time, but the liaison between the project manager and the 

team leader is the mechanism used to provide project status both internally to 

senior management and externally to the customer. 

 Sales and marketing unit which promotes the company’s values and ethics to 

the potential customers and performs all financial and accountancy processes 

such as billing customers and chasing up overdue payments. 
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 Software maintenance unit performs the task of maintaining existing software 

that has already been delivered to customers and is working in a live 

environment. Separate to the software development department once a product 

has been released and handed over to the customer, the responsibility bug fixing, 

providing updates and upgrades and processing change requests to functionality 

becomes the responsibility of the software maintenance department. Any 

changes to existing software, generated by the raising of a change request would, 

once approved, cause the creation of a new project within the software 

development function and after which would be treated the same was as any 

other development project.  

SoftX realizes the importance and significance of knowledge management and 

knowledge utilization within its business and as such has created a role (knowledge 

management manager) whose responsibility is to develop the company’s Knowledge 

Management strategy. This strategy is supported by suitable knowledge management 

tools used by SoftX's employees. These tools are currently limited to a companywide 

wiki, but part of the knowledge management strategy is to investigate other (more 

effective?) ways to share knowledge within the organization. 

 

5.1  Background and social ties within SoftX 

This section describes the overall vision and strategy of Wikis within SoftX as well as 

the knowledge sharing and collaboration strategy. Generally there has been little uptake 

across all levels of the business. Most people seem to be aware that a wiki exists and 

generally what it is, generally acknowledging the receipt of an email sent by senior 

management explaining that a wiki has been created for knowledge sharing within the 

business but little or no guidance has been given on how or when to use it for posting 

information that may be important to other members of staff. 

“A central place that can act as a repository of information for the company that can be 

accessed by everyone.” 

(Senior Trainer) 

 

“They act as a digital encyclopedia, in which everyone can be an article writer 

regardless of their position or role within the company.” 

(Training Director) 
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When asked what their understanding of a wiki was, there was a noticeable division 

between training and technical people who knew roughly what a wiki was and those 

interviewees from non-technical background who didn’t. 

 

“I haven’t had many dealings with Wiki’s – I had an email explaining that I had one 

and it was linked to another project management software we were currently using 

called Trello  - this was all I know about it and I haven’t had any further information 

since.” 

(Recruitment executive interview candidate) 

 

This reinforces the premise that wikis aren’t used as a primary means of knowledge 

sharing: 

  

The time and effort that needs to be invested by the company in the short term to 

establish a wiki-based solution is seen as an unnecessary upfront expense, especially as 

other free sources of knowledge are readily available. 

 

“Other methods are more widely used to access data so Wikis play second fiddle to 

Google and books.” 

(Junior developer) 

 

“Trello seems good for this (knowledge sharing) as an alternative to Wiki. Anything 

that doesn’t have a cost to hinder use and development is a good step forward” 

(Training director) 

 

The interviewer asked the Training Director as an aside question, partly based on the 

responses of previous interviewees, during the interview what his views were 

 

“As this is a relatively new business it has not yet been promoted, however there will be 

a launch which will then have a sustained requirement for its use.” 

 

This could help to alleviate some of the issues raised of lack of promotion and visibility 

of the current incarnation of the wiki. 
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6. Analysis of the Results 

______________________________________________________________________ 

This sixth chapter centers on the statistical analysis of the survey and interview 

responses coming out of the case study in the previous chapter.  

______________________________________________________________________ 

 

6.1  Profile of the Respondents 

Table 7 shows the profile of the respondents according to their position and experience 

with using wikis. The number of respondents (99) represents approximately 65% of the 

total employees within SoftX. The majority of the respondents (86.9%) were 

apprentices. Table 7 also shows that more than 70% of the respondents have some 

experience with the usage of the wikis. 

Demographic characteristics Response count Percentage 

Director 1 1.0% 

HR/Recruitment 1 1.0% 

Junior Technical 6 6.1% 

Level 3 Apprentice 76 76.8% 

Level 4 Apprentice 10 10.1% 

Management 2 2.0% 

Senior Technical 0 0.0% 

Trainer 3 3.0% 

Experience with Wiki   

Never 18 18.2% 

Under one year 7 7.1% 

1-3 years 10 10.1% 

3-5 years 22 22.2% 

Over 5 years 42 42.4% 

Table 7: Profile of the respondent (Total: 99) 
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6.2  SoftX wiki features (dependent variables) 

SoftX wiki is the focus of this study. The use of SoftX’s wiki was measured in terms of 

knowledge internalization, externalization, objectification and collaboration criteria 

described in knowledge sharing theory (see Appendix 1). Conversely, models proposed 

by researchers such as Huysman (2002) cycle in figure 4 suggests that knowledge 

sharing consists of only three phases namely, internalization, externalization and 

objectification. From this we established four variable criteria to be used in our analysis.   

As shown in Table 8, the reliability test Cronbach’s alpha was 0.7861 for the seven 

questions regarding internalization.  Since α>0.7, the internal consistency is considered 

“good” according to Table 4. In the same way, the Cronbach’s alpha for the questions 

concerning externalization (9 questions), objectification (14 questions) and 

collaboration (7 questions) is above 0.9 which makes the internal consistency of those 

questions excellent according to Table 5. 

 

 SoftX wiki features as N Min Max Mean Cronbach’s alpha (α) 

K
n

o
w

le
d

g
e 

S
h

a
ri

n
g
 

Knowledge internalization 99 1.00 5.00 2.47 0.7861 

Knowledge externalization 99 1.00 5.00 2.51 0.9433 

Knowledge objectification 99 1.00 5.00 2.53 0.9658 

 Knowledge sharing 99 1.00 5.00 2.49 0.9653 

 

Table 8: Dependent variables 

 

When considering rounded numbers of the mean in Table 8, we see that respondents use 

SoftX wiki features less than a month on average for knowledge internalization, 

externalization and objectification. The use of the SoftX features for knowledge 

internalization, externalization and objectification are used to explore the correlations 

between independent variables (assumed factors from the empirical research Table 6). 

The use of SoftX wiki features for knowledge sharing represents the central dependent 

variables which will later be used in the multiple regression analysis.  
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6.3  Overview of the independent variables (assumed factors) 

From Table 9 there were 13 influencing factors (variables) which are likely to affect the 

use of the SoftX wiki. However it is important to note that that these independent 

variables were investigated with regards to the total amount of the respondents. 

Questions were not posed in the form of “frequency for using internet for work 

purposes” and “dependency in time distribution on active tasks” since we did not see the 

direct relevance to our study. However, this can be considered for further research in the 

future. Likewise, “organizational guidelines for using wiki” as we considered this as 

part of “scoping of training possibilities for employees to use wiki”.  

 

Factors N Min Max Mean α 

Personal and collective utilities (foreseeable benefits) 99 1 5 2.21 0.92 

Lack of trust and fear of misuse 99 1 5 2.78 0.68 

Time 99 1 5 3.03 0.95 

Negative impact on professional image 99 1 5 2.70 0.83 

Frequency of using wiki  in private life 99 1 5 3.83 0.93 

Skills in using company's wiki 99 1 4 3.40  

Understanding company's wiki as part of my 

responsibilities 

99 1 5 2.94 0.95 

Manager's activeness 99 1 4 2.96 0.96 

Scoping of training possibilities for employees to use wiki 99 1 5 2.97 0.95 

Colleagues activeness and participation 99 1 5 2.24 0.97 

Dependency in decision making 99 1 5 2.14  

Collaboration in and across business units 99 1 5 2.09 0.96 

Degree of user friendliness of the wiki 99 1 5 3.50  

 

Table 9: Overview of the independent variables 

 

From Table 9, we can see that the minimum and maximum values of the independent 

variables lie in the closed range 1 and 5. In the case of “frequency of using wiki in 

private life” question, the maximum value is 5 and its mean is the highest (3.83, as 

rounded value: weekly use). Finally, the relevance of variables formed using the 5-point 
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Likert scale was verified using the Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient. The internal 

consistency of ten of the thirteen independent variables based on multiple choices had a 

supported Cronbach’s alpha ranging from 0.68 to 0.97 (see Table 5). The foreseeable 

benefits were formed based on personal benefits when participating, relevance of the 

contribution, usefulness in daily work, collaboration with colleagues and the sense of 

belonging to the organization when contributing. Trust and cost issues were built on 

four items based on lack of time to participate, afraid to provide wrong or faulty 

information, negative impact on professional image and fear that contribution won’t be 

valued. Management’s involvements and colleagues involvements were formed based 

on positive feedback, active contribution, value of contribution and training. Finally, the 

collaboration in and across business units were built on encouraging peer to peer 

learning (See Appendix 1 Section B).    

 

 

6.4  Factors affecting the use of SoftX wiki 

The research question is verified in this section with the help of statistical methods 

described in section 3.6. We started by exploring the correlations between the use of 

SoftX wiki and the influencing variables. Next, the principal component analysis was 

used to reduce the number of variables based on the significant relationships amount 

them. Finally, we investigated the causal relationship between the influencing variables 

and the use of SoftX wiki. 

 

6.4.1 Exploring the correlations (Spearman’s rho ρ) 

We can eliminate some of the variables by exploring the correlations to knowledge 

internalisation, knowledge externalisation and knowledge objectification. We observed 

that two variables had correlation ρ less than 0.09 to knowledge internalisation, 

knowledge externalisation or knowledge objectification (Appendix 2, Section A). 

According to the Cohen’s criteria in table 6, there is no correlation and so only those 

variables with supported results (with significant correlation as described in Table 6) 

were retained for further analysis and discussion.  

Firstly, the lack of time variable shows no significant (negligible) correlation although it 

was expected to influence the use of the SoftX wiki features. A possible explanation to 
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that might be the fact that most of the employees are apprentices and they might not see 

time as an issue if the use of wiki is integrated as part of the day to day work. Secondly, 

the dependency in decision-making shows no significant (negligible) correlation to the 

use of SoftX wiki features. This can possibly be explained by the fact that apprentices 

have been encouraged by some trainers to contribute in them. One interviewee 

confirmed that “the wiki has been available for quite some time and I have tried to 

promote to my classes that it is a good idea to use it”. Employees are therefore free to 

decide whether or not to participate. Even though these two variables appear to have no 

significant correlation to the use of SoftX wiki, it must be noted that they might be 

relevant over a longer study period within SoftX, or have more relevance for surveys 

carried out for other organizations.  

As a result of the significant correlation with respect to knowledge internalization, 

externalization and objectification, eleven variables were retained for the analysis in 

respect to the SoftX wiki features as knowledge sharing (central dependent variables) 

Table 10: Knowledge sharing correlation with variables 

  

N 

correlations 
(Spearman’s 

rho ρ) 
Result 

Spearman's 
rho 

Foreseeable benefits 99 0.560** Supported 

Lack of trust and fear of misuse 99 0.511** Supported 

Negative impact on professional image 99 0.560** Supported 

Frequency of using wiki  in private life 99 0.567** Supported 

Skills in using soft X's wiki 99 0.366** Supported 

Understanding company's wiki as part of my 
responsibilities 

99 0.446** Supported 

Manager's activeness 99 0.402** Supported 

Scoping of training possibilities for employees 
to use wiki 

99 0.438** Supported 

Colleagues activeness and participation 99 0.564** Supported 

Collaboration in and across business units 99 0.094 Not Supported 

Degree of user friendliness of the wiki 99 0.438** Supported 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

In Table 10, ten out of the eleven variables are supported, the exception being the 

collaboration in and across business units. This was ignored since it has insignificant 

correlation to knowledge sharing. According to the literature, the use of the SoftX wiki 
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features for knowledge sharing is expected to increase with the collaboration between 

business units and colleagues by face-to-face or other traditional communication means. 

The outcome shown in Table 10 produces a contradictory result to this dogma. One 

possible explanation for this is that no significance correlation (0.094) could be related 

to the fact that people are not always willing to adopt new technology or the technology 

hasn’t been totally adopted by all business units.  

As pointed out by an interviewee (graduate engineer), “wikis have only recently been 

introduced to the commercial team as a viable tool for sharing technical knowledge. But 

the vision is to roll them out across all departments”. In other words, instead of using 

SoftX wiki for knowledge sharing, many employees may rather prefer to use other 

means.  

So to conclude, the common pattern of variation between the ten supported variables is 

investigated in details in the next section using the Principal Component Analysis 

(PCA) statistical method.  

 

6.4.2 Creating new set of variables (Principal Component Analysis (PCA)) 

The common pattern of variation between the ten supported variables is investigated in 

details in the next section using the Principal Component Analysis (PCA) statistical 

method. The main idea here is to reduce the large set of independent variables 

(interrelated variables) into a new set of uncorrelated principal components (Jolliffe, 

2002). So, instead of investigating the causal relationship between ten independent 

variables (factors) and one dependent variable (use of SoftX wiki for knowledge 

sharing), we will rather investigate the causal relationship between the reduced number 

of uncorrelated components and one dependent variable.  Table 11 contains the 

summary of the PCA results (Appendix 2 Section B). The number of components and 

the grouping of variables among them were determined as per the below recommended 

guidelines:  

 According to Jolliffe (2002), components should have eigenvalues greater than 

1. In our case, eigenvalues for components 1, 2 and 3 are respectively 6.8, 1.2 

and 1.1. 

 Alkula, et al. (2002) recommend a variance explained greater than 5%. Which is 

the case for the results presented in Table 11. 
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 Communalities should be equal or greater than 0.31 to be acceptable.   

 

 
Table 11: Condensed summary of the Principal Component Analysis results 

Variables 
Component 

Communalities 
1 2 3 

Foreseeable benefits .574 .739 -.096 .885 

Lack of trust and fear of misuse .484 .615 .359 .741 

Negative impact on professional image .118 .435 .081 .895 

Frequency of using wiki  in private life -.008 .873 -.452 .566 

Skills in using SoftX’s wiki -.036 -.005 .545 .966 

Understanding company's wiki as part of my responsibilities .619 .033 -.291 .431 

Manager's activeness .786 .536 .032 .807 

Scoping of training possibilities for employees to use wiki .811 .498 .112 .719 

Colleagues activeness and participation .854 -.092 .479 .967 

Degree of user friendliness of the wiki .238 -.021 .492 .644 

Initial Eigenvalues 

Variance explained 

6.8 

68.10% 

1.2 

12.26% 

1.1 

10.84% 

 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.  

 

These results above support the fact that the ten variables were retained in the analysis. 

Variables values with higher (strong) component loadings were highlighted since 

component loadings were mainly used when grouping variables into the components. 

With the aid of the literature in chapter 2, we were able to match the components with 

the use of the literature review discussed in chapter 2, in other words, component 1 can 

be identified to organisational factors, component 2 to personal or human factors and 

component 3 to technological factors (Table 12). Detailed results of the PCA are found 

in Appendix 2 Section B. 

 

Organisational factors (component 1): The four variables understanding company’s 

wiki as part of my responsibilities, manager’s activeness, scoping for training 

possibilities for employees to use wiki and colleagues’ activeness and participation got 

the highest component loadings in component 1. And according to the theoretical 

framework (section 2.6), these variables fall into the category of organisational factors 

and therefore component 1 is considered to be organisational factors.  
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Table 12: Summary of the Principal Component Analysis results grouped into components 

 

Component Communalities 

1 2 3 

Organisational  factors (Component 1)     

Understanding company's wiki as part of my responsibilities .619 .033 -.291 .431 

Manager's activeness .786 .536 .032 .807 

Scoping of training possibilities for employees to use wiki .811 .498 .112 .719 

Colleagues activeness and participation .854 -.092 .479 .967 

Personal or human factors (Component 2)     

Foreseeable benefits .574 .739 -.096 .885 

Lack of trust and fear of misuse .484 .615 .359 .741 

Negative impact on professional image .118 .435 .081 .895 

Frequency of using wiki  in private life -.008 .873 -.452 .566 

Technological factors (Component 3)     

Skills in using SoftX’s wiki -.036 -.005 .545 .966 

Degree of user friendliness of the wiki .238 -.021 .492 .644 

Initial Eigenvalues 

Variance explained 

6.8 

68.10% 

1.2 

12.26% 

1.1 

10.84% 

 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.  

 

Personal or human factors (component 2): Foreseeable benefits, lack of trust and fear of 

misuse, negative impact on professional image and frequency of using wiki in private 

life displayed the highest component loadings in component 2. Based on the theoretical 

framework, they are considered in relation to individuals. Therefore, both the literature 

and the component loadings suggest that this second component can be called personal 

or human factors.  

Technological factors (component 3): Finally, skills in using the SoftX’s wiki and the 

degree of user friendliness of the wiki registered the highest component loadings in 

component 3. The decision to call the third component technological factors is not only 

supported by the component loadings but also by the literature discussed in chapter 2.  

The application of the PCA to the initial 10 independent variables resulted into the 

creation of 3 new uncorrelated independent variables (Table 13). Each of them can be 

analysed together since the internal reliability is accepted according to Table 4.  
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Independent variables N Min Max Mean Cronbach’s alpha (α) 

Personal or human factors 99 1.00 5.00 2.17 0.88 

Organizational factors 99 1.00 5.00 2.93 0.65 

Technological factors 99 1.00 5.00 2.88 0.93 

 

Table 13: New set of independent variables 

 

With the new variables showing congruence with the literature and the empirical 

research as assumed, the next section will consist of investigating the causal relationship 

between these variables and the use of SoftX wiki for knowledge sharing.  

 

6.4.3 Investigating causal relationships between independent variables 

(factors) and the use of SoftX for knowledge sharing (Multiple 

regression analysis) 

 

Multiple regression analysis is used to assess the causal relationship between the three 

independent variables (factors) in order to explain the use of the SoftX wiki for 

knowledge sharing.  

In the multiple regression model that we adopted, the predictor variables represent 

statistically significant causal association to the use of SoftX’s wiki. Table 14 contains 

the summary of useful results from the model. More details about the regression’s 

results can be found in Appendix 2, Section C.  

At first, it is important to note that the statistical significance of the overall model is 

supported since p<0.01. Then secondly, the independent variables are able to explain 

the 58% of the variability of the dependent variable.  This means that organisational, 

personal and technological factors with 58% value explains the variance in the use of 

the SoftX wiki. And according to Freund, et al. (2006), efficiency levels with values 

greater or equal to 30% are considered good supporting the benefit of our results. 
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Table 14: Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

Predictor variables Beta 

 (Constant)  

Organisational factors 

(wiki as part of my responsibilities, Manager's activeness 

training to use wiki and colleagues' activeness) 

.383 

Personal factors 

(Foreseeable benefits, Lack of trust and fear of misuse, negative impact on professional image 

and use of wiki in private life) 

.366 

Technological factors 

(Skills in using SoftX’s wiki  and friendliness of the wiki) 
.311 

Dependent Variable: Use of SoftX’s wiki feature for Knowledge Sharing 

R Square = 0.58; p<0.01 

 

Interpreting the Beta-values according to Alkula, et al. (2002), could help in correlating 

the influence of predictive variables on the dependent variable. Thus, the higher the beta 

value the greater the impact of the predictor variable on the dependent variable. As 

shown in Table 14, there is a positive relationship between all predictive variables and 

the use of SoftX wiki. Organisational factors have the highest beta-value (0.383), 

followed by personal factors (0.366) and finally the technological factors (0.311).  Since 

all independent variables were statistically significant we have demonstrated that the 

organisational, personal and technological factors represent a causal relationship to the 

use of the SoftX wiki for knowledge sharing.  

 

This aligns with the previous theoretical framework constructed in section 2.6. Figure 4 

illustrates a summary of our findings which includes that only variables that were 

proven to have a statistical significant association with the use of the SoftX wiki. 

Although sixteen variables were explored in respect to the use of the SoftX wiki, only 

ten are included in the final specific model to SoftX. It was also inferred that 

organisational, human and technological factors will each influence the use of the 

SoftX’s wiki. 
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It was demonstrated that with the use of the multiple regression analysis that 

organisational factors have more influence on the use of the SoftX’s wiki, followed by 

the personal factors and then the technological factors. The discussion of our findings is 

done in the next chapter.  

  

 

Figure 4: Factors affecting the use of the SoftX wiki 
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7. Summary and Discussion 

______________________________________________________________________ 

This seventh chapter discusses our results and summarizes our findings in terms of the 

suitability of wikis as a knowledge sharing tool.  Further we mentioned a number of 

suggestions for further research in the discussion part.  

_______________________________________________________________ 

 

 

7.1  Summary of the results 

According to the research tradition in chapter 4, three factors were assumed to influence 

the use of the SoftX wiki. As a whole, sixteen variables were analyzed from personal, 

organizational and technological factors.  We started by investigating the correlation in 

relation to the use of Soft X wiki as knowledge internalization, knowledge 

externalization and knowledge objectification on one side. And on the other side we 

investigated the use of Soft X wiki as knowledge sharing.  We ended up with a total of 

ten supported variables. The remaining six variables were excluded from further 

analysis because they had no significant association to the use of the SoftX wiki.  

Three different groups (components) of factors were identified using the ideas of 

principal component analysis (PCA). These variables fell under similar categories as 

previous empirical research. The components were designated as human or personal, 

organizational and technological factors according to the research tradition in chapter 4.   

Multiple regression analysis was used to investigate the causal relationship between 

both the dependent and independent variables. The independent variables were able to 

explain 58 percent of the variability of the dependent variables. The summary of the 

main results are as shown in Table 15 below. 
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Factors Details 

Organizational factors 

 Manager’s activeness (feedback, contribution and implication) 

 Training to use SoftX wiki  

 Colleagues’ activeness (feedback, contribution and 

implication) 

 Understanding SoftX Wiki as part of responsibilities 

Personal factors 

 Foreseeable benefits 

 Lack of trust and fear of misuse of the SoftX wiki 

 Fear of negative impact on professional image 

 Use of wiki in private life 

Technological factors 
 Skills in using SoftX wiki 

 Friendliness of the SoftX wiki 

 

Table 15: Summary of the factors affecting the use of the SoftX wiki 

 

From this study, it was revealed that the three main factors of organizational, personal 

and technological factors, and all their variables had a significant influence and as 

earlier mentioned were able to explain 58 percent of the variance in the use of the SoftX 

wiki. The value of the independent variables is directly relational to the recurrent use of 

the wiki in SoftX. As a result, these factors can both increase or decrease the use of the 

SoftX wiki. These factors can be considered as enablers to employee’s use of the SoftX 

wiki if the independent variables increase as well as a barrier to the employees’ use of 

the SoftX wiki if the influencing variables decrease.  

Managers’ and colleagues’ activeness, training to use Soft Wiki and understanding 

SoftX wiki as part of responsibilities are considered organizational factors. As expected 

by the literature and using the grading provided in Table 6, managers’ activeness had 

the strongest correlation in relation to knowledge sharing, 0.41, followed by the 

understanding of responsibilities (0.34), colleagues’ activeness (0.30) and then training 

to use SoftX Wiki (0.15). The correlations of the variables under organizational factors 

are defined as medium strength according to Cohen’s criteria (Cohen, 1988), except the 

training to use the SoftX wiki which is represented as a small strength. Employees see 

the feedback and contribution from the senior management and their colleagues, the 

more regular they will use the SoftX wiki. The more employees understand the SoftX 
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wiki as part of their responsibilities, the more regular they will make use of the SoftX 

wiki.    

Several important factors have presented themselves as a result of our study at SoftX 

which could explain the apparent lack of use of their wiki as a means of knowledge 

sharing within the business.  

 

 

7.2  Discussion 

 

The purpose of this study was to examine the contributing factors that affect employees’ 

use of a centralized wiki for knowledge sharing. The current study has some limitations 

which should be taken into account. It’s important to reflect on the reliability, validity as 

well as the generalizability of our research. Firstly, the questions asked and the 

techniques used in our online survey and interviews must effectively explored the 

phenomenon in order to obtain validity (Walliman, 2006, pp.33-34). There must be a 

logic in the questions asked in order to obtain validity (Alkula et al., 2002, pp.89-94). 

The survey questions sent to SoftX were based on previous studies and theoretical 

background and it was assumed that they could be validly applied to the SoftX situation. 

The use of the SoftX wiki was investigated in terms of knowledge internalization, 

externalization and objectification as suggested by the knowledge sharing cycle of 

Huysman & Dirk de Wit (2002). We made used of the Likert scale rating in the online 

survey and open-ended questions in the interviews. Therefore, basic criteria to obtain 

validity was taken into consideration when building our questionnaire. Secondly, the 

latent idea of reliability is that any significant result should be more than a unique 

discovery and must be inherently repeatable (Walliman, 2006). In the case of SoftX 

survey, we made used of the web application SurveyMonkey which was used to collect 

all responses entered by the participants and also offered the ability to export the data in 

external spreadsheet format. We were therefore able to avoid typographic errors or 

unnecessary miscalculations. The internal reliability was determined using the 

Cronbach’s alpha. The acceptable level of the Cronbach’s alpha was also obtained for 

the dependent and independent variables. Finally, concerns around the generalizability 

of the results obtained to a wider population (Williman, 2006, p.34). Generalizability 

cannot be presumed in this case given that the research carried at SoftX was a case 

study. The interpretation of the results collected must be done cautiously considering 
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the data sample obtained. As described in section 4.2, only 99 out of 133 employees 

(74%) responded to the survey and only 5 employees participated in the semi structured 

face-to-face interviews. Therefore, the results collected should only serve as indicative 

in respect to the target population at Soft X. A larger target population and/or a higher 

response rate may contribute to produce different results. Also, the majority of the 

respondents had personal experience in using wiki as shown in Table 7 indicating a 

preexisting bias (either positive or negative) based on prior experience and exposure. 

The idealistic solution would be to have a target audience who had no previous 

knowledge or exposure to wikis but in practice this may prove difficult to achieve. 

Therefore, it will be interesting to include case studies from many other organizations in 

order to bring a wider perspective and test if our research model still reflects the results 

obtained at SoftX or if they change among different organizations.   

 

Apart from the lack of generalizability, there are still some limitations of the study that 

should be considered. As illustrated by Alkula et al. (2002), accurate data from surveys 

can be attained when studying facts. This is not the case when investigating human 

behaviors, attitudes or opinions. These biases associated with these three human 

attributes could be magnified when considering samples which have such a big bias 

towards particular demographics, such as age and experience, as is the case with the 

apprentice employees at SoftX. Considering that our study focuses on the contributing 

factors that affect employees’ use of the SoftX wiki, the SoftX survey did not only 

contain questions about facts but also questions about behavior and opinions. Therefore 

some of the results obtained will unsurprisingly difficult to quantify and may contain 

errors or anomolies since opinions and behaviour are highly subjective to the individual. 

But, Alkula et al. (2002) pointed out that these errors could be reduced by cautiously 

planning and implementing the questionnaire. Nevertheless, the overall accuracy of the 

results obtained was greatly enhanced given that emphasis was made on the validity and 

reliability of the study.   

 

As mentioned in section 4.4, p5 and appendix 1 A, respondents were given the 

possibility to have a neutral reply when they didn’t know the answer to a question or 

simply didn’t want to reply.  It can be argued that a neutral response could imply more 

than just the aforementioned reasons. An undecided reply could mean that the 

respondent doesn’t have the expertise or the adequate training to do so. We consider this 
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to be a limitation in our thesis since this could clearly be the case of those who have no 

experience to use the wiki in their personal or in the organizational context. Therefore, it 

will be interesting to take that into consideration in future researches especially when 

analyzing the technological factors.  

 

In cases where respondents didn’t know what to respond or simply didn’t want to do so,  

specific cases where  

 

Regardless of the limitations above, this study is in the field of informatics and greatly 

contributes to existing literature about social media and knowledge sharing within 

organizations. The results obtained from this research provide essential understanding 

of the research question and some elements that can be assumed when carrying out 

further research. It can thus be confirmed that this research succeeded in finding the 

contributing factors that affect employees’ use of a centralized wiki for knowledge 

sharing and that the research question in section 1.2 has been answered. It continues to 

mention that the obtained research model is able to explain 58 percent of the use of 

SoftX wiki for knowledge sharing. Hence, there are still important factors affecting the 

remaining 42 percent of the variance in the dependent variables currently not added to 

the research model. Further research in this area may reveal new factors that were not 

explored in this study with a view to increasing the coverage of future studies and 

reducing the variance of dependent variables to provide a more comprehensive model of 

the SoftX environment. 

It would be interesting to test the research model used at SoftX and study if similar 

factors appear with the same causal relationship in the case of other organizations and 

samples of respondents. Such a direct application in other environments will either 

reinforce the validity of the model or highlight shortcomings that should be addressed in 

future research. Some of the viewpoints that can result from this are: 

 

On one hand, various supported factors obtained in this study can be affected by the 

management or the organization. For example, providing enough training to the 

employees and managers’ activeness are likely to increase employee’s use of the 

organization’s wiki. Technological and organizational factors can therefore be improved 

by the organization. Despite the fact that foreseeable benefits are listed under personal 

factors, the management or the organization is still able to influence them. By 
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explaining the personal and organizational benefits of using the company’s wiki to their 

employees, organizations are capable of making them conscious of the advantages.  

Failure to clearly advertise those benefits by the organization will mean trusting the 

employees to make use of the tool without getting any incentive to do so. For instance, 

management can put in place a system that gives redeemable points to employees for 

every contribution made on the wiki.  Furthermore, organizations can also influence the 

technological factors by improving the user friendliness of the wiki based on the 

suggestions received from employees. The managers’ activeness and employees’ 

feedback (organizational factors) can be useful in gathering significant suggestions that 

can greatly improve the features of the wiki and thus make it best suit for knowledge 

sharing within the organization. This shows how useful this study can be for the 

management responsible to setup and institute the wiki as a tool for knowledge sharing. 

Simply having a social media tool in an organization is not enough to motivate 

employees to share their knowledge. The management and the organization have a 

significant role to play in that prospect.  

 

Understanding the use of wiki as part of responsibilities should also be taken into 

consideration. If employees do not see the use of the wiki as part of their 

responsibilities, it may raise a number of questions around; how important is it to use 

the wiki to share knowledge? Must I use the wiki to share knowledge? How will my 

daily routine works be affected by the use of the wiki? Apprentices will easily follow 

instructions given to them by trainers or the management. This behaviour of following 

orders without consideration for consequences may be a result of environment at SoftX 

but just as likely to be due to other factors such as the age and lack of experience of the 

apprentices. Such a situation would thereby make the current model less portable to 

other environments where a different employee demographics may exist. In the case of 

SoftX adding the use of the Soft Wiki as part of the employees’ responsibility might 

greatly improve the use of wiki for knowledge sharing since apprentices constitute the 

majority of the employees at SoftX. Additionally, introducing the use of wiki to 

employees as part of their responsibilities at an early stage (e.g time of employment) 

could greatly affect it use for knowledge sharing. Having all employees participate in 

the use of the wiki will motivate others to do the same. It will however be interesting to 

consider further research in this area to compare results obtained on different 

employees’ samples and organizations. 
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8. Conclusion 

______________________________________________________________________ 

In this eighth and final chapter of this research project, we evaluated what we have 

discovered as a result of our study and reflect on how our findings related to our initial 

research questions. 

______________________________________________________________________ 

 

Our original research question was to determine what factors influenced an employee’s 

use of a wiki as a means for sharing knowledge within a company. Our research has 

shown that there are three major factors that play a part in an individual’s overall 

decision namely organisational, personal and technological.  The influence of these 

factors has been shown to exhibit a relationship to the use of the SoftX wiki. The 

difficulty arises in that this perception will be different for each person and a wiki-based 

solution needs to offer an incentive for as wide a range of employee’s as possible for it 

to become an effective tool. 

 

It is undisputable that knowledge management and knowledge sharing are emergent and 

important fields of academic research because of the value knowledge has to an 

organization. Wikis represents a change in technological focus which in isolation is not 

able to promote knowledge sharing. New avenues for employee participation and 

collaboration may be achieved if it is combined with other technologies, both new and 

established. Knowledge exchange can be promoted with the aid of wikis and other Web 

2.0 tools. Generally, information and communication technologies provide 

infrastructure for knowledge management but this is only part of the solution as the 

motivation of employees must be understood as a precondition to start knowledge 

sharing. Organizations need to consider what motivates employees to try out new 

technological tools and practices. Without resolving these issues related to individuals’ 

behavior, knowledge sharing is not likely to take place within an organization.  

 

More research is required before the best way to engage people in using social media 

for knowledge sharing can be fully addressed. Technology is continually evolving and it 

shouldn't be assumed that once the problems associated with modern technologies have 

been addressed then this problem is totally resolved. Wikis are  just one example of 
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such modern technologies, and is therefore just the current line that has been drawn in 

the sand to represent the current state of technology. Solutions will need to continue to 

evolve over time as new technologies appear each creating their own adoption issues.  

 

The development of new technologies and their interest to researchers means that 

further study in this area is inevitable. Many of the existing studies represent qualitative 

findings but taking a more mixed approach to the use of wiki as a form for knowledge 

sharing within companies made lead to an expansion of research in this field. 
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Appendix 1: 

A) Survey questionnaire 

 
Which group best describes your role in SoftX? 

 
Level 3 Apprentice 

 
Level 4 Apprentice 

 
Junior Technical 

 
Senior Technical 

 
Management 

 
Hr/Recruitment 

 
Trainer 

 
Director 

 
Which age bracket are you in? 

 
Under 21 

 
21 – 30 

 
30 – 40 

 
41 – 50 

 
Over 50 

 
What gender are you? 

 
Male 

 
Female 

 
Which description best describes your role within the business? 

 
Non-graduate 

 
Graduate 

 
Junior Technical Employee (Under five years technical experience) 

 
Senior Technical Employee (Five years or more technical experience) 

 
Junior Management (under five years management experience) 

 
Senior Management (Five years or more management experience) 

 
Director 
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How easy is it to find relevant information to your work? 

 
Very Hard 

 
Hard  

 
Don’t know 

 
Easy 

 
Very Easy 

 
What do you think about the availability of internal information at SoftX? 

 
Very Poor 

 
Poor 

 
Don’t know 

 
Good 

 
Very Good 

 
Do you feel you have the necessary skills and abilities to use the wiki without assistance? 

 
Yes  

 
No 

 
Unsure 

 
How many years have you been using wikis to gain information or knowledge? 

 
Never 

 
Under one year 

 
1 – 3 years 

 
3 – 5 years 

 
Over 5 years 

  
Have you used the company’s wiki before? 

 
Yes  

 
No 

 
Unsure 

 
 
Please evaluate the following statements from your personal point of view 
 

 
Strongly Disagree Disagree 

Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Agree Strongly Agree 

I often tell my colleagues about 
new things I learn       

I ask my colleagues when I am in 
need of a particular knowledge      

 Share my work related tasks and 
difficulties with my colleagues      

I wish to be notified of what my 
colleagues are working on      
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Please assess the following statements from your personal point of view 
 

 
Strongly Disagree Disagree 

Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Agree Strongly Agree 

SoftX Wikis’ features facilitate my 
daily work       

By contributing in the wikis, I can 
feel myself as member of the 
organisation 

     

By contributing, I can collaborate 
with my colleagues      

 Contribute because it is of direct 
relevance to my work      

I can see personal benefits 
resulting from my contribution      

My contribution is useful to SoftX  
     

 
 
How often do you use wikis’ features in your organisation? 
 

 
Never  

Less than 
once a 
month 

Monthly Weekly Daily 

Use wiki to view the content 
     

Use wiki to add new pages 
(content)      

Use wiki to rewrite whole 
paragraphs      

Use wiki to reorganise a set of 
pages      

 
To what extend would you say that your knowledge-sharing on the company’s wiki has helped your 
organisation to:  
 

 
Not At All 

Not 
Really 

Undecided Somewhat Very Much 

Facilitate the process of 
knowledge re-use      

Facilitate individuals acquisition 
of organisational knowledge      

Encourage peer to peer learning 
     

Promote an open information 
culture within the organisation      

Encourage employee’s 
contribution towards 
organisational goal 
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About SoftX wiki’s features. Please evaluate the following aspects 
 

 Poor  Fair Cannot Say Good Excellent 

User-friendliness of the features 
     

My personal abilities in using the 
features      

 
 
What do you think about your contribution(s) to the company’s wiki? 
 

 
Strongly Disagree Disagree 

Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Agree Strongly Agree 

Lack of time prevents me from 
contributing      

My contribution might negatively 
influence my professional image      

I’m afraid to contribute  wrong or 
faulty information      

I’m afraid my contribution can be 
misunderstood      

 
 
 
How accurate do you believe the statements below are with regards to the implication of senior staffs 
in the use of the company’s wiki? 
 

 
Strongly Disagree Disagree 

Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Agree Strongly Agree 

Senior staff give positive 
comments for contributing      

Senior staff actively contribute to 
the wiki      

Senior staff value contribution 
     

Employees should be trained on 
how to use the company’s wiki      

 
 
Would the following points make a difference to your use of the company’s wiki? 
 

 
Extremely 
decrease my use 

Decrease 
My Use 

Cannot say 
Slightly 
Decrease 
My Use 

Not Affect My 
Use 

Lack of senior staff 
encouragement would…      

Feeling that my contribution to 
the wiki is not valued would…      

The fact that others do not 
contribute would…      

Being criticized for providing 
wrong information would…      

Lack of incentive would… 
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B)  Formulation of questions as knowledge internalization, 

externalization, objectification and collaboration 

 SoftX wiki features as Knowledge Internalisation 

To what extent would you say that knowledge sharing on SoftX’s wiki has helped 

the organization to facilitate the process of knowledge re-use? 

To what extent would you say that knowledge sharing on SoftX’s wiki has helped 

the organization to facilitate individual’s acquisition of organizational knowledge? 

How often do you use SoftX wiki’s features to view its content? 

 

 

 

 

SoftX wiki features as Knowledge Externalisation 

How often do you use SoftX’s wiki’s features to add new content? 

Please assess the following statement from your personal point of view: I often tell 

my colleagues about new things I learn 

 

 

 

 

 

SoftX wiki features as Knowledge Objectification 

To what extent would you say that your knowledge sharing and collaboration on 

SoftX’s wiki has helped to promote an open information culture within SoftX? 
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C) Factors measurements 

 

Factors Measurements 

Benefits I get personal benefits when participating 

My contribution is of relevance to SoftX 

SoftX wiki’s features facilitate my daily work 

I collaborate with my colleagues when contributing 

I feel as a member of SoftX  by participating  

Costs and trust issues Lack of time prevent me  to participate 

My professional image might be negatively impacted  by my 

participation 

Being criticized for giving wrong or faulty information 

I am afraid my contribution won’t be valued 

Experience and skills 

with technology 

Skills and abilities in using wiki in my personal life 

Skills and abilities in using the SoftX wiki features 

Understanding of 

Responsibilities 

Contributing to the SoftX wiki is of direct relevance to my work 

Managerial involvement  Senior staff give positive comments for participating  

Senior staff actively contribute to the SoftX wiki 

Senior staff value contributions 

Employees should be trained on how to use the SoftX wiki 

Organizational culture Colleagues give positive comments for participating 

Colleagues value contributions 

I'm able to make independent decisions 

Encourage peer to peer learning 

 User-friendliness of SoftX wiki’s features 
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Appendix 2  

 

A) Correlations to knowledge internalization, knowledge 

externalization and knowledge objectification 

 

 

 

  
Knowledge 

Internalisation 
Result 

Spearman's 
rho 

Foreseeable benefits 0.558** Supported 

Lack of trust and fear of misuse 0.445** Supported 

Lack of time 0.076 Not supported 

Negative impact on professional image 0.580** Supported 

Frequency of using wiki  in private life 0.543** Supported 

Skills in using company's wiki 0.363** Supported 

Understanding company's wiki as part of my 
responsibilities 

0.463** Supported 

Manager's activeness 0.318** Supported 

Scoping of training possibilities for employees to use wiki 0.410** Supported 

Colleagues activeness and participation 0.582** Supported 

Dependency in decision making 0.048 Not supported 

Collaboration in and across business units 0.181** Supported 

User-friendliness of the features 0.410** Supported 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Knowledge 

Externalisation 
Result 

Spearman's 
rho 

Foreseeable benefits 0.563** Supported 

Lack of trust and fear of misuse 0.549** Supported 

Lack of time 0.087 Not supported 

Negative impact on professional image 0.471** Supported 

Frequency of using wiki  in private life 0.510** Supported 

Skills in using company's wiki 0.393** Supported 

Understanding company's wiki as part of my 
responsibilities 

0.401** Supported 

Manager's activeness 0.429** Supported 

Scoping of training possibilities for employees to 
use wiki 

0.381** Supported 

Colleagues activeness and participation 0.475** Supported 

Dependency in decision making 0.039 Not supported 

Collaboration in and across business units 0.060 Not Supported 

User-friendliness of the features 0.381** Supported 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

 

  
Knowledge 

Objectification 
Result 

Spearman's 
rho 

Foreseeable benefits 0.495** Supported 

Lack of trust and fear of misuse 0.451** Supported 

Lack of time 0.074 Not supported 

Negative impact on professional image 0.580** Supported 

Frequency of using wiki  in private life 0.532** Supported 

Skills in using company's wiki 0.383** Supported 

Understanding company's wiki as part of my 
responsibilities 

0.423** Supported 

Manager's activeness 0.320** Supported 

Scoping of training possibilities for employees to use wiki 0.419** Supported 

Colleagues activeness and participation 0.573** Supported 

Dependency in decision making 0.048 Not supported 

Collaboration in and across business units 0.275** Supported 

User-friendliness of the features 0.419** Supported 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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B) Principal Component Analysis (PCA) 

 

Communalities 

 Initial Extraction 

Foreseeable benefits 1.000 .885 

Lack of trust and fear of misuse 1.000 .741 

Negative impact on professional image 1.000 .895 

Frequency of using wiki  in private life 1.000 .566 

Skills in using SoftX’s wiki 1.000 .966 

Understanding company's wiki as part of my responsibilities 1.000 .431 

Manager's activeness 1.000 .807 

Scoping of training possibilities for employees to use wiki 1.000 .719 

Colleagues activeness and participation 1.000 .967 

Degree of user friendliness of the wiki 1.000 .644 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Total Variance Explained 

Component 

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

1 6.811 68.109 68.109 6.811 68.109 68.109 3.934 39.336 39.336 

2 1.226 12.262 80.370 1.226 12.262 80.370 3.828 38.285 77.621 

3 1.084 10.841 91.211 1.084 10.841 91.211 1.359 13.590 91.211 

4 .433 4.325 95.537       

5 .152 1.517 97.054       

6 .107 1.074 98.128       

7 .102 1.018 99.146       

8 .041 .408 99.554       

9 .025 .250 99.804       

10 .020 .196 100.000       

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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Rotated Component Matrix
a
 

 

Component 

1 2 3 

Foreseeable benefits .574 .739 -.096 

Lack of trust and fear of misuse .484 .615 .359 

Negative impact on professional image .118 .435 .081 

Frequency of using wiki  in private life -.008 .873 -.452 

Skills in using SoftX’s wiki -.036 -.005 .545 

Understanding company's wiki as part of my responsibilities .619 .033 -.291 

Manager's activeness .786 .536 .032 

Scoping of training possibilities for employees to use wiki .811 .498 .112 

Colleagues activeness and participation .854 -.092 .479 

Degree of user friendliness of the wiki .238 -.021 .492 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
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C) Multiple Linear Regression Analysis Results 

 

Model Summary 

R 

R 

Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

Change Statistics 

R Square 

Change F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change 

.762
a
 .580 .567 .42893 .580 43.804 3 95 .000 

a. Predictors: (Constant), technological factors, personal factors, organisational factors 

 

 

ANOVA
a
 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Regression 24.178 3 8.059 43.804 .000
b
 

Residual 17.479 95 .184   

Total 41.657 98    

a. Dependent Variable: Use of SoftX’s wiki feature for Knowledge Sharing 

b. Predictors: (Constant), technological factors, personal factors, organisational factors 

 

 

Coefficients
a
 

Predictor variables 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

       

 (Constant) -.306 .167  -1.830 .070 

Organisational factors  .287 .074 .383 3.851 .000 

Personal factors .265 .049 .366 5.379 .000 

Technological factors .164 .053 .311 3.099 .003 

a. Dependent Variable: Use of SoftX’s wiki feature for Knowledge Sharing 
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Appendix 3 

A) Research Consent Form 

 

RESEARCH CONSENT FORM   Form: CONS1 

       

Full title of Project: Social Media and the impact of business hierarchy on knowledge sharing within 

an organization (Masters thesis) 

 
Researchers:  Colin Wilcox, Linnaeus University, 

                        email: cw222gd@student.lnu.se 

   

                        Philippe Tchape, Linnaeus University, 

                        email: pt222df@student.lnu.se 

 

 
Please Initial Box 

 

I confirm that I have read and understood the reasons for the above study and have 

had the opportunity to ask questions 

 

I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free to withdraw at 

any time, without giving reason. 

 

I agree to take part in the above study. 

 

 

I agree to the interview/focus group/consultation being audio recorded. 

 

 

I agree to the use of anonymous quotes within publications relating to this study 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

Name of Participant  Signature   Date 

    

 

 

 

Name of Researcher  Signature  Date  

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:cw222gd@student.lnu.se
mailto:pt222df@student.lnu.se
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