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Abstract
Purpose: According to Roth (2003) 40 to 60% of knowledge agament projects fail. To date, well-known
models such as “Knowledge Spiral” (Nonaka & TakeutB95), “Building Blocks of Knowledge
Management” (Probst et al. 1997) and “Munich Mod@Reinemann-Rothmeier 2001) do not provide
answers to this extraordinary rate of failure. Tocessfully implement knowledge management (KM) in
companies, it is helpful to deal with critical saes and barrier factors. The conducted literatavgew
shows that technical terms are not used uniformly the importance and influence of critical baraed
success factors seems manifold. Only a few autiefise the evaluation of suspected factors in amdip a
ranking of barrier or success factors. It seemsever, that for a successful implementation of kieolge
management, both factors are of considerable neteva

Design: An extensive literature review show a clear tremdhie ranking, i.e. importance, of critical success
factors (CSF) and critical barrier factors (CBFasBd on the frequency and strength of impact ¢itati
factors, an overall assessment for suspected Cétharcollected CBFs was carried out.

Findings: The four identified critical success factors (masragnt support, motivation, measurement and
content quality, knowledge management system guiait distributed across all three sectors or dsiuas

of knowledge management (technique, organisatiohnaan). Most CSFs belong to the human sector. It is
noteworthy that the human range for a successfuliGgion is dominated by knowledge. A smaller ride
played by the organisational and technical CSFstiacessful implementation of knowledge management.
With respect to the critical barrier factors "lamkorganisation and knowledge culture”, "lack oftate trust
and transparency" and "lack of culture opennesemsto be of greatest importance which exclusively
belong to the human range. Consequently, humancangbrate culture play a dominant role for the
implementation of knowledge management.

Research limitations/implications: The results of this literature review based orfitig of data generated
by special selection of keywords and therefore malceclaim to complete.

Practical implications: The three CSFs and CBFs can act as a list of &fwoorganisations to succesfully
adopt KM. It offers scholars to study those critifzctors and develop a common language for KMa In
subsequent empirical study, determined by thealitee review, critical factors are to be validated.
Depending on the present results, working with cmfe culture and human success factors will be
considered.

What is original/ what is the value of the paper?This study is the first to provide an integrative
comprehensive perspective in technical, organisatimnd human dimension of CSFs and CBFs for
implementing KM in organisations. So far there @ eonsideration of the technical, organisationad an
human dimensions of critical factors in businedss paper aims at bridging this gap.
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Introduction
At present time, knowledge is one of the most irguutr resources for companies (Thobe, 2003, 17) to
overcome the global challenge (Davenport & Prud8®8, 13). Knowledge evolves, if employees develop
solutions for appearing problems from their skikepwledge and abilities (Gerhards & Trauner, 2007,
Additional and new knowledge can be accrued, ifabmmpany takes care that existing knowledge isebink
and is at the employee’s proposal. (Herbst, 200), 1
The different approaches and solutions used in ledye management practice cannot provide the eagbect
results for companies (Riempp, 2005, 11). AccordiogRoth (2003), even 40 to 60% of knowledge
management projects fail (Roth, 2003, 174). Congzmare confronted with problems in practical redios
of knowledge management. According to Gerhards aralner (2007) the application of knowledge
management is not led to success because of thelexaty of knowledge management, absence of coacret
practical advises and especially if the factorswfcess are not considered. Therefore, succesduwefof
the use of knowledge management depends on théeason of the determinants (Gerhards & Trauner,
2007, 22).
The established knowledge management approachdw itserman-speaking world, like the knowledge
spiral by Nonaka & Takeuchi (1995), the block mobdglProbst et al. (1997) and the Munich model by
Reinmann-Rothmeier (2001), do not attend to thiblem sufficiently. For this reason, it is advisatd deal

with the determinants of knowledge management.

An integral approach of knowledge management inpamies could thereby allow companies an expanded
structured and logical approach to the better dsknowledge in business by taken not only aspetts o
information technology but also especially the adfipolitical and organisational factors and theeefie
dimensions of technology, organisation and man aumount. At the same time, success and barrigréac

shall be examined.

In literature, the established approaches and qus\analyses about determinants in knowledge marege
do not sufficiently take the successful use of kisolge management in companies into account.

Science literature can only present publicatiorsd tnly deal with success factors or with barrestdrs.
Only few authors like Martini & Pellegrini (2005nd Picker et al. (2009) cover both areas.

An integral approach in critical success factord barriers for the dimensions technology, orgarmasaand
man cannot be found in an extensive literaturearese too.

In addition, only a few authors like Alazmi & Zai{2003), Kant & Singh (2008), Halawi et al (2008)da
Picker et al. (2009) determine a ranking for thetdes besides the evaluation of their suspected
determinants.

This thesis is aimed at intending critical succasg barrier factors in the technological, orgaiusea and
human sector for a successful implementation ofs@dge management. In this context, a ranking & 90
publications of an extended literature researchi eacompiled for the determinants. The compilatad a

ranking of factors for success and barriers isaealsle, since not all critical determining factare relevant
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and important. The results should serve as a reemdad action for the companies that can concendrate

the essential factors.

First, this paper precedes a detailed literatuveeve Second, the major themes identified in thpepa are
discussed and important findings are highlighted.the last part, a proposed research methodology,

conclusions and recommendations for future reseseiprovided.

Definition knowledge management

Since knowledge management can have a differemtingeéor every company, it is required to fix théon
research. A standardised universal definition aficikledge management" does not exist (Gerhards &
Trauner, 2007, 9; Helm et al., 2007, 212) and &rdfore seen as reason for conceptional deficits in
knowledge management (Gilldenberg & Helting, 20@B-537). For this reason, a broad definition of
knowledge management can be stated in the 909gapamined for this research, since the authomsotan
produce a universal opinion about the concept "kedge management".

In defining knowledge management in literaturegé¢hperspectives can be divided as follows: a human,
technology and integrally oriented view (Gasser§91941-13). The technically oriented concept regmes
technology as performance data in knowledge manegenin the following human oriented view,
technology is replaced by man as central factoe [akest integrally oriented view connects the ttloers
and therefore regards the factors man and techyal®gentral performance data. This perspectiueasl in
new approaches of knowledge management, too (H20f/, 213). An integral approach in knowledge
management integrates the divisions technologygrosgtion and employees as well as the enterpnisss|
individual, group and organisation to an extensngster plan. (Probst et al., 1999; Gassen, 1999,Th&
perspective is also promoted in this research.

By means of the dimensions technology, organisadiod man, knowledge management can be defined
according to Wilke (1998) as follows: With view thie persons, it is all about the organisation-wide! of

the members' competences, education and complieegarding to the organisation about creation,aumk
development of the collective intelligence, senseammunity and the concept of togetherness; réggrd
the technological infrastructure about creation afticient use of communication and information
infrastructure that suit the organisation. In thésearch, the last mentioned definition of knowkedg

management is used, since it includes the threerdiions technology, organisation and man.

Literature Review

For the literature research, 909 papers that haea bublished between 1995 and 2009 have beeredilte
out by using the literature database EBSCO asagethe search engine Google Scholar. This limitatidy
bases on the logically coherent selection of Ehgksywords: consisting of a fixed component like
"knowledge management" and two variable componastscompany”, "business", "enterprise", "firm",

n n

"organisation” and "organization" on the one handd d'implementation”, "use", "commitment",
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"application” and "operation" on the other hand.yOpapers had been taken into account, which were
already published in journals, as well as thosechvjournals can show a Hirsch index of more thamt8s

iS necessary, to provide a qualitatively good dadalnf significant paper for a literary analysis.

Now, a narrow choice of 47 articles could be seldcencoded an evaluated for the research quésbion

this database (sample = 47 paper). By this stredtygrocedure, a good database was put for the later
literature research.

At first, the database of selected papers is exaanaind evaluated according to the following criteri
Published paper per annum, distribution of papetypg, percentage distribution of paper by Hirsuthei,
percentage distribution of paper by size of entseprdistribution of paper by sector, applicatioraaof
knowledge management in the analysed paper, tamgetp of interviewed persons and application of

models.

- Published paper per annum

It emerges from the examination of published pag@grannum, that in the examined period articlethéo
topic “critical success and barrier factors of klemige management" have been published permanarttly b
in a dissimilar amount. The interest accordinguocess and barrier factors has increased stroffigiythe
year 2003. This can be based on the fact thatlteady existing basic models of knowledge managémen
like the knowledge spiral by Nonaka & Takeuchi (399he blocks model by Probst et al. (1997) ara th
Munich model of Reinemann-Rothmeier (2001) canmaivide a solution for the failure of knowledge
management projects and that scientists incregsimmte to deal with critical success and barrietdis

because of the successful implementation of knaydedanagement in companies.

- Distribution of paper by type
Scientists use an almost evenly conceptional, gasuae and qualitative analytical method when pshihg

a paper.

- Percentage distribution of paper by Hirsch index

For the literature research, only paper was us$ed,htas been published in journals and can showsa
Index of more than 8. Provided that paper with almétex of more than 40 can be seen as scientifigaibd
publications (Top-Journals), it can be stated @## of the examined papers have been taken frod goo
journals. The H-Index analysis of the examined pag®w, that the sample of 47 paper used for this
literature research are of high quality, suitalde the analysis and provide an excellent databasé¢he

literary analysis.

- Percentage distribution of paper by size of entg@rise
Almost two-thirds of the examined paper deals withjor enterprises and groups. This leads to the
conclusion that on the one hand knowledge managemiarvery young topic for the SMEs and on theepth

hand major enterprises and groups are still intede® use knowledge management successfully,ugtho
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they deal with knowledge management for a long tand have even failed with knowledge management
projects.

Figure 1: Percentage distribution of paper by sizenterprise

distribution of paper by organisation size (%)
( Sample = 47 Paper))

W other
B SME (10-249 employee)
B major enterprises

groups

- Distribution of paper by sector
In the service industry more paper are published th the industrial sector.

- Application areas of knowledge management at thgaper analysed

At use of knowledge management within a companyadiganisation sector dominates; followed by the
application areas Research and Development and MuResearch. Therefore, the highest need for
knowledge management is seen in the organisaticorsd he reason for this is, that carries of krexge
are people and that the organisation of a compasyahgreat influence on the successful applicaifon

knowledge management.

- Target group of interviewed persons

For the execution of an empirical study in entesgsi the authors have interviewed users of knowledg
management as a target group most, followed by genand TOP Manager. The rest is split into KM
scientists, KM experts, KM responsible personsHklldconsultants.

- Application of models

At the examination of influencing factors for a sessful application of knowledge management, 41% of
scientists do not use a model. 31% of the authees @se their own model. Therefore, the known base
models do not play a large role in this topic. Wistplace it can also be noticed, that the knownagament

approaches for determination of a successful agtjic of knowledge management are not applied.
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Proposed Critical Factors in Knowledge Managementdr organisations

Following, the relevant paper are evaluated acogrthie research question, namely according toritieat
success and barrier factors, to be able to edtadlianking of critical influencing factors.

The terms Critical Success Factor (short: CSF)@uitital Barrier Factor (short: CBF) must be expéd or
defined first. Furthermore, a total portfolio ofpgwsed critical influencing factors is listed ading to the
articles examined and a classification accordinght® dimensions technology, organisation and man is

carried out at the same time. Furthermore, the imgsbrtant critical influencing factors are listed.

Definitions of Critical Success Factors (short: CSFand Critical Barrier Factors (short: CBF)

"Critical Success Factors" and "Critical Barriercteais" are factors that have a wide influence arcsss or
failure of the application of knowledge managemédriierefore, the abbreviations "CSFs" for "Critical
Success Factors" and "CBFs" for "Critical Barriactors" are used in this paper.

Wong (2009) regards CSFs related to knowledge neanegt as those activities and behaviours, necessary
to ensure a successful implementation. CSFs dyeimernal and not external factors. While theeimial
factors are subject to controllability by the ongation itself, the external factors are less imficeable
when implementing knowledge management (Wong, 2069). Alazmi & Zairi (2003) define CSFs as a
restricted number of areas in which satisfactorgulte are guaranteed for a successful competitive
performancgAlazmi & Zairi, 2003, 199). Oakland (1995) summnzas under CSFs a quorum of key factors
that a organisation must have to reach a targekl§@d, 1995, 325). Digman (1990) defines CSFs aarea

of thinks that must be efficient, in order that thesiness can grow (Digman, 1990, 247). Kanji & bam
(1999) state that CSFs are the few thinks that mge well for a manager and / or an organisaficamiji &
Tambi, 1999, 137).

Sigh and Kant (2008) describe such factors as lkeayd management barriers that have a negative effec
the success of implementation (Sigh & Kant, 20081-150). Zyngier (2002) still distinguishes between
internal and external barriers. While the interbatriers can be controlled by the organisationeren
barriers are not controllable by the organisatiéyn@ier, 2002, 919-928).

The considerations in this seminar paper are ainotld on the success as well as on the barrierriae®
internal factors in a company. In this case, CBfestae critical barrier factors that not only resira

successful implementation but also prevent it.

Total portfolio of 13 CSFs and CBFs based on the térature research divided into human,

technological and organisational sectors

Based on the database of 47 paper, the literadsesmrch had determined 13 CSFs and CBFs. The 18 CSF
and CBFs culled were assigned to the sectors huonganisation and technology. As known, a majaoity

the examined success factors depends on organsiatjaestions. In addition, the human behaviouréas
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wide influence. In addition, particularly technojoakes on a special role because of its numerossilge

applications in distribution and application of kledge management.

The following charts 1 and 2 list the total porithobf supposed temporary critical success and drafactors,

divided up to technical, organisational and humectas and summarise the various perspectivesré so

authors. It is also shown, which author uses whitfcal factors in his publication.

Chart 1: Total portfolio of 13 CSFs based on the terature research

CSF in the human sector

CSF

Researcher

CSF-1: KM acceptance
(acceptability from employee and
understanding the role of KM)

Linde(2005), Roth (2003), Masoud und Csanda (208@ng (2009), Bishop
et al. (2008), Gerhards & Trauner (2007), Kulkathal. (2007), Tirpak (2005

CSF-2: Establish management
support

Linde, (2005), Picker et al. (2009), Bishop ef2108), ten Have et al. (2003
Nikhil (2008), Kant & Singh (2008), Kulkarni et d2007), Alazmi et al.
(2003), De Long & Fahey (2000),

CSF-3: Communication (individual
effective communication of
employee’s)

Linde (2005), Wang et al. (2007);

CSF-4 Motivation aids (determine
suitability of financial and
nonfinancial rewards, incentives)

Roth (2003), Richter (2008), Masoud & Csanda (2008)ng K. (2009),
Bishop et al (2008), ten Have et al. (2003), NiKBD08), De Long & Fahey
(2000), Kant & Singh (2008), Kulkarni et al. (200¥yang et al. (2007)

CSF-5: Employee’s engagement
(establish active commitment from
employee’s for degree of KM use)

Masoud & Csanda (2009), Wong K. (2009), ten Have.€2003), Nikhil
(2008), De Long & Fahey (2000), Halawi et al. (2p08ulkarni et al. (2007),
Tirpak T. (2005), Alazmi et al. (2003), Wang et(@007)

CSF in the organisational sector

CSF

Researcher

CSF-6: KM well planned strategy
(alignment of the KM and business
strategy)

Linde, F. (2005), Picker et al. (2009), Wong (2Q@shop et al (2008), Alazmi
et al. (2003)

CSF-7: Time pressure

Linde (2005), Wong (2009), Tirpak (2005)

CSF-8: Understand and define
KM process

Linde (2005), Wong (2009), Bishop et al (2008), iK2008), Tirpak (2005),
Alazmi et al. (2003), Wang et al. (2007)

CSF-9: Measurement and Content
Quality (assessing KM value,
Quality of knowledge of various
kinds, including its relevance,
accuracy, timeliness, applicability,
comprehensibility, etc.)

Linde(2005), Masoud & Csanda (2009), Wong (200@laki et al. (2008),
Kulkarni et al. (2007), Tirpak (2005), Ook (200Bjcker et al. (2009), Nikhil
(2008), De Long & Fahey (2000), Halawi et al.(2Qa8)lkarni et al. (2007),
Ook L. (2006)
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CSF-10: KM responsibility
(implement a dedicated person
responsible for KM and a
supporting team and central
coordination)

Linde (2005), Picker et al. (2009), Wong (2009ktRip et al (2008), Nikhil
(2008), Kant & Singh (2008), Tirpak (2005)

CSF-11: Feedback from user for
improving the KM quality

Linde (2005), De Long & Fahey (2000), Kulkarni €t(@007)

CSF in the technological sector

CSF

Researcher

CSF-12: KM System Quality
(Includes accessibility (from
anywhere/anytime), ease of use,
output flexibility to meet the needs,
search capability, documentation,
etc.)

Linde (2005), Wong (2009), Halawi et al. (2008),nKand Singh (2008),
Kulkarni et al. (2007)

CSF-13: Timely detection of
shortcomings

Linde(2005), Halawi et al. (2008), Halawi et alo(®), Ook (2006)

Chart 2: Total portfolio of 13 CBFs based on the terature research

CBF in the human sector

CBF

Researcher

CBF-1: Lack of organisation and
knowledge culture (culture which
emphasizes problem seeking and
solving)

Linde (2005), Richter (2008), Wong (2009), Kant &agh (2008), Alazmi et al,
(2003)

CBF-2:Lack of culture openness
(openness of communication;
frank exchanges between levels in
the hierarchy)

Linde (2005), Wong (2009), De Long & Fahey (200Q)/karni et al. (2007):
Alazmi et al. (2003), Wang et al. (2007), Ook (2p06

CBF-3: Lack of culture trust and
transparency

Linde (2005), Roth (2003), Romhardt (1998), Wo2g09), De Long & Fahey
(2000), Kant & Singh (2008), Tirpak (2005), Alazetial. (2003), Wang et al.
(2007)

CBF-4 : Perceived usefulness of
knowledge sharing and creating

Linde (2005), Roth (2003), Richter (2008), Kulkaetial. (2007)

CBF-5: Overflow of Information

Linde (2005)

CBF in the organisational sector

CBF

Researcher

CBF-6 : Training and education
(Training from employee for KM
and Lack of knowledge base, skills
competences)

Linde (2005), Roth (2003), Wong (2009), De Long &€y (2000), ten Have ¢

al. (2003)

CBF-7: Lack of time pressure

Linde (2005), Roth (2003), Wong (2009)

—
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CBF-8:Lack of finance for KM

Linde (2005), Gerhards & Trauner (2007), Wong (200@pak (2005)

CBF-9:Lack of well planned
strategy

Linde (2005), Romhardt (1998), Richter (2008), W¢2909), Nikhil (2008),
Kant & Singh (2008)

CBF-10: Human resource
management (lack of support from
experts and lack of manning, staff
retirement and fluctuation of
employees)

Linde (2005), Kulkarni et al. (2007), Wong (200%ant & Singh (2008),
Tirpak (2005)

CBF in the technological sector

CBF

Researcher

CBF-11 : Lack of KM Service
Quality (Lack of KM

infrastructure, Integrate into
organisation and daily live of staff)

Linde (2005), Richter (2008), Wong (2009), Halawvak (2008), Kant & Singh
(2008), Bishop et al (2008), Alazmi et al. (2003)

CBF-12: User satisfaction

Linde (2005), Wong (2009), Halawi et al. (2008),lkarni et al. (2007)

CBF-13: Achieve a balance
between people, process and IT

Linde (2005), Roth (2003), Picker et al (2009),Hig et al (2008), ten Have €
al. (2003), Nikhil (2008), Tirpak (2005)

Evaluation according to the criteria frequency andweighting

The 13 predefined CSFs and CBFs are now ratedthetalatabase of 47 paper according to the criterion

frequency and additionally weighting of a factoor fhe determination of a ranking of influencingttas, it

is not enough to deals with the frequency of thklipation of a factor, but also with the weightiofjthis

factor. The weighting of a factor in an examineggyaindicates which influence the factor has onadtier

factors. By this criterion, the strength of theluehce of the examined factor is taken into accaunat is

therefore integrated in the ranking's evaluatiorerl factor in a just examined paper is evaluatambaling

the criteria frequency and weighting.

Result of the TOP 4 CSFs and TOP 3 CBFs
The current result in the following illustratiorrehdy shows clearly that the largest frequencyvegighting

is on four success factors. The biggest successr fatated so far represents the "measurement @artdnt

guality" (CSF-9) in knowledge management. The "maiton" of the own employees (CSF-4) and

"management support" (CSF-2) present further ingmbrinfluencing factors and end up on position &md

three of the ranking.
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Figure 2: Ranking of critical success and barrier &ctor

Ranking of critical success and barrier factor

LOW HIGH
A CSF: KMSystem quality TOP 3 Barrier factors

= ] CBF: Lack of organisation and
-2 knowledge culture
Ii." | CSF: Management support |
o
':'Eu \ |
_E CSF: Motivation aids CBF:Lack of culture trust andl,-"'
= \ transparency [
g | CSF: Measurement and content : "I.-"
g quality | CBF:Lack of culture |

" : openness

TOP 4 Success factors v
HIGH LOow

With the barrier factors, however, cultural topeee of great importance.

The four most important CSFs and three CBFs cagibded in the three sectors human, organisatiah an

technology as follows:

Figure 3: Evaluation of the distribution of the T@RZSFs and TOP 3 CBFs by sectors

Distribution of TOP 4 CSFs Distribution of TOP 3 CBFs
by sectors by sectors Organi-
Technigue sation

0%

0%

Technique
25%

As can be recognised from the right chart in fig@rdor CBFs, the CBFs have no influence on the
technological and organisational barrier factors.

In contrary to CBFs, the success factors take tnasition in all three sectors. Nevertheless, #wtdirs of
the human sector have the widest and at the same tthe most important influence.

10
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As far as the success factors are concernedfathge noted that the organisational success fastem to

have an identical influence like the factor in teehnological sector.
Basing on results from literature review, it wapobthesized that:

H1: For the successful application of knowledge agement, only the barrier factors from the humanose

are relevant and must be reduced.

H2: For the successful implementation of knowledwmagement, success factors from the human seetor a
dominating.

H3: The success of knowledge management is maielerohined by the critical success factors

"measurement and content quality”, "motivation gitimanagement support" and "KM service quality".

H4: For the failure of knowledge management, maihty following critical barrier factors are respite:

"lack of organisation and knowledge culture", "lagk culture trust and transparency”, "lack of crdtu

openness".

Discussion of results from the literary research

The ranking of factors according to their influerafethe application of knowledge management isrebt
importance for the examination as well as the syleset evaluation. At the same time, the factor OSF-
"measurement and content quality" represents thet nmoportant identified success factor for the
implementation of knowledge management so far.rétv@s his importance by the high frequency and
weighting in the literature research. This fac®aiso evaluated as a critical success factor tyoesilike
Linde (2005), Masoud & Csanda (2009), Wong (2088lawi et al. (2008), Kulkarni et al. (2007) Tirpak
(2005) and Ook (2006).

CSF-4 "Motivation aids" appears as second most itapb factor. Tertiary, the factor "establish
management support" (CSF-2) can be named. Likerdefiois factor is seen as one of the most impbrtan
determining factor for a successful implementatibknowledge management by many authors today. On
this point, see Linde (2005), Picker et al. (20@3hop et al. (2008) , ten Have et al. (2003),Nik2008),
etc.On fourth place ranks the success factor "knovdadgnagement system quality” (CSF-12).

Also according to Linde (2005) the above-mentiotiede of four TOP success factors CSF-9, CSF-2-CSF
12 contribute to the success of knowledge managemile he attaches no importance to the othewofac
CSF-4 in his study. On the other hand, further anstiike Roth (2003), Richter (2008), Masoud & Gfan
(2009), Wong (2009), etc., estimate the factor @SHnotivation aids" as one of their most critical

influencing factors.

The most important critical barriers for the apation of knowledge management are shared by therfac

CBF-1 "Lack of organisation and knowledge cultuaed CBF-3 "Lack of culture trust and transparency".

11
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CBF-1 is also estimated as a critical factor byab#hors Linde (2005), Richter (2008), Wong (20G63nt
& Singh (2008) und Alazmi & Zairi (2003) and CBHRs$ the authors Linde (2005), Roth (2003), Romhardt
(1998), Wong (2009ktc.

The factor CBF-2 "Lack of culture openness” is hpofcritical barrier. This statement is confirmedtbe
authors Linde (2005), Wong (2009), De Long & Fal{2@00), Kulkarni et al. (2007), Alazmi & Zairi
(2003), Wang et al. (2007), Ook (2006), Probst.e2806) as well as Reinmann-Rothmeier (2001).tRisr

reason, it belongs to the study's three most atfi©P CBFs.

As in case of the CSFs, also in case of the baa@ors no corresponding and consistent ranksfindnce

on the implementation of knowledge management érithe examined paper. Bishop et al. (2008) for
example uses the success factor CSF-2 "Establisharmgagement support” and uses the phrase "top-level
support” (Bishop, 2008, 23).

It is also remarkable that only a few authors Kezmi & Zairi (2003), Kant & Singh (2008), Halawt al.
(2008) und Picker (2005) set up a rank of the arilting factors.

At the analysis of the results, it has to be stateat the business culture seems to have a speftieEance on
the factors at the introduction of knowledge mamagyet (Bellinger & Krieger, 2007, 35). A further peaire
lies also on the attempt, to produce a direct coimpa of previous influencing factors by the diffat

concepts used by scientists for these factors.

Proposed Research Methodology

The first aim of the empirical study is to analyle relation between the critical influencing fastand the
success or failure with the implementation of kredge management. Secondly, it shall be examined,
whether correlations exist between the specificemeining factors. This study purposely sample
organisations by sending out questionnaires sutweyser, manager, knowledge worker and so on. Heor t
implementation of the empirical study, online qimstaires are used and hardcopy are sent to the

participants.

The Cronbach-Alpha-Analysis is used for the vajidit the data collection. The supposed correlatibthis
data collection between success and failure of kedge management and the determining factors bball
examined with the regression analysis. The coioglanalysis is used for the possible correlatietwieen

the influencing factors.

12
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Limitation of results

Since the results are base of a limited view in litezature research, a choice of 909 paper coeld b
determined for the research, due to the queryriit€he filtering of the paper generated a spethaice of
companies examined. Therefore, an assignment ofefidts on other companies is permitted only in a
limited measure. Therefore, a claim of completeassot be claimed.

A further restriction is made by the choice of irgfihcing factors itself. In this study, only theeimtal factors
are examined, on which a company can exert infleercExternal influencing factors of the organisalt
environment are not examined. Therefore, the kndgdegained only applies to the internal processes i

company for the implementation of knowledge manag@m

Summary and prospect

This research shall contribute a comprehensive gxdion and determination of the most importantiaal
success and barrier factors for a successful imgiéation of knowledge management in companies. The
cause is delivered by deficits in practice andasgde Neither integral nor comprehensive destinatibthe
most important influencing factors for the dimemsidechnology and human does exist in literatures |
necessary for companies, however, just to focutheressential factors. The deficit in practice etathe
focus on the failed projects in knowledge manageéranrd makes clear that critical influencing factarshe
implementation of knowledge management are nomntaki® account sufficiently. Thus, a basis is pded

to study the critical influencing factors intendwand to carry out a comprehensive literatureasge

At the literary analysis, these selected paper weittten down in a database and examined accoriding
certain criteria. The first results could be reaatdhere. It should be mentioned, that the sciemifiblication

to this topic has increased since 2003 and thatea for problem solving still exists in companidsnost
two-thirds of the examined paper deal with majaegrises and groups. By the literature researchalso
noticed, that the authors do not use consistentlatd concepts in choice and relevance of theluenting
factors. Bishop et al. (2008) for example usesstieeess factor CSF-2 "Establish management su pgaat"
uses the phrase "top-level support" (Bishop, 2233,

In addition, only a few authors like Alazmi & Zaif2003), Kant & Singh (2008), Halawi et al (2008da
Picker et al. (2005) determine a ranking for thetdes besides the evaluation of their suspected
determinants. Most authors, however, only nameirtheencing factors and examine either the sucoess
the barrier factors. Nevertheless, there are filaw, Martini & Pellegrini (2005) and Picker (2005hw had
examined both influencing factors. However, it seg¢mclarify, that both factors are of importarlevance
for a successful implementation. Because both facioould come to the attention and be taken icdount

by the management before implementation of knovdadgnagement. For this reason, this study dealfs wit
the examination of the possible critical succesklzarrier factors.

This study's result is based on the previous 4&mpaposen by the literature research. They alrsadyv
now a clear trend in the ranking of the criticat@@ss factors CSFs as well as the critical bafaetors

CBFs. Based on the frequency (Amount of paper,hitivthis factor had been named as influencingofact
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and weighting (strength of the factor's influence ather factors), an overall assessment of theecieit
supposed CSFs and CBFs was carried out. Due taldhenance of certain critical success and barrier
factors, the ranking of CFSs and CBFs was limitedloee, to define the essential important influegc
factors and to be able to go into their detailse Tactors, which have a small influence on a swsfaes
application of knowledge management and therefiarénasignificant, were taken out of the considemati
"Measurement and content quality" as well as "nattbn aids", "establish management support" and "K

service quality" are among the TOP 4 success factor

These four critical success factors divide on tired sectors or dimensions of knowledge management
respectively. The most CSFs belong to the humatoisdtis remarkable that the human sector is chami

for a successful application of knowledge managenag therefore makes demands that a company's
employees have a wide influence on the successnofvledge management. The organisational and

technological CSFs have a minor role in implemantihknowledge management.

In case of the critical barrier factors, the fastdrack of organisation and knowledge culture" analck of
culture trust and transparency" are on top of #rking. "Lack of culture openness" takes on the,iae
third, place. It can be determined that the threstrmportant barrier factors are located onlyhe human
sector. Hence, these mentioned human criticaldrarhiave to be reduced before knowledge management
used.

Therefore, man and the business culture take oomnainént role at the critical influencing factors of
knowledge management and therefore they have tpaimk the highest attention if a successful use of

knowledge management is desired.
In a following empiric study, the critical influeimg factors that have been determined in the liteea

research should be validated. Depending on theeptressults, the work will deal with business cidtand

the human success factors in the future.
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