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The objectiveof the research was to identify knowledge conversion states in consu
sales and delivery processes ford c ompanyds one busi nesg
certain types of information and know

knowledge management activitiesthe selected business processes.

The used research methodology was aatesearch. The current business processes
analyzed by interviewing people involved in them. The results were documented and
rized, and based on them the target states of the processes were developed. Knowle

agement activities were integrdti® the business processes.

The main findings of the research were that roles and responsibilities in the process
not clear to people, information systems did not fully support individuals and timg
wasted searching for information and knowled@here were also many variations of h

the processes actually realized, which affectedteeall quality of the process

The conclusions of the research were that knowledge management activities should
lighted in businesses where knowledge keos are the main assets of the comp:
Knowledge management practices can be supported by company culture, leadershiy
formation systems. However, one main

knowledge. By integrating knowledge managatreetivities to business processes and |
ing information systems supporting knowledge management, individual productivity (

improved.
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Tutkimuksen tavoitteena oli tunnistaa tiedon muuntamisen tilanteet yrityksen yhden li
mintayksikdn kosultoinnin myyntt ja toimitusprosesseissa, tietdd mihin minkakin lai
tieto tallennetaan seka luoda parhaimmat kaytannoét yrityksen tietojohtamisen toin

voille valituissa liiketoimintaprosesseissa.

Kaytetty tutkimusmetdologia oli tapaustutkimus.r&sesen nykytilatanalysoitiin haastat
telemalla niiss#oimivia henkil6ita Tulokset dokumentoitiin ja luokiteltiin, ja niiden pohja
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oikeanlaisia tietojarjestelmiidaan yksilon tuottavuutta parantaa.
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background of the study

A consulting company relies on the knowledge gathered and shared by its employees.
Consultants are working on different cases and theeriences and knowledgedsferent.

Sharing tleir accrued knowledge of the methodologies and methods they have experience in
and applyingthesm i s cruci al to a consulting compal
marketAs Jor dan and J ompetisive §d¥adt@gé flepepds bn howiceght i ¢

the firm is in building, sharing and utilizing the knowledge of its mentb&hkaringand
capturingk nowl edge from the individuals is a ke\)
Even though people might leave the compdmy mindshare needsstay within the company.

This is a high risk of consulting companies (Jordan & Jones, 198&)most valuable assets

for the twentyfirst century are knowledge workers and their productivity (Drucker, &999

The challenge in the case company at the nrmbriseknowledgesharing andlocumentation

People are using working time searching for information within the company. People are also
producing similar typgof material because they are not aware that such material already exists
or they cannot find it shared location&nowledge gathered through consulting projects at
customers is not shared well enough within the comawsry consultant is an expert in their

own areas and have a lot of knowledge to share to other experienced consultants atig especia
tojuni or consultants. Now this knowledge tr
enough. This makes the company very dependent on individuals and there might be knowledge

gaps if a person leaves the company.

Webster (2012) researched how imh@tion workers waste significant amount of time dealing

with information management related challenges, for example, working with documents. She
noted in her study that wasted time costs fordtganization are almost 20 dollars per
information worke per year and amounted to an ove
producti vity. The case company 0®PR Software,n a |
2014c) noted on average a2 hours per weelper personwastedtime in searching for

information fromth&e ase companydés systems.



The case company has gone through a transformation from a software company to a consulting
company. This has given many different and new demands for its business, people and their
competencies, processes and information sysfBnestransformation started in 2009 and more
emphasis was put to it in 2011 by heavily recruiting new consultants. There have been some
organizational structure changes to better support the sales and delivery of consultancy and now

after there is experieedrom those changes, the processas practiceare been developed.

This research is done alongside various ongoing development projects in the company. The
target is to take advantage of the current projects for current state analysis and stattfog poin
the research, while providing thelbe possibilities for future through this work.

I n todayés information intensive worl d, t h
and turn it into knowledge are strong players in the market. Fronpdims of view, how a
consulting company can manage its knowledge processes is a very good topic for even further

research.

1.2 Research problems aodjectives

Theobjectiveof this researctsito identify the knowledge conviem phases in the consultancy

sales and delivery processes of the Finnish legsinnit, documentirignowledge appropriately

to its kind and create a best pr aactiviiesie f or
consultancysales and delivergrocesses

The main research questics:

How does the development of company wide knowledge management practices improve

productivity?
Other research questions are:
How are knowledge management practices usually organized in organizations?

Which practices support knowledge convertion?

Which factors affect individual productivity for a knowledge worker?



1.3 Researcimethodology

The used research methodology in this research is action research, which is one form of quali-
tative research (Hirsjarvi et al, 2009, 162). Quantitative researalmashod was not chosen
because this research cannot be done numerically, the material cannot be translated into statis-
tical information and the material cannot be analyzed statistically (Hirsjarvi et al., 2009, 140).
Heikkinen et al. (1999, 36) listed sorkey words for action research, from which reflectivity,
research pragmatism and participation of people very well align with the research done in this

case.

The current ass state analysis of the sales g@es is doe through interviews and witsome
iterations a target state process description is prodédezt the sales process has been re-
viewed, the delivery process is taken undeestigation. For this, a variety obnsultantss

selected to participate in workshops about the challendgbe turent delivery process.d&ed

on these workshops a target state process model is modeled, where knowledge management

related activities are taken into account.

The above described methiodluded some of what Hirsjarvi et al. (2009, 164) listed as typical
features of qualitative research: comprehensive information and material is gathered in natural
and real situations, the use of people as the instrument for information gathering is favored,
inductive analysis is used, qualitative methods are used iergaghthe material, the focus
group is chosen intentionally, and cases are handled as unique and the material isthterpret

accordingly.

Cog h | 4200, 89-40) steps for keeping a journal of the reseavehe adaptednterviews
and discussionare exarmedand workshops reflected on the matters discussed. Afterttiese
tentative conclusions ao®nceptualized and formulateahd suggested actioaseto be tested.
These suggested actorely onr e s e ar c lexperiénses and/ the research thed leen
done for this case.

Asbackground information, thereealsot he resul ts of QPRO&s inter

survey which was held in the fall of 20I¢he questions of the survey can be seen inrappe



1. The survey was sent to 48 employees working in the business units of the case company. The
ansver rate was very good, 83,3%. Some of the findings of this survey are used in this research
work. (QPR Software, 2014c

1.4 Delimitations

The research is done i n ngsaleskndmelivery procksses.i n e
Otherbusinessinitsare excludedfrom the research (Finnish software sales, international sales,

product development, finance and administration).

1.5 Structureof the thesis

The thesis is organized as follows. Chapters 2 and 3 are about the literature related to this
research. Chaer 2 describes knowledge, knowledge management processes and activities in
organizations and what are the enabling factors for knowledge sharing. Chapter 3 describes
knowledge workers and their productivity. @ter 4 is about the case of thissearchard it

consists of the target state, current state and the gap analysis between them. Chapter 5 includes
the discus®n and conclusions. The structure of the thesis is illustrated in figure 1.



1 INTRODUCTION

LITERATURE REVIEW

2 Knowledge management in 3 Knowledge workers and
Organizations their productivity

4 CASE REVIEW

Target state Current state Gap analysis

5 DISCUSSION &
CONCLUSIONS

Figurel: The structure of the research



2 KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT IN ORGANIZATIONS

Nonaka sai d i n hanscodothpwherathetonlyccértaintytishuacertaifity, the

one sure source of lasting competitive advantage is knowdedpis Ts true for a consulting
company that relies aotthe knowledge of its workers to help customers and also to create and
develop new services further. Han and Anantatmula (2007) also agreed l#othéer, Li et

al. (2009 argued that knowledge is a competitiwv

learned to enhance individual and/ or organi:

Knowledge management is becoming an increasingly important part of an organization strategy
(Newell et al., 2002)Jordan and Jones (1997) argued that the knowledge of the individuals is
notof criticallyimportamt f r om strategi c poi nt poofluctivitye w,
in building, integrating and utilizing its intellectual capital whichrs v Tammiaiducet al.
(2009)statal the lack of knowledge sharing to be a largarimial risk.

Often organizations think of knowledge management initiatives only in the information tech-
nol ogy | evel (Han & Anantat mul a, 2007) . N e
actually manage knowl ed g e todatabandtinfotmateort, which t ¢
wi || be interpreted by someone based on t he
ogy often takes place over organization culture and attitudes (Davenport,@B@§)ngLang

(2001) said it well, since knowledge net the same as information, information technology
cannot deliver knowledge management, but it is more about practices. Bollinger and Smith
(2001) emphasized the method used to implement a knowledge management system as the crit-

ical factor.

2.1 Definitionsof knowledge

Onebdébs knowledge is built upon |l ayers of acc
through experience, insight and intuition. Those things that one observes, hears, learns, experi-
ences and realizes over time, can be used to creatknowledge, though they cannot be just
processed but tested and used by the company as a whole (Nonaka, 1991). Nonaka (1991)
claims that inventing new knowledge relates to not just an activity, but more to the way of

behaving and being and acknowledgihgt everyone is a knowledge worker in the company.



There are no special individuals that create or invent new knowledge, everybody can contribute,
he stated(Nonaka, 1991.)

Polanyi (1966) defines tacit knowledge as knowledge, which is not actually documented, but
the ndividual fknows it from a combination of source¥acit knowledge is something not
easily visible and expressible, and is highly personal and hard to formalize. Tacit knowledge is
rooted in onebs self, cr eat e ddiatutidn. (Bandkda& r e d
Konno, 1998.)

Explicit knowledge can easily be expressed in words and numbers since it is explicit. Explicit
knowledge can be transferred formally and systematically, for example, through documenta-
tion. (Nonaka & Konno, 1998Skyrme & Amidon, 1997) Skyrme and Amidon (1997) also
described explicit knowledge as objectigxplicit knowledge ishasicallydocumented tacit
knowledge (Junnarkar and Brown, 1997).

2.2 Knowledgeprocesses and activities

Knowledge management as a process eaddbined in different ways, buatostof the defini-

tions in literatureseem to be quitsimilar with one anotherAllweyer (1999 described
knowledge management processing with five processes: knowledge procurement, knowledge
presentation, knowledge traesf knowledge utilization and knowledge removal. Bhatt et al.
(2001) described tlrefive processes dsiowledge creation, knowledge validation, knowledge
presentation, knowledge distribution and knowledge application actiAti@g. and Leidner
(2001)defined the knowledge processes aswdedge creation, knowledge storage/retrieval,
knowledge transfeand knowledge applicationJordan and Jones (1997) divide knowledge
management to five different modes: knowledge acquisition, prebtdving, dissemintzon,
ownership and memonsupyuenyong and Islam (2006) view knowledge management with
four processes: knowledge creation and acquisition, knowledge organization and retention,
knowledge dissemination and knowledge utilizati@hang Lee et al. (2005) deé a
knowledge circulation procesdth five parts: knowledge creation, knowledge accumulation,
knowledge sharing, knowledge utilization, and knowledge internalizatibus et al. (2000)

define the knowledge management process&s@sledge acquisitio, knowledge documen-



tation, knowledge transfer, knowledge creation and knowledge applicatdatt (2003) dis-
tinguishes the following processes: planning, creating, integrating, organizing, transferring,
maintaining and assessingavenport and Prusalk 998) identify four knowledge processes:
knowledge generation (creation and knowledge acquisition), knowledge codification (storing),
knowledge transfer (sharing), and knowledge application.

Holsapple and Whinston (1987) identkpowledge management pessesomposed of the
following activities: procure, organize, store, maintain, analyze, create, present, distribute and
apply.Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) divide knowledge management activities into three cate-
gories: knowledge creation, knowledge incorpioraand knowledge dissemination. Demarest
(1997) proposes different knowledge management activities: knowledge construction,
knowledge embodiment, knowledge disseminaton knowledge useéllavi and Marwick

(1997) define six knowledge management acasitacquisition, indexing, filteringlassifica-

tion, cataloguingand integrating, distributing and application or knowledge usage.

To summarize the abovementioned processes and activities, these different processes were
grouped by similarity and thenatched with the processes most relevant to this study. The
summary can be seen in table 1. There were processes and activities mentioned outside of this
summary table, but those were left out of the summary Bedaey appeared such a few times

in the literature review



Table 1: Summary of the different knowledge management processes by different authors

Process Knowledge
Knowledge | transfer and | Knowledge| Knowledge | Knowledge
Author creation sharing utilization | validation | acquisition
Allweyer

(1999) X X X
Alavi &
Leidner (2001)
Alavi & Mar-
wick (1997)
Bhatt et al.
(2001)

Chang Lee et
al. (2005)
Davenport &
Prusak (1998)
Demarest
(1997)

Filius et al.
(2000)
Holsapple &
Whinston X X X X
(1987)
Jordan &
Jones (1997)
Nonaka &
Takeuchi X X
(1995)
Rollet (2003) X X
Supyuenyong
& Islam X X X X
(2006)

X

X | X | X | X
X | X | X | X

X
X
X
X

For an organization, it is vital that the knowledge management processes are in place and are
being utilized all the timet Is not enough just to capture and store informationit watuires
interpretation from different perspects@f an oganization (Bhatt, 2001).d8earchers say that
there is a straight commonality on knawl ed:c
tion and emphasis that management puts on knowledge management (Nonaka, 1991; Nonaka
& Konno, 1998; Bhatt, 2001). Bhatt (2001) argued that an organizational culture change is
needed and can be used as the starting point for knowledge management practices.

Davenport(2008, 224 )states that focusing purely on process development is not enough, but

changing knowledge work requires combining process and prakgoeus and Schub (2003)
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distinct the difference between knowledge processes and kihgsviatensive business pro-
cesses, where the responsibility or ownership of the knowledge process usually belongs to a
knowledge manager or, for example, a subject matter specialist, but with business processes the
ownership belongs to the process owndryusiness management role. They argue that estab-
lished business processes could be enhanced with knowledge management roles. The
knowledge managemerglated roles they list as author, knowledge broker, community man-
ager, knowledge partner and stakeholeyndary spanner, coordinator for knowledge man-
agement, subject matter espalist, owner omanager of knowledge processéRemus &

Schub, 2003.)

Remus and Schub (2003) emphasize the importance of transparency of corresponding processes
when implementing processiented knowddgema nagement . They feel t
ing supports transparency and facilitates the analysis and implementation of knenglatipe

processeso.

Nonaka introduced the SECI model in his 1991 article. The SECI model describes knowledge
conversion sttes between tacit and explicit knowledd@ese conversion states can also be
thought as knowledge processésrough the SECI model the knowledge transformation from

an individual level to an organizational levelcan be describedTransforming personal

knowledye to others is a vital part of aknowleedlge e at i ng ¢ o n{Nomakg, ¥8) s ucc

Nonaka & Konno (1998jlescribeknowledge creatioa s sgiraling process of interactions
bet ween explicit and tacit kn ooulcendegsompro- | n t

cesse®f knowledge. Thesprocesss are shown ifigure 2
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Figure2: SECI model by Nonaka (1991)

Nonaka (1991) and Nonaka & Konno (1998) describe thepimaessesf creating knwledge
in an organizatiors(figure 2):

1. Socialization- From tacit to tacit knowledg&ocialization involves the sharing of tacit
knowledge between individuals. There is no systematic way of formalizing this kind of
knowledge conversion. The tacit knowledge is something one leantairy, observ-
ing and capturing through physical proximity. Socialization is very hard to convey to a
practice in an organizatiaas it happens on an individdalel.

2. Externalizationr From tacit toexplicit knowledgeExternalization happens when a per-
son is able to articulate their tacit knowledge by converting it into explicit knowledge,
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thus allowing it to be understood by others. This can be achieved by, for exdowgple
umenting onespedifintopicl edge on

3. Combination- Fromexplicit to expicit knowledge.Combination involves the conver-
sion of explicit knowledge into more complex sets of explicit knowledge. An individual
needs to be able to capture and integrate new knowledge to what he already knows, to
use new knowledge directly in histaties and to combine discrete pieces of explicit
knowledge into a new whole.

4. Internalization- From explicit to tacit knowledgénternalization means converting ex-
plicit knowledge into the organizationés
shared throughout an organizati@mployees begin to internalizeiithat is, they use
it to broaden, extend, and reframe their own tacit knowledge.

These fouprocessesreate a spiral of knowledg@Nonaka, 1991; Nonaka & Konno, 1998.)

Nonaka & Konno (1998) say that ti8&£CIl model servesmy as an outline for knowledge
creation Finley and Sathe (2013) sthat the SECI model can be generalized even to complex
organizations where it also has potential to reveal the knowledge transferAgmpsand
Leidner (2001) snhatepuhat bulbhe himgthély #@Hinserd
They explan this through having each proces$y on, contribute tand benefit from the other
processesBased on the SECI model Alavi & Leidner (2001) expdithe knowledge creation
processebetween individuls (figure 3).
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= Socialization
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E E
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knowledge { knowledge
C

Figure3: Al av i a n d2001eknowviedge cdeation gresseswhere each arrow repre-
sents a form of knowledge creation

Organi zational knowl edge i s not(BhpttyZ2000)Nb-h e s u
naka states in his 1991 article that if a company emphasizes knowledge creation and sharing, it
organizes itself so that the organization structure and especially the managerial roles and re-
sponsibilities are designed to support knowledge creation. Knge/letkation needs to be

taken into account in all structures and practices of the company. Unless top management and
the managers are willing to do this, the climate and way of operating easily hinders knowledge
creation and conversion between individuatsl inside the companf{Nonaka, 1992 Organ-

izational knowledge creation involves developing new content or replacing existing content

within the organization's tacit and explicit knowledge (Pentland, 1995).
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Alavi andLeidner (2001) argue that knowledge transfer isngwortant process in knowledge
management. Knowledge transfer occurs at various levels, of which they listed the following:
1 transfer of knowledge between individuals,
from individuals to explicit sources,
from individuals to groups,

1

1

{ between groups,
1 acrosgroups,
)l

from the group to the organization.

For highly context spefic knowledge transfer Alavi andeidner (2001) argued that personal
channels may be more effective for knowledge transfer whereas impersonal channels may be
most effective for readily eneralized knowledge transfé&obertson et al. (1996) argue that
individuals are unlikely to encounter new knowledge in their normal interactions in their net-
work since one tends to surround themselves with similar people who know similar things. This
is why the role ofinformation technologyand the way it can support knowledge transfer is
important. Bhatt (2001) said that accumulated prior knowledge makes it easier for an individual

to accrue more knowledge.

There should be a systematic routine for acquiring knowledggdeuthe organizatiofAlavi
& Leidner, 2001) Filius et al. (2000) list these kiadf knowledge acquisition activities as, for
example, using experiences of the clients to improve products and seavidesctive partici-

pation in external professionalta®rk.

Knowledge sharing is about exchanging ideas, information and knowledga.be formal or

informal and both can occur between individuals or groups. Knowledge gets reshaped and im-
proved whenitisshargdCol | i ns and Hitt 20 ®QlavanELeidnergn al
(2001) argue that the application of knowledge is more important than knowledge itself. They
base this on the knowleddpased theory of the firm.

Kim et al. (2003) propose a method foraéyzing knowledge flowThey present &nowledge
management framewotkat consistsof five steps: knowledge absaign, knowledge extrac-

tion, knowledge representation, knowledge implementation and knowledge deployheent.
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framework has been adaptexla more general and is shown in igure 4. The framework

shows how knowledge flows inside the organization. Knowledge is absorbed from operations
in two different forms. People either interpret knowledge so that they can make it representable
for implemenation or then codified knowledge is extracted and presented for implementation.
Implementation is danthrough systems, in this reseatlough three different systems for

the selected processes. From these systems knowledge is then deployed.

Deployment
Knowledge Management System layer
""" | KDF'""""""""""’4 KD P’"""""""""'
| S|
Document _ Implementation
CRM Management Community layer

e

----- = P e

Knowledge Flow Analysis

:'ﬂli Internalization -—-lKRl .
Representation

Explicit knowledge Tacit knowledge
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T
i KE | KE |
Doc and U —

Human resources

databases Externalization ~
----- 4|<A>-""""""""""4&&\ iitataintetaintet ittt
Business processes Business layer
IT Infrastructure Corporate culture Support layer
KA = Knowledge Absorption KE = Knowledge Extraction
KR = Knowledge Representation KI = Knowledge Implementation

KD = Knowledge Deployment

Figure4: An overall knowledge management framework, adapted from Kim et al. (2003)

Knowledge management is not a straightforward proceas activity between individuals or

groups, but it consists of many dynamic and continuous sets of pescasd practices. The
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processes are not linear, since an individual can create new knowledge (have a new insight) and
apply it right after in his or her work (for example, use it as the basis for a decision). (Alavi &
Leidner, 2001.Jordan and Jones (1BQargue that the organization must first understand how
knowledge is currently acquired and harnessed within the organization before the processes of

knowledge management can be improved.

Birkinshaw and Sheehan (2002) approached knowledge managennenhéd&nowledge life

cycle perspectivelhey differentiate four stages in the knowledge management life cycle: cre-
ation, mobilization, diffusion and commoditization. Birkinshaw and Sheehan (2002) stress that
no company can master equally all four stageth@fknowledge life cycle, since every stage
requires its own expertise. They emphasize thathiheactestics and ownershipf knowledge
changes throughout its lifecycleigure5 illustrates how knowledge processes through the four
stages as it develspover time. When knowledge is created it is accessible onlystoa#l
amount of people. &it evolves and gets distribed more people and organizations come to
know it. Organizations need to have different strategies on how to maximize theofalue
knowledge of the different stages, and this is why Birkinshaw and Sheehan (2002) say that it is

really difficult for any one company to master all four stages of the knowledge life cycle.

PERCENTAGE Creation Mobilization Diffusion Commoditization

OF PEOPLE OR
ORGANIZATIONS
THAT HAVE
ACCESS TO
KNOWLEDGE IN
QUESTION

TIME

Figure5: The knowledge life cycle byig&inshaw and Sheehan (2002)
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2.3 Enabling factorgor knowledgesharing

The support of technology is important when storingdedge, but equally important attee

culture and social environment which supports knowledge transfer. Both technology and social
interaction support the loAgrm competitive advantage of a knowledge company. (Nonaka &
Konno, 1998; Bhatt, 2001.) For the social aspect Newell et al. (2002, 119) introduced the com-
munity approach to knowledge management, where communities of praetieesgen as a

vital role for knowledge acquisition and sharing. Communities of practice are not organized
like teams, but gather people together voluntarily because they have something to learn and
contribute. Wenger (2000) said that communities of pracfwould be culiated rather that

controlled. $e also listed various ways in which to do it.

Related to the SECI model, Nonaka and Konno in their 1998 atathed about the concept

of ba the place for knowledge creation. Basically, ba is a pladestate for knowledge crea-

tion. The space can be any or a combination of a physical, virtual or mental space. According
to Nonaka & Konno (1998) fAwhat differentiat
cept of knowledge creationo.

Basically, emblingbameans that a company makes sure there are places, situations, practices
and moments created to support ba. The physical place is not enough but kadvagdg be

present as ell. It is embedded in ba. By combining the place or situation aoglkdge, one

can acquire new knowledge through their owr
ences. However, if knowledge is separated from ba, it is just information and it can be acquired
no matter what the place or situation is. (Nonaka & Kpri998.) Nonaka & Konno (1998)

state that the value creation emerges from the interactions within shasddwand Leidner

(2001) emphasize that for an organization to enhance its knowledge creation, it is important to
understand the characteristicé \arious ba ad the relationship with the processef

knowledge creation.

In their 1998 article, Nonaka & Konno introduced four types of ba that correspamel fiour
stages of the BCI model. This is shown in fige 6 where the conversions are shown be&mwe

individuals (i), groups (g) and the organization @nd like Nonaka and Konno (1998aid it
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in the article fieach ba supports a particul
the process of knowledge creationo. The f ou

1. Originating bd thesocialization phas®©ne shares their feelings, experiences ang me
tal models in the aginating k. Faceo-face sharing of experiences is the form of
knowledge conversion and transfer with tacit knowledge.

2. Interacting bai the externalization phasénteracting ba is more consciously con-
structed, as compared to originating ba. Here people learn from others, but also pre-
sent/voice/reflect their own knowledge to others. Interacting ba is the place where tacit
knowledge is made explicit.

3. Cyber bai the conbination phaseCyber ba is a place of interaction in a virtual world
instead of real space and time. Here explicit knowledge is combined with other existing
knowledge to create even more complex explicit knowledge. This is the memory for the
organizatiorsince the knowledge is documentedthe organization in cybeiab

4. Exercising bd the internalization phase.x er ci sing ba facilitat

sion of explicit knowledge to tacit knowledd®&lonaka & Konno, 1998.)
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Figure6: Four types of bawhich corelate to the SECI model phasd®faka & Konno, 1998

Making sure that the organization is aware of the different characteristics of ba can support
successful knowledge creation. Nonaka & Konno (1998) stated that with the help of ba, the

coninuous knowledge creation cycle in an organization is dynamic.

Since knowledge is the most valuable commodity for asknee d ge wor ker s h
knowl edge can be a sdilovwdddeeonegneeds td lmavedhbtaaete o n e
share.lreson and Burel2010 listed two broad types of motivation: intrinsic and extrinsic.

I ntrinsic moti ves c arereorefalboot sefxprassianspersonat devieln ; t

opment and knowledge efficacy, whereas extrinsic motives are affected externally, for example
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to enhance reputation, competition and expected economic or organizational rewards. Han &
Anantatmula (2007) examidecommon organizationdéctors that inflence a persdas will-

ingness to share knowledge. They categorized the factors in four: organization, technology,
learning and leadership. Organization factors included trust among colleagues. If sae had
ceivedshared knowledge from a colleague, they were more likely to share knowledge them-
selves. This, on the other hand, worked the other way around as well, if one had not received
help, they were more reluctant to give help themselves. Ease of use was thehnopotsy
factors. Also sufficient training and learning how to make use of the technology provided for
knowl edge sharing was a vital part of the |
willingness to share their knowledge as well as fosterknowledge sharing culture of the
organization. Han and Anantatm2007)pointedout that an organization should reconsider
rewards and motivation factors that encourage employees to share knowlddge&
Anantatmula, 2007.)

Davenport (2008, 218)aimed that without rewardsiowledge workers might be reluctant to

share their knowledge. Thigs to be taken into account when designing the organization and

its practices and processes related to knowledge managéteerarding those that share and
document their kneledge is important (Cabrera and Cabrera 2002; Kollock 1998; Van Lange

et al. 1992). Cabrera and Cabrera (2002) say that cooperation increases if benefits connected
with sharing knowledge grov&imilar points were also brought ug Wiig (1997). He stated

t h aebderghip's primary focus should be on establishing a culture that respects knowledge,
reinforces i1ts sharing, retains its peopl e,
thattraining, empowerment and support for supervisors wer&ay aole ensuring the promo-

tion of the culture for knowledge manageméwiig, 1997.)

Bollinger and Smith (2001) acknowledged a danger in making the knowledge management
process too complicated, and recommended of a more naturaheady process without too

many rues. They recommended knowledge management to be directed toward two goals: ef-
fectively managing explicit knowledge with easily accessible systems, and ensuring a support-

ive culture that will encourage and facilitate the sharing of tacit knowledge.
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3 KNOWLE DGE WORKERS AND THEIR PRODUCTIVITY

What characterizes the information age we are currently living in is the fact that many organi-
zations employ knowledge workersstead of production workers. The significance about
knowledge workers is that the organimatis usually highly dependent @mn individualts
knowledge .Jordan and Jones (1997) say that companies need to have and manage resources
that are difficult to copy, indicating that the organization cannot be too dependent on any indi-
vi dual 6 s k rewelVéta. .q2002).caithrso Wl edge wor kers Ad6own
primary means of productiont hat i s, Dkuokerwl9%ll) gred dNMong and Neck
(2012) point out that knowledge worker productivity is a key competitive factor for organiza-

tions.

3.1 Knowledge workers

A knowledge worker is a person who often has an academic degree and works with information.
A traditional production worker works to produce an output of some sorts, for example, assem-
ble a machine or move a box on a production line. Hedge workers work with knowledge

and there might not be any need to produce
There are also areas where these two are combined. One can think of a surgeon as a knowledge

worker, but to do a surgery, theyst do manual work to perform teargery.

Davenport (2008, 219220) introduced four different categories of knowledge workers based
on the complexity of work and the level of interdependence it involves. He claimed that workers

in these different categosaespond differently to attempts to increase productivity.

Davenport (2008, 221) also segmented knowledge workers by five different approaches:
knowledge activity, types of ideas whictimey dealwith, cost and scale, how critical the
knowledge workers are tbe business, and mobility. For this research the most important seg-
ment of knowledge workers is distinguished by knowledge activity, whether a group of
knowledge workers find knowledge, create it, package it, distribute it, or apply it.
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Managing knowledg wor ker sdé outputs is different fr
easily see the effort of a production wor Keée
sembled products there are, for a knowledge worker there might not be anything physical or
digi tal to prove of the dayodos | abor. Knowl ed
tively after which they can start producing tangible outputs (Davenport, 2008 S22@narly

Drucker (1999b) pointed out that knowledge workers need to be thasghtapital asset to

the organization, not as a cost.

3.2 Productivityof knowledge work

Productivity can be defined as a measure of
of input. Basically productivity is a determinant of cost efficiencyhen thinking of a
knowl edge wor k prodacsvitypan bedafiredas vow tmych information and

knowledge one is able to create and utilize for an end goal.

Knowl edge workerdéds productivity r&edbdb&f e Whi
one can count the amount of material produced by a factory worker, there is no good measure
for the productivity of a knowledge worker. With high degrees of expertise, the knowledge

workerséd main purpose i s ledge (Davem@ott, 008, Ali7)s t r i
Eschenbach et al. (2006) say that f#fAhigher Kk
of resultso. Drucker (1999a) generalized th

for economic growth and competigimess.

Eschenbach et al. (2006) analyzed knowledge work productivity and came to the conclusion
that qualityalsoneeds to be taken maccount with productivity. Drucker (1999b) pointed this

out as well.Eschenbach et al. (2006)cusedmore on how effectively knowledge workers
handle knowledge, their main resour@eiality standards on how to handle knowledge effec-
tively are needed, since otherwise there is too much room for chance rather than systematic

management. (Eschenbach et2006)
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Drucker (199b) defined six major factors that determine knowledge worker productivity.
These six factors are:
1. What is the task and what is expegted
Autonomy,
Continuous innovatian
Continuous learning and continuous teaching

Quality over quantity

o gk wDp

Knowledge workers s@eeas assets, not costs to an organization.

Webstero6s (2012) research showed that peopl
for, but not finding, documents. This equals to 3,7% of organization productivity loss. Her re-
search also showed that amerage 2 hours per week are spent on recreating documents that
canot be found, which relates to 3,2% of or
45% of employees who repli¢d the surveaid to spend-2 hours per week on searching for
informai on from the case companyo6s s yXhoussmer. I n
week on asking people wmight knowsomething about something. These equatl4chdurs

per week (5,3L0,7% of working time) on time spent on searching for informaticeatGf there

are great productivity improvements possible if the company is able to reduce this time even

with a few percentages.

Information work is document intensive.ndwledge workers spend a lot of time creating, re-
viewing and approving documen(®Vebster, 2012.Drucker (1999b) pointed well that for a
knowledge worker to be productive, it requires changes in attitude not just for the individual

knowledge worker but for the whole organization as well.

3.3 Knowledge managemesystems

Knowledge managment systems are information technolbgged systems that enable storing,
searching, creating and transferring information and knowledge. Alavi and Leidner (2001) sug-
gest thainformation technologg y st ems wused for knowl edge ma
strained too much, but make use of adl thfferent applications there are available for various
uses.Information technologyan increase and ease the access to different knowledge that

would otherwise be out of reach for an individual (Alavi & Leidner, 2001).
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I n todaydés gl obal e c oneffetlive waysrtaggeagade key stakeholds n e
ers to collaborate. Since different stakeholders can be at different parts of the world, providing

a platform for communication and knowledge sharing is critical for an organizations success.
(Guinan et al., 2014.)

Guinan et al. (2014) researched how an organization can start utilizing social technology to
become more innovative and productive. They introduced three different approaches: a bottom
up approach, middieut approach and a tafpwn approach. The botteap approach started
from the grass root levels of employees, of young and tech savvy employees exploiting social
technology to share knowledge and be more productive, the rudtigpproach involved a
selection of middle managers to drive the use of teclyyoland the toglown approach was
led by top management to take initiative. From these the maldlappoach as the most sim-

ilar to the case compg would seem to be the most suiting approach.

Taminiau et al. (2009) researched consulting firms and how knowledgegslmpacted
innovation.Being away from the office at customer premises and not having proper knowledge

management system hindered consultantsd kno

Sometimes tacit knowledge is hard to document. It depends on its kind. Newell et al. (2002,
105-106) listedreasons and gave examples of how just some knowledge is difficult to codify
or document due to the fact that i1 toés diffi
or highly contextdependent. Sometimes due to these kafdsasons, it is not feasible to doc-

ument or codify tacit knowledge.

Advanced computer storage technology and sophisticated retrieval techniques can be effective
tools in enhancing organizational memory (Alavi & Leidner, 20Blgwever, it should &

noted that systems alone do not create knowledge management practices or culture, they are
there only to support them. Without changing how people share and create new knowledge,

systems do not support changes in knowledge management.
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4 CASE QPR: IMPROVING KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT PRACTICES FOR
BETTER PRODUCTIVITY

Knowledge management is coming an increasingly important topic for QPR Software due to
its change from a softwammpanyfocus to a consulting company focus. Knowledge is the
most important asset it aogether with its software products. Recruiting experts with different
backgrounds has brought up the issue of knowledge sharing among the experts and also sharing

their knowledge and experience with more junior consultants, now entering the business.

Developing knowledge management practiceQPR Software s | e d \irtyal t€aMR O s
for operational developmenThis team has been organized so that there is one representative
from each unit in the operational development team, which leads all infexrre@dopment pro-

jects. Depending on the project size, the projects are either approved on the executive manage-
ment team level or then by the uh@ad.If the development project involves a big budget or
major work time effort internally, then usually tge ahead decision about the project is done

by the executive management team. The operational development team monitors the progress

of all developments and has regular monthly meetings.

This research is one of the internal development projects thatllarged by the QPR opera-

tional development virtual team. It focuses on the consulting sales and delivery processes of
QPR6s Finnish business unit. The target is
unit to test them out, and then, when a@fdund successful, rolled out to the whole company.

Current knowledge management practices and culture at thearapany were not reviewed
high in the internal knowledge management survey. There is clearly room fdoplenant.
Also time is wasted sezhing for information and knowledge, which hinderes productivity.
(QPR Software, 2014c.)

4.1 The target state for knowledge managenpeatticesat QPR

The target for knowledge management practices at QPR is to have a vital organizational

memory and knowldge base, enhanced with employees sharing their expertise to others on a
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daily basis. Knowledge management has been
operations. People understand the importance of knowledge sharing and are motivated to share
their own experiences and knowledge. New employees joining the company are enabled with

easy to use systems and activities that support their start and growing in the company.

Consulting sales is different than software sales due to the complexitycohbdting projects
offered. Offers are tailored for the customer, so understanding the customer need is very im-
portant. Understanding of the customer need can be gathered by getting familiar with the cus-
tomer while discussing their needs and wants widnt over several meetingsnecessary.
Usually there is a sales person and a consultant involved in preparing the offer. This way the
best knowledge of the case is with these two people. It is vital that when the project starts, the
knowledge abouthe customer and the project is transferred to the consultants who will be
delivering the project. Most of the time the consultant who was involved in the offer preparation
is also involved in the delivery, but sometimes it is not so. For these casealbspéds
important that all the knowledge gathered in the offer phase is transferred to those delivering

the project.

Consulting delivery projects vary from 5 to 100 days. They can be short, workshop intensive,
or then longer with a specific targetn&xample of a leger project with a customerdseating

a requirements specification for an enterprise resource planning solution. The knowledge that
is needed in these projects varies from software knowledge to knowing and understanding in-
dustry specift business processes. It depends on the project what type of knowledge is required
to deliver the end result. A project usually employs more than one consultant and this is why it
is important that the consultants share their knowledge about the custahtbegroject be-

tween them. Especially if one consultant ipasviouslyalready worked with theame cus-

tomer, they have a lot afustomer specific knowledge whitthey can share with other consult-

ants. This enables them all to deliver servicesbenowledge transfer during and after the
project is vital. The project team shoul d s
project first between each other and then after the project has ended, also with other consultants
in the company. Knwledge sharing after the project can be done, for example, through updat-

ing dacumentation and having a lessdaarned session with others.
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There is no need to have separate knowledge management processes in QPR sinceothe target
the companys to integrate knowledgenanagement practicésto the existing business pro-
cessesFigure? illustrates the different phases of the consulyasales and delivery processes.

It was recognized that all except for one phase (highlighted inigrieyure 7 should have
knowledge manageent practices integrated into them.

)‘ B EME_’

Figure7: The phases of the sales and delivery processes, where only one phase does not include
knowledge management practices (agreement phase)

The knowledge management activities integrédetie processes enalbletter knowledge con-
version and transfer, but also improved knowledge creation is taken into account. What these
activities actually are, is covered in more detail in chaptefMéh@target states of the saland

deliveryprocesses are shown in appendzés

From an individuak productivity point ofview the target is to have information systems that
support knowledge creation, searching for knowledge, knowledge transfer and standard mate-
rial production. These systems enable people to find things easily so that they can reuse existing
materials if thg want, andalso enable them to create new knowledge or enhance and update
current knowledge in knowledge bases. This will make individuals more productive in their

work since time is not wasted for searching information and materials.

The main knowedge management systems are to be a customer relationship management
(CRM) system, a document management (DM) system and a knowledge base (KB) that has
different features for storing information and knowledge and also to transfer knowledge by
enabling disussion in an online discussion board. The information and knowledge stored in
these systems is shown in figu&and9.
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Figure9: How knowledge management systems are related to consultancy delivery process by

which information and knowledge they store

The enabling factors for knowledge management have been taken intotaiocthensocial
setting in QPRThe company and its practices try to cregp@ortunities for bato support
knowledge transfer and sharifiReople are motivated to share their knowledge due to a reward-
ing style of leadership. The rewarding leadershipedkes int@ccount individual knowledge

that people have and leads by example to share evieatknowledge onpossessExtra ap-

praisal is given to those who share.
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4.2 Current stat@analysis

The current a$s state analysis of the sales process was dwooagh interviews, where each

sales manager was interviewed individually and notes were written to the current process
model . The sales managers did not see each
mize influence. After the interviews had beamd, the internal consultant made a suggestion

of the current sales process model based on the interviews and it was then reviewed again with
each sales manager. Tmcess owneof the salesprocessandthehead of development were

also involved at thistage to agree on the finalization of the process model and omitting own-
ership of executing the new process into action.

From the interviews one clear fact came out: each person saw the process differently and there
were no two common ways of actuallyespting during the process. People were aware that
there was a process model of the sales pr oc
daily basis.The main sales process deviatiofftem these sales persoosuld be categorized

into two different topics: roles and responsibilitiaadinformation technologgystemusage.
Roles within the sales process were found
fined according to the current ways of workihgpr peopl e di dnoONotalf ol | o
sales mangers knew the different activities related fiar examplethehandoverfrom salego

deliveryin thepr oc e s s. This was | argely due to the
clearly definedn the current process modilwasalsounclear who isesponsible for updating

delivery project information to systemsformation technologygystemusage varied greatly
depending on the person. There was no uniform way of using and filling the information within
the systera. Some people filled information in great detail, othjast thosdields whichwere
mandatory(QPR Software, 2014d.)

In the knowledge management survey people who identified themselves with a consultant role
werenoft cdierarr ml e in the sal es pr oc e sta. Al s

awarewhere to record customer specific materials. (QPR Software, 2014c.)

The delivery process was also taken undeestigation. The current state svaot fully mod-
eled, and since several different operating models have been recdgnibedprocess in real-

ity, there was a decision not to model the current state, but to investigate how the process could
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be done better. For this, selected consultants were invited to participate in two workshops about
the challenges in the current delivery process and brainsigpimossible ways to improve it.
Based on these workshops a target state process model was middeiel@dge management

related activities were taken into accoumthis target state process madel

The following deviations were listddom the delivery process

1 roles and responsibilities,

1 no consistent way of delivery, and

1 different ways of working by different individuals.
Roles within QPR, and sometimes even between QPR and the customer, were sometimes un-
clear to consultants. From the intdrnales point of view, the pain point was in relation with
the consultants taking part in the sales process and the consultants who were assigned to the
delivery project. The knowledge sharing of
volvedinthes al es to the project del isincethgre wa®nos ul t
consistent way of doing the handovEhe delivery process was not defined clearly enough and
there was no systematic way of delivering projects, or at least it was not ddedm€his
meant that sometimes the internal kafk meetings or project closing meetings were not held.
Consultants participating the workslsdplt that QPR as a company was too flexible to meet
the customer s needs and achhprofect wes deliveredea bio f

differently and dependdueavilyupon who was the project manager. (QPR Software, 2014a.)

The knowledge management survey (QPR Software, 2@Gda)supported the finding that
roles during the del i v émpeoplegivingaly &6,8vaeeragemd t  C
a scale of 10. Best practices and delivery support materials were not kesmenoughby
consultants. Also severe inconsistency was found in, for example, the project end meetings,
both with customers and internally dwever consultantslid knowwhere to store the customer

specific delivery materials.
4.3 The gap analysis between current gardetstate
There is a clear gap between the current and the target state of the consultancy sales and delivery

proceses at QPRThe gaps are analyzed throuphee different perspectives:

1 clarity of processes,
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1 productivity, and

1 enabling factors for knowledge management.

The clarity of processes means that both processes are modeled and through the process models
roles and responsibilities are clarified. Clarification is done by going through the process de-
scriptions with all people involved in those processes in a knowledge sharing seskioak-

ing sure evergneunderstangeach activity within the processd®roductiviy means that the
processes are lean and that people are aware of different support materials available. Enabling
factors for knowledge managememears the information technologysystems support
knowledge management practices and that the culture and leadership in theyoemrmplaasize

and reward knowledge shariagd enable situations where knowledge sharing can happen

Each of these three perspectives on the consultancy sales and delivery process are analyzed
next. The current state is analyzed against the target sthteaaad on the analysis improve-

ment ideas are introducetihe gap analysis for knowledge management activities is done by
looking at each of the process phases separately. Possibbctigties related to knowledge
management are introduced and current activities are enhanced with the knowledge manage-

ment perspective.

4.3.1 Knowledge managemeattivitiesin the consulting sales processQPR

The first phase of the sales process is called opportunity. An opportunity is a recognized cus-
tomer need to which éhcompany has a solution for. Angmptunity is often recognizegither

by a consultant working on a customer projedbya sales person. A consultant can discuss of
customerds challenges with the customer anct
for this customer. A sales person can see &
bidding system. No mattdnow the opportunity came to exig the opportunity phase of the

sales process the opportunity is evaluated and it is decided bittaay will start preparing

and offer. At this stage preliminary information about the opportunity is put into the CRM sys-
tem and an opportunity owner is decided. Opportunity owner is a new role in the target state
process. This role is introduced to darvho is responsible for the offer creation phase in the

process. The opportunity owner can either be the sales manager responsible for the specific



32

customer account or it can be a consultant who either knows the customer from previous en-
gagements and pgexts or is the expert of the solution area to which the opportunity is recog-

nized for.

The knowledge conversion process in this process phase is internalization of the SECI model
since it requires understanding of the customer need from given expimitiddge. The
knowledge transfers between different roles are described by fiQufée figureshows how

the opportunity owner is the main contact between QPR and the customer when trying to un-
derstand the customer need. At the end of the opportunity ph#éise pfocess it is decided
whether or not an offer will be prepared for the customer. If the decision is not to create an
offer, the opportunity is closed. If the decision is to start preparing the offer to the customer,

the process moves to its next phase.

OPPORTUNITY

CUSTOMER OWNER

SALES PERSON

Figure10: Knowledge transfers between different roles in the opportunity phase of the sales

process

In the offer phase of the sales process an offer is prepared to the customer. The responsibility
of the phase is with the opgtonity owner who puts together the offer. During the phase the
opportunity owner discusses further with the customer of their needs. However, in the public
sectordés public bidding process this does |
law. The sales person is also involved in this phase to finalize pricing and any other commercial
part for the offer. The opportunity owner may, at his own will, consult another consultant or

other consultants on the solution that is going to be offered wu#temer.
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Since the opportunity owner i s a new rol e,
The opportunity owner has the oa#rresponsibility of the offerThe offer shouldncludea

clear description of the solution offered and thattitomer expectations and delivery promise

align with one another. The knowledge conversion processes in this process phase are external-
ization, combination, socialization and internalization, so all four processes of the SECI model.
All these knowledgeanversion processes are used at different stages of the offer phase of the
sales process by different roles involved. The transfer of knowledge between the different roles
in this process phase is illustrated in figlifie Again, the opportunity owner hétse main role

of getting enough information for the offer creation.

OPPORTUNITY

CUSTOMER OWNER

SALES PERSON CONSULTANT

Figure1ll: Knowledge transfers between different roles in the offer phase of the sales process

The workshops with the consultants brought up a fact that ifrtijeqp is well planned in this
offer phase, the project delivery has better chance to be executed well. This is because the pro-
ject is already planned well, with clear targets and deliverables, which makes the handover
phase easier and enables a smootisitian from sales to digery. Challengesnd confusion
appear when targets and deliverallles ve n 6t been taken into enolt
salesprocesasnd t he offer doesndt i nclImuTdree agpest | e ar
were recognized duringpe workshop for the opportuniphase:
1. A need for an internal A ptree Idéfimed procasoand h e ¢
practices othe sales process
2. Minimum requirements for each customer project need to be set already in the sales
process
3. Theupcomingdeliverpr oj ect 6 s project manager shoul
process.
(QPR Software, 2014b.)



34

Of the abovementioned aspects number one deals with discipline to follow the process. Number
two is handled by providing checklists and templates for thertymty owner to make sure

the offer includes all relevant information. Number three is handled with the new role of an
opportunity owner who should most often be a consultant who will then move to the project

manager role oncan agreement has been made whithcustomer

When the customer has made a purchase decision of the service or solution the sales process
moves to its last phase. In the agreement phase of the sales process the sales person who is
responsible for the customer account, stores the agreementGRiheThis phase of the pro-

cess is short and ends the sales process. There is no knowledge conversion in this process phase
only information is stored tonformation technologpystemsAfter the agreement has been
received from the customer and stored in the CRM, theatglprocesstarts with the handover

phase, which is part of the delivery process that is gone through in the next chapter.

4.3.2 Knowledge managemeattivitiesin the consulting delivery proceas QPR

This proces phase is very short, batucial for he succedal delivery of the projecagreed

with the customerin this phase the opportunity owner goes through the sales process for the
project. All people who will be involved in the delivery project must attend this handover meet-
ing. This is the phase whereeev ybody és r ol e i nandtheeagrgemégn) e c t
customer need and solution g@ne through by the opportunity owner. If possible, the oppor-

tunity owner will take over the project manager role in the delivery project.

The knowledg conversion processes in this phase are combination, socialization and internal-
ization, and the transfer of knowledge between the different roles in this process phase is illus-
trated in figurel2. As it can be seen from figure 12, thisaisompletelyinternal phase from

QPR6s point of view and the customer is not
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OPPORTUNITY PROJECT
OWNER MANAGER

Figurel2: Knowledge transfers between different roles in the handover phase of the sales pro-

cess

There is a clear room for improvement in the handptiese by making sure that every praject
first of all, has a handover meeting, where everyone in the project is inviolv&édom the
interviewsi t became evident that, at | east, the
internal handover meetinghis has hindered the handover since no tacit knowledge from the
sales person has been transferred to the consultants involved in the project. Like previously
already mentioned, the consultants felt that the project delivery is done better if the project
manager is involved in the sales process (QPR Software, 2@bdlbnow the new role of op-

portunity owner who then takes the role of project manager is introduced.

As a new way of operating in the internal handover meeting, it is suggested that the following
topics are covered:

- customer contragt

- project plan

- commercial information

- customer expectations and promises from the sales process

- minimum requirements for the project.
(QPR Software, 2014b.)

The delivery phase of the delivery process is naturallydhgdst phase and can vary greatly
depending on the length and size of the project. Also there can be different amount of people
involved in the phase, again dependent on the project and its landtisize From the
knowledge management point of viethis phase isimportant for knowledge creation,

knowledge transfer, knowledgetilization and knowledge validation processes. New
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knowledge is created throughout the delivery process, people involved transfer knowledge be-
tween them and with other stakeholders, existmgwledge is utilizec@nd a lot of knowledge

is validated throughout the project. This is all done within the project team that consists of a
project manager and one or many consultants. Also the cudtaarvital role for knowldge
acquisition from QPROG6s point of view.

The gaps between the current and target states are more to do with the project management
model than the roles and activities in the process. A more detailed project management model
is modeled parallel with therocess to support the delivery. This process phase includes all the
knowledge conversion processes (externalization, combination, socialization and internaliza-

tion). The transfer of knowledge between the different roles in this process phase is tlustrate

in figure 13.

PROJECT
MANAGER

CONSULTANT

CUSTOMER

Figure1l3: Knowledge transfers between different roles in the delivery phase of the sales pro-

cess

From the knowledge management point of view, the closing phase of the delivery process is
the most important phas# the sales and delivery processes. In this phase all new acquired
knowledge needs to be transfertedthe organizationThis can be done in many ways, but
these are the most important ones:
- customer specific knowledge is documented for future use
- any new or validated kndedge related to the used solution is documented to the com-
pany knowledge base,

- alessons learned meeting is held internally.
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Socialization and externalization are the knowledge conversion processes in this phase. The
transfer of knowledge between thefeient roles in this process phase is illustrated in figure
14.

PROJECT

MANAGER CONSULTANT

OPPORTUNITY
OWNER

EMPLOYEE

Figure1l4: Knowledge transfers between different roles in the offer phase of the sales process

The internal closing meetings of the projects arecoatentlyheld systematically (QPR Soft-
ware, 2014). In the workshops the consultarall agreed that the project eméeting is a must

in all projects, since it gives assurance that the project has endedeasdrss learned can be
gathered and communicated outside the project group as well. The consifiedtshat the
project plan, of course, should include both closing meetings, the one with the customer and
the internal ong( QPR Software, 2014b.)

Analyzing each phase of the sales and delivery processes, the most important knowledge man-
agement processes and activities that are integrated to the business processes are knowledge
acquisition (especially from external sources, i.e. custejnknowledge utilization, knowledge
creation, knowledge transfer and knowledge validation.

Knowledge acquisition happens throughout the processes, especially when interacting with cus-
tomers. Knowledge creationhappensduring the processeswhen matrial is produced.
Knowledgeutilization andvalidation happens throughout the delivery process when consult-

ants workwith each other angith customersi-rom an internal perspective knowledge transfer
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happens when consultants discuss anceptesase documentation to one another in prejedt

meetings.

How the SECI model can fit into QPR described next and illustrated in figure. 15
Socialization is best done in junisenior consultant edelivery of a project, where the senior
consultant hata lead role and the junior consultant is there to support and learn at the same
time. This is exactly how the socialization best works, when one can monitor and retrieve

knowledge from a more experienced colleague in a specific customer setting.

Exterralization could be best done through case presentations during internal knowledge shar-
ing sessions. The case presentation woalerthe following topics:

1 what was the customer challenge and veadutionwas offered

1 how the delivery was executed

1 lessons learned and any best practices that could be applied in other cases.
After the presentation an-gkepth Q&A session would best answer more detailegtipns one

might have.

For combinationusing the online communiig suggesteds it carbe used to store knowledge
through the following items:

1 best practices,

1 presentations,

1 offering development (service product materiahd

1

discussion.

Internalization is the responsibilif the employee as well as tgapervisor. The supervisor
needs to make sure that people have enough time to learn from others and also they need to
have support for experiencing new things. This is the most time consumingfiamasen or-

ganizatioids point of view
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Figurel5> How t o put the SECI mtoQPRI 6s phases i nt.

4.3.3 Enabling factors for improved knowledge sharnn@QPR

From the literary revievit was found out that there are several enabling factors to knowledge
sharing within organizations. They all have certain &fdeffect on how successful knowledge
managerant practices are in an organization.

Technology is usually the first thing that is thought of when discussing knowledge management.
Systems that enable knowledge storing are vital. Systems need to be easy to use, accessible,
searchable, and support digat forms of knowledge. iBcussion forumsan be usetbr short
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specific knowledgelescriptions or discussions on, for examplew something i®r can be

done White papers and best practice articles are another way of documenting knowledge and
storingit to a system. IIQPR an already existing onlineramunity can be used for this pur-
pose. The QPR Community supports both internal and external knowledge sharing in different
forms: discussion, articleand documentipload andlownload. Besides the onlicemmunity

a proper document management system is heeded to manage the arehti@nagemepro-
cesesof documents. What is meant by this is the versioning, commenting, archiving and over-
all management of documeniBhere is no such a system in placatttvould support these
activities well. The current CRM is sufficient to store customer specific information, although

the information stored should be defined and structured more clearly.

The social aspect was also mentioned as important. Either conationithrough common
information technologghannels or then through fateface discussion, the social aspect has
the ability to discuss and have people pgyéte and contribut® discussionin QPR thenline
community offers a chaecto discuss or post a @gtion that is not spedifito time or place.
Internallessons learned meetings and knowledge sharing sessstsulite situations where
something is presented and then there can be discussion about it. This woulkivtrkthe
knowledge validation procesNot everytling can be written down as documentatifam, ex-
ample discussion on topics, debate even, or weighting different opSamsetimes it is enough
just o know what is possible without knowing how to ddltitvould be important that ba is
enabled and all éferent forms of ba (originating, interacting, cyber and exercise) aredegp
Moreabout this irdetail in chapteb.

Motivation for knowledge sharing was discussed as an enabling factor. There should be such
practices in place that suppé&rtowledge sharing and reward those wlbat. Knowledge shar-

ing could be rewarded betierQPR Atthe moment i me s pent on knowl edc¢
for example, hinder consultantsdé tanlgwelt s bu
Monetary reward doesnodt always work as eff
factor, but perhaps a combination of status reward and-gkengrices could boost the culture

toward knowledge sharing. Or then just as simple as anisplgrafront of others might work

for certain types of people.
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Leadership can help with the motivation. If the top management puts a priority to knowledge
sharing and makes sure it is part of the practices in the organizatiooywbelge sharing cul-

ture can bdorn more easilyThe support and time allocation that management ana\ssqs

can give is a major enabler. In QPR top management needs to make knowledge management a
priority and support it through organizational practices, technobogy cutureand leadership
improvements. Supervisors have a main role in rdm@ training, supporting and rewarding

their team membeifer knowledge sharingddne major factor is leading by example. If a super-
visor doesnot openly shasedt heincoaowagé&npwhb

knowledge sharing culture cannot exist.

In the workshops the consultants brought up courage to ask as a factor, but also discussion and
sparring. Somehow the time for these activities should be found on a dailyThesonsult-
antsacknowledged thatearing about other projects gives more insight taxpan work

(QPR Software, 2014c.) This is why the sharing of the lessons learned meeting findings is im-

portant.

4.3.4 How coud productivity be improved in QPR?

As the research stated in chapter 8Bt of time is wasted searching for information and doc-
umenting things. Thiswasshowanl s o i n QPR6s i nternalBettarr vey
document management systemsupport managing the different statuses of documents and
better search functions into the organizat

productivity related to these matters.

Too much time is wasted creating something thagaly exists butree is not aware oKnow-

ing what kind of information and knowledghould bedocumented, in what format and in
which system is vital. The guidelines for théspicsneed to be clear, so that people know
where to document what knowleddéwe consultantsrought up the fact that it is a real problem
when one do e satefalis availablevanewihiie latest versiors (QPR Software,
2014b). The CRM and knowledge base in the form of QPR Community serve the knowledge
management needs quite wetlealdy, although the use of QPR Community could be increased,
especially for knowledge creation and knowledge transfer. A document management system is

needed with excellent search capabilities. This is one major obstacle for the effective reuse of



42

existing materials and making material available and visible to others. Without a document

management system, big improvements in individual productivity cannot be expected.

Productivity also relates to clear role and responsibilities definition in the saleehety
processes. If one is aware ofhat is expected of them and dkreows what material to use or

produce, then time is not wasted as much as

As a summary, the things that remain the same from the currentstiaetarget state are:
1 the opportunity phase of the sales process,
1 the agreement phase of the sales process,
1 theinformation technologgystems in use.
Things that change between the current and target states:
1 the offer phase of the sales process,
1 the handover phase of thelidery process,
1 leadership style rewards knowledge sharing.
Things that are totally new in the target state when comparing to the current state:
1 the delivery processith project management activitiegegrated ito it,
1 making sure people follow the processaccordingly,
1 opportunity owner role in the sales process,
1

the emphasis on knowledge creation and transfer in the delivery process
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5 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The objective of this research wa$o identify the knowledge conw#n phases in the
consutancy sales and delivery processes of the Finnish busineswowutument knowledge
appropriatelyantoc r eat e a best practice f or activities c o mg
in sales and delivergrocesse<Chapter 2 was about knowledge managenreatganizations,

the processes and activities related to it tredenabling factors for knowledge sharing. In
chapter 3 the focus was on knowledge workers and their productivity, one agpeduativity

being knowledge management systems. Chaptavédred the research of the case company

and how it could manage its knowledge by improving knowledge management practices and at

the same time igrove individual productivity.

5.1 Evaluation of the research process

The objectives of the research were meidentifying the knowledge conversion phases in the
selected business processes and suggesting best practices as enabling factors for knowledge
sharing within the company. The chosen research type, action research, worked well in this
case. The processesdnestion in the case company are under continuous improvement and

development, and the changes are mostly done through observations and experiences.

The scope of the research was narrowed down to one business unit and the sales and delivery
processes of h e u n ulttng Business.nTkis helpddcusng the researchThe current
statugswereanalyzed for both processes. The sales prdws$previously beedocumented

as a process diagram, but duringdhles persoimterviewsit became evident that theagjram

di dn 6 ttheacwag waysdf working. The process varied accordingthe different people

even in the same role. Feedback was collected frensdles persons atite target state was
designed. The delivery process was abiferent since the current state was not documented.

It was recognized that there were toany different ways of operatirfgr making a current

state description of the pregs. Two workshops were heldtlva fewselectedconsultants to

discuss the pain points @dmevelopment needs for the delivery process. With the feedback in
mind the target state of the process was designed. The target states of the processes were
designed to make sure that knowledge management activities could be integrated into the

businesspocesses, since the company didnét wan
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proceses fom the business processes. In addition to the process activities, other enabling
factors were recognized for knowledge management. The overall target with the kreowledg
management activities,ig the long termto increase the productivity of indiduial employees

in the company.

5.2 Literature summary

From the literature, itwasolwiu s t hat i moré andlnaoye dverk issdone relhted to
information and kowledge, rather than manual labor. Those organizations that can develop
their knowledge management practices to a high level, are able to be competitive in the market.
Knowledge management processes were discussed and it seemed that there were common
thoughts on them. Out of the many different kinds of knowledge management processes listed

i n chapter 2.2, the five that were | icre-ked t
ation, knowledge utilization, knowledge validation, knowledge transfer &adng, and
knowledge acquisition. Knowledge conversion states were intedcetieel business processes.
Socialization, externalization, combination and internalization states were recognized in the
processes and enabling factors for them were introdlieetinology in the form offlowledge
management systems wdiscussed. Systems alone do not enable knowledge management, but
they are a major enabler for the knowledge management pracicaganizations. With the
supportof the systems, knowledge creatjaoitilization and sharing can be made easier. Creating
spaces like ba supports knowledge conversion between individuals and groups. Motivation to
share knowledge plays a role also on an individual level. An organization should find its ways
tomotivatepepl e t o share their tacit knowledge.
that finding information and knowledge is a key factor. One needs to know what can be found
from where. Good knowledge management systems can also help to increaseviyobycti

reducing the time spent on searching for things.

The findings of the empirical research support the knowledge management theories from sev-
eral points. First of all the current systems and the way they were used did not help knowledge
sharing. Al® the current document management system, or the laticbfsystem, decreases
productivity of the individuals. Roles within the processes were unclear and people did things
differently. By defining the processes and making sure they include kigsvl@anagenms

activities, roles and responsibilitiseould beclearerto people
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5.3 Summary of the results

The main empirical findings of the research were the challenges in the processes. In the sales
process roles were unclear and systems were used inconsistetitéydilivery process there

was no common way of working since individuals did same things differently. Also roles were
often unclear in the process. On the basis of the findings it was clear that the processes needed
to be modeled to bring clarity to releand to create a common way of working. For productiv-

i tybébs sake, knowl edge management activities
bling factors for knowledge sharing were suggested.

As a summary theesearch questions in this reseasich answeed next.One of the questions

was abou how knowledge management practices are usually organized in organizations.
Knowl edge managementdos | ink to strategy wa
Newell et al. (2002). Many also discussed how knowdengainagement is often thought as
information technology systems or as annformation technoogy initiative (Han &
Anantatmula, 2007; Newell et a., 2002; Davenport, 1998; Chinying Lang, 2001; Bollinger &
Smith, 2001). Although important, knowledge management systems alone do not enable or
guaranée good knowledge management practices. As the main factor knowledge management
processes very heavily discussed. There has been a lot of research related to knowledge
management processes and different people saw the knowledge management processes
differently. However, three processes were most common with all. These three were knowledge
transfer and sharing, knowledge creation and knowledge utilization. In QPR the knowledge
management processes and activities were integrated to business prdoésseation
technologysystem support was also highlightadd there was a clear lack of a document
management system to support the practices well enough.

The second research question was about knowledge conversion and which practices .support it
Nonaka and Takeuchi 0s (1991) SECI mo d e | W
management processes that convert tacit and explicit knowledge in different interactions.
Socialization (S) is the interaction between individuals. It is nothing systeniatiedse about
interacting facdao-face and learning from one another. Nonaka and Konno (1998) described

this state as originating ba. In QPR this can be achieved when two consultants work in projects
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together. Externalization (E) converts tacit knowledgexplicit knowledge by articulation.

This is where the explicit knowledge is consiously constructed and the state to support it is
interacting ba. In QPR knowledge sharing sessions about cases enable this. Combination (C)
happens when already existing krledge is constructed to even more complex knowledge.
Combining pieces of knowledge to a new whole create the cyber ba state. In QPR the online
QPR Community supports this knowledge conversion state. Internalization (I) happens to an
individual over time g internalizing the explicit knowledge available and converting that to
tacit knowledge. The state supporting this conversion is the exercising ba and in QPR this

happens to consultants over time by-$dfrning.

The third researclyuestionwas about with factors affect individual productivity for a
knowledge worker. Knowledge workers work mainly with information and knowledge and the
access to these is the one of the key issues related to productivity. Of coforseation
technologysystems have a big impact on the piivity. If systems are available, they are

easy to use and can be essed easily from anywhemapductivity can be improved. Also the
guality aspect of knowledge and the knowl ec
of the challenges relatet productivity was that people were wasting time searching for
information and knowledge. If this wasted time can be reduced, productivity increases.

The main research question was how the development of company wide knowledge
management practices ingwe productivity. Figure 1@nswers this question. There an®

kinds of knowledge, tacit and explicit. There are different states that support the conversion
between tacit and explicit knowledge and between individuals, groups and the organization.
Knowledge conversion happens throughout different knowledge management processes. The
continuum of these processes, knowledge acquisition, knowledge creation, knowledge
utilization, knowledge validation and knowledge transfer, enable knowledge management in an
organization. These processes and practices atdeenby different fators. Qilture of the
organization needs to be supportive of knowledge sharing. The culture shows through
leadershipAnin d i v i ™ativatlordts sharenowledge of coursejs an issue. If one is not
motivated to share knowledge, it is difficult to make that person do the activities related to
knowledge management. Systems make knowledge sharing either easy or difficult, but do not

enable italone There should always be diffeteapportunities fo ba, that enables better
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knowledge conversion. Through these factors, the knowledge management and productivity

can be enabled in an organization.

KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT

Culture
Knowledge Knowledge
acquisition creation
Knowledge <
m S|E %
0
I|c &
Knowledge conversion Knowledge o
transfer utilization
Knowledge
validation
Systems
PRODUCTIVITY

Figure 16. The linkage between knowledge management and predycind what factors

enable them

The limitations of this research were the time scale of where things were researched and also
that the research only included one basswunit. If the research wouldvesextended to other

business units with the same pegsses, even wider research could have probably been done.
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This would have enableslsobenchmarkingFor future research it woulterecommended to
analyze severatonsulting companies and the way they have integrated knowledge manage-
ment to their busineggocesses, and how they improve individual produgtiitso an inter-
esting factor foresearch would be that is the recruitment of kealgke workers easier if there

is clear proof that the new employee gets to be part of an organization that emplmsizes t
knowledge development of an individual by having clear practicet fand then also looking

the samdrom the point of viewthat would these kind of practices hinder the recruitment of the

Astarso since they do noitiveadantage dsan eqiployee. u p

t
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7 APPENDICES

7.1 APPENDIX1: Internal knowledge management survey for business

1. How long have you worked at QPR?

O Less than a ye

O 1-2 year:

O 3 years or longe

2. To which role do you identify yourselfith the most
O Sale

O Consultanc

O Business developme

Sales process related questio

Answer all questions as your opinion and how you see the topic. Ques

is the only one where you don't need to answer unless you ateadvn the
sales process.

3. How well do you know the software we sell?
1- Notat all ... 10- Couldn't know them bett
010203040506 070809010
4. How well do you know the services well?
1- Notat all ... 10- Couldn't know them bett
01 020304050607 08 09 010
5. How well do you know where to find information about our software?

1-Notatall ... 10- Couldn't know btter

010203040506 070809 010



6. How well do you know where to find information about our services?

1-Notatall ... 10- Couldn't know bette

01 020304050607 0809 010
7.How much are you involved in the sales process?

1-Not at all ... 10- Always involve

01 020304050607 0809 010
8. How involved would you like toéin the sales process?

1 - Much less than at the moment ...-Iuch more than at the mom:

01 020304050607 0809 010
9. Would you like the consultants to be involved in the sales process?

1 - Much less than at the moment ...-Iduch more than at the mom

Ol 020304050607 0809010
10.1f you are involved in the sales process, how clear is your role to you

1-Notatdl...10- Crystal clea
01 020304050607 0809 010
11.How clear are the roles and responsibilities during the proposal proc

1-Not at all ... 10 Crystal clea

01 020304050607 08 09010

12. How well do you know where to find the best practices and materi

support the sales process?

1-Notatall ... 10- Couldn't know bette

O1 020304050607 0809010
13.How well do you know where to save customer specific sales materi

1-Notatall ... 10- Couldn't know bette
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01 020304050607 08 09010
14.How systematically do you see sales materials being productized?

1-Notatall ... 10- Couldn't be bette

01 020304050607 0809 010
15.How clear is the ownership for sales material produdctin@t

1-Not at all ... 10 Crystal clea

01 02 030405060708 09010

16.How well does the process of knowledge sharing from sales to cons

work when a project starts?

1-Not at all .. 10- Couldn't be bette

Ol 020304050607 0809010
17.How often do you share information/material with a sales person?

1- Never ... 10 Daily

01 0203040506070809010

Delivery process related questior

Answer all questions as your opinion and how you see the topic. Ques
is the only one where you don't need to answer unless you are involve

delivery process.
18. How much are you involved in the delivery process?

1-Notat all ... 10- Always involve

Ol 020304050607 0809010
19.How involved would you like to be in the delivery process?

1 - Muchless than at the moment ... 4Bluch more than at the mom

010203040506 07 0809010
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20.If you are involved in the delivery process, how clear is your role to
it?

1-Not at all ...10- Crystal clea

01020304050607 0809 010

21.How clear are the roles and responsibilities (in general) during the d

process?

1-Not at all ... 10 Crystal clea

01 02 030405060708 09010

22. How well do you know where to find the best practices and materi

support project delivery?

1-Notatall... 10 Couldn't know bette

01 020304050607 0809010
23.How well do you know to whom to forward a lead?

1-Notatall ... 10- Couldn't know bette

01 02 030405060708 09010

24.1f you are involve in a customer project, how often do you have a pr

closing / lessons learned meeting?

1- Never ... 10 Every time
12345678910

Internally OO0O0O0O0O00O0OO

With the custome OO OO OO Q000

25.How well do you know where to save customer specific project mate

1-Notatall ... 10- Couldn't know bette

01 02 030405060708 09010

26.How systematically do you sekelivery materials being productized?
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1- Notat all ... 10- Couldn't be bette

01 020304050607 0809 010
27.How clear is the ownership for delivery material productization?
1- Not at all... 10- Crystal clea

01 020304050607 0809010
28.How systematically is customer feedback collected?

1-Not at all ... 10- Very systematical

01 020304050607 0809 10

29. How often do you discuss about software features with product de

ment?
1- never ... 16 Daily
12345678910
From your initiative Q000000000
From product desfopment's initiativ OO OO0 00000
30.How often do you share information/material with a consultant?

1- Never ... 10 Dally

01 0203040506070809010

Knowledge management related questiot
Answer all questions as your opinion and how you see the
31.How well are you aware of sales or offers in which you are not involv

1-Not at all ... 10- Fully aware

010203040506 070809 010

32.How well are you aware of customer projects in which you are not inv

in?
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1-Not at all ... 10- Fully aware

01 020304050607 0809 010
33.How well do you know who owns and administrates documents?

1-Notatall ... 10- Couldn't know bette

01 020304050607 08 09010
34.How well do you know who knows what?

1-Notatdl ... 10- Couldn't know bette

Ol 020304050607 0809010
35.How well does the company culture support knowledge managemer

1-Not at all ... 10 Couldn't support mol

01 020304050607 08 09010
36.How well does leadership and incentives support knowledge manag

1-Not at all ... 10 Couldn't support mol

01020304050607 0809 010

37.7How wel | does the companyds in

management?

1-Not at all ... 10 Couldn't support mol

01 020304050607 0809010

38. How much carknowledge management / knowledge sharing be imp

by clarifying processes and roles?

1-Notatall... 10 A lot

01 02 030405060708 09010

39. How much can knowledge management / knowdeslgaring be improve

by renewing information technology?

1-Notatall...10 A lot
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01 020304050607 08 09010

40.How well do you know to whom you can give an internal development
1- Not at all ... 10- Couldn't know bette

010203040506 070809010

41.0n average per week, how much time do you estimate you spend ot

More
Lessthan30,51 1-2 34 58
. than ¢
minutes hour hours hours hours
hours
Searching for infol
mation from QPR sy O O O O O O

tems

Asking people wh

knows something abc O O O O @) O
something
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7.2 APPENDIX2: Target stat®f theconsulting sales process

3 days before offer deadline




7.3 APPENDIX 3: Targetstateof theconsulting delivery process

=
Handover and
preparation

Contrad

>

Plan - Manage -

Control Close project
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7.4 APPENDIX4:Tar get state of the consulting del









