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1  Executive Summary  

This document provides an overview of the results produced by WP1 during year 3. WP1ôs objective is to 

explore theories and models that help understand and build a common knowledge base about knowledge 

maturing, to explore current knowledge maturing practices empirically and to develop a reference model 

for knowledge maturing. 

Year threeôs activities can be divided into three main strands of action: (1) the planning, performing, 

analysis and reflection of the in-depth study, involving six organisations and one network of professionals 

sharing knowledge about careers guidance, (2) to foster the take-up of results of WP1 and thereby to con-

tribute to the software design and development activities and to impact on the evaluation activities in 

MATURE and (3) the revision and finalisation of the knowledge maturing model landscape.  

The deliverable reports on the results of the final of a series of three empirical studies conducted in MA-

TURE. Building upon the two previous empirical studies, i.e. the ethnographic study (reported in D1.1) 

and the representative study (reported in D1.2), the in-depth study is designed to deepen our knowledge 

and gain additional insights on the results we had achieved in the earlier studies. The in-depth study was 

particularly designed to complement and extend the insights we received from single interviewees in the 

representative study by multiple perspectives gained by several individuals within one organisation or 

network that together provided richer insights into the organisations. We relied on qualitative, interpretive 

methods, mainly based on observation and face-to-face interviews at work places of the interviewees. The 

in-depth study was conceptualized as a case study with multiple instances the investigation of which re-

lied on a single, coordinated framework of study topics and design agreed in the consortium. Concretely, 

the in-depth study focused on reasons why organisations perceive themselves as performing better with 

respect to knowledge maturing than others they compare themselves to, what measures have been em-

ployed and are planned to be employed to foster knowledge maturing, what barriers have been overcome 

and how software is used. Also, each case study instance included an additional topic reflecting specific 

research questions, related to activities in work packages or demonstrator developments of the partners 

involved in the respective study instance. Thus, the in-depth study was always aligned to research inter-

ests in other MATURE activities. Results of case study instances were analysed individually and collec-

tively in a cross-case analysis. 

We collected nine reasons why organisations perceived themselves as performing knowledge maturing 

better, many of them related to the individual employees and their relationships. Another big role played 

the design of information systems for supporting these informal relationships and supporting the access to 

knowledge. We also collected 19 measures, organisations employed to support knowledge maturing and 

11 measures which were planned to be implemented. These planned measures seemed to be of evolution-

ary nature and to aimed at improving existing approaches and tools rather than to revolutionize processes. 

We also collected data on 13 barriers to knowledge maturing that were existent in organisations and ways 

how they were (partly) overcome. These ways partly overlap with general measures for improving 

knowledge maturing that were named. Although generally in line with results from the representative 

study from year 2, it became evident that the organisational culture spans and subsumes other barriers. 

We also focused on software used for knowledge maturing in organisations. It became apparent, that there 

was a wide variety of heterogeneous software applications in place that typically not had been designed 

with knowledge maturing in mind. Employees in organisations seemed to struggle with these software 

applications to appropriate them to fit the purpose of developing knowledge and keeping track of their 

contributions in the collaborative learning zone. Especially the transition between individual phases was 

unsupported. Based on these results, we developed a view integrating measures, reasons and ways to 

overcome barriers for knowledge maturing into a causal model building on levers and two levels of ef-

fects. 

This deliverable also presents the results of WP1 activities to collect and analyse the parallel conceptual 

activities in the MATURE project as well as the take-up of conceptual artefacts in other WPs, in this year 

with a special focus on knowledge maturing indicators and guidance activities. These and the results of 

the series of empirical studies are taken on board of the knowledge maturing landscape which is presented 

in this deliverable in its final form. The model is considered final as an instrument to influence activities 
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in year 4 of the MATURE project, but we are certainly more than happy to continue to submit our find-

ings to the discourse in the scientific community and intend to develop it further. The deliverable is con-

cluded by a list of recommendations for organisations intending to engage in an initiative to improve 

knowledge maturing. 
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2  Introduction  

In the third year of MATURE, we were already able to build on concepts and theories developed in two 

previous studies. We primarily built on the ethnographically-informed study performed in year 1 and 

results of the representative study conducted in year 2. From a conceptual point of view, a main result of 

D1.2, the knowledge maturing model landscape with its elements, most prominently, the knowledge ma-

turing phase model (v3) fed into the in-depth study we conducted in the third year of the project. Fur-

thermore, feedback from demonstrator development as well as from ongoing developments in the evalua-

tion WP was taken up for the study design of the in-depth study. 

The roles of WP1 in year 3 were to explore deeper into the phenomenon of knowledge maturing in real-

world organizations, to coordinate the finalisation of the knowledge maturing model landscape within the 

project as well as to support other WPs in the take-up of concepts and artefacts that had been created in 

WP1 in years 1 and 2 in order to more closely link the activities in the development and evaluation WPs 

with the conceptual core of the MATURE project as developed and presented in WP1. This included fur-

ther refining its elements, providing conceptual input for take-up in demonstrator development and the 

design of the summative evaluation. A major input for this was the in-depth study. We designed the in-

depth study as a case study that would allow us to further deepen our knowledge on knowledge maturing 

and provide additional input for the conceptual model development.  

These objectives were defined in the following tasks that WP1 addressed in year 3: 

Å T1.3 In-depth case studies. After having finished the first two large empirical studies of the MA-

TURE project, WP1 concentrated on gaining further findings through personal interviews with a 

number of individuals in selected organizations. The study comprised a number of topics that were 

agreed in the consortium taking into consideration the results of the two earlier studies as well as 

findings and experiences gained in demonstrator developments, evaluation activities as well as in 

general feedback from application and associate partners. Also, case examples for systematic sup-

port of knowledge maturing with organisational instruments and information and communication 

technologies were studied in detail. 

Å T1.4 Development of the conceptual knowledge maturing model. The results of T1.3 were fed into 

the development of the final knowledge maturing model landscape. Also, input from parallel activi-

ties in other WPs and feedback of application and associate partners, as well as feedback gained in 

various dissemination activities (e.g., at the conference on professional knowledge management 

2011 organised by UIBK) was taken up. 

We took considerable efforts on the one hand to continuously feed our empirical results into the participa-

tory design process employed in MATURE and on the other hand to absorb feedback about the proto-

types gained from the application partners particularly in WP 2-3, but also from development of maturing 

services which, e.g., relied on knowledge maturing indicators in WP 4, the activities in the evaluation WP 

6 as well as the activities on designing a business model for application service partners in WP 9. The 

overview given in Figure 1 shows the main topics covered in WP1 in year three and their primary use 

within this WP, concerning other WPs and the corresponding deliverables represented by arrows. 
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Figure 1: Overview of topics covered in WP1 

Each major topic is represented by an orange box. Outgoing black arrows indicate outcomes of activities 

related to one topic feeding into activities related to another topic. Red rectangles group topics and red 

arrows show outcomes of activities related to a group of topics feeding into another topic. Starting in the 

lower-left corner, the figure shows the primary foundation upon which the in-depth study was designed, 

i.e. existing theories and approaches, outcome of ethnographically-informed and representative study and 

experiences from demonstrator development and results from the formative evaluation wrapped by a red 

rectangle. These theories, approaches, results and experiences also directly fed into the activities in other 

WPs that were closely related to what was done in WP1 shown in the upper right corner. The figure also 

gives a detailed overview of the most important results from the in-depth study, also surrounded by a red 

rectangle. Both red rectangles impacted on the finalisation of the knowledge maturing model landscape 

and the provision of recommendations based on the all three empirical studies which also were an input 

for instantiations, maturing services and evaluation plans. The results of the in-depth study already in-

formed the development in the instantiations, maturing services, the plans for the summative evaluation 

as well as the development of a business model for application service providers. 

The deliverable is structured as follows. Section 3 explains the general design of the in-depth study. 

Therefore, we discuss the conceptual and empirical base for the study in section 3.1. The scope of the 

study is then detailed in section 3.2 by elaborating on the general topics the consortium agreed on and by 

defining the unit of analysis. Section 3.3 documents the procedure. This includes a description of the case 

study methodology used, the methods applied for collecting data, the criteria for selecting organisations 

and interviewees and a description of the general interview guideline, as well as the topics each case 

study focused individually in addition to the general ones. 

Section 4 presents the results of the in-depth study. Firstly, facts about the seven case studies are summa-

rized that together made up the in-depth study (section 4.1). Secondly, the five topics of the cross-case 
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analysis are presented. For each topic, we present interesting findings observed in one or more cases to-

gether with a summary of the topic mirroring the observation with respect to the context of the case (sec-

tion 4.2). Thirdly, we build upon these results of the cross-case analysis and present a view integrating the 

different topics and building causal relationships. We then shortly discuss aspects of guidance we addi-

tionally collected (section 4.3). Finally, we reflect on limitations of the study (section 4.4) and provide a 

short conclusion (section 4.5). 

Section 5 presents the outcome of year 3 activities to enhance the knowledge maturing model landscape. 

After presenting the final version of the overall landscape, we discuss knowledge maturing indicators in 

detail which was a primary focus in this year as we have been encouraged to pursue this topic further by 

consortium members, application and associate partners as well as many discussion partners alike (section 

5.1). The initiatives, we undertook in the third year in order to ensure the take-up of conceptual results, 

i.e. mapping knowledge maturing indicators to instantiations and describing instantiations with respect to 

levers they are deemed to provide and effects they are expected to cause are described in section 5.3. Sec-

tion 5.3 concentrates on guidance of knowledge maturing and discusses the results of our activities inves-

tigating how to influence behaviour of participants in goal-oriented learning processes on a collective 

level, i.e. knowledge maturing. Section 5.4 discusses take-up of the results of MATURE empirical and 

conceptual activities in other WPs. Section 5.5 concludes the conceptual part. Section 5.6 presents rec-

ommendations based on the concepts we developed in WP1 throughout the first three years of the project 

and finally, section 6 summarises the findings of the in-depth study and the contributions of WP1 to the 

MATURE project. 
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3  Study Design 

This section provides an overview of the design of the in-depth study. Section 3.1 provides the conceptual 

and empirical base, taking up results from previous empirical work on the knowledge maturing model 

landscape (see D1.2) and also considering developments and issues to be investigated in more detail from 

demonstrator development. Section 3.2 builds upon this overview and describes the scope of the study 

with respect to organisations targeted and prospective employees. Section 3.3 presents the procedure we 

employed to conduct the study and provides an overview of the case study approach in general and then 

describes the methods we applied before describing the interview guideline and the topics that have been 

investigated in more detail. Finally, section 3.4 summarizes the study design. 

3.1  Conceptual and Empirical Base 

Based on the results of the representative study presented in D1.2 and a joint reflection of the results 

achieved in demonstrator development and evaluation as were presented in D2.2/3.2, the in-depth study 

aims at deepening the understanding of selected concepts of the knowledge maturing (KM) model land-

scape and, based on that, providing recommendations that could be taken into account for fostering 

knowledge maturing. In total, seven organisations were investigated in order to obtain a detailed picture 

of KM processes and perceived impacts of systematic support of knowledge maturing through organisa-

tional as well as IT-based measures. 

The KM model landscape (see figure 2; please refer to D1.2 for a detailed description) takes into account 

results gained through previous studies in the first two years of the MATURE project, i.e. the ethnograph-

ically-informed study and the representative study, and informs topics of the in-depth study being con-

ducted in year three of the MATURE project. 

We aim at providing descriptions of arrangements of organisational and IT-based measures perceived as 

successfully fostering knowledge maturing as well as recommendations for organisations willing to sup-

port knowledge maturing appropriately. Consequently, guidance within the scope of knowledge maturing 

is one of the main areas of investigation in year three of the project. Therefore, we focus on guidance that 

could be provided by people, i.e. individuals or groups of individuals, and guidance that could be provid-

ed by IT, especially by demonstrators developed in MATURE. Another strand also going in the direction 

of providing recommendations are motivational aspects and possible ways to overcome barriers in the 

area of knowledge maturing. 

Furthermore, KM indicators and KM activities which had been developed based on findings of the ethno-

graphically-informed study and justified in the representative study build the basis for a refinement in 

year three of the project. In case of the KM indicators, we specifically aim at restructuring and amending 

them based not only on the results of the in-depth study but also based on feedback of application partners 

and mapping to demonstrator developments. Also, the KM activities are subject to investigation. Espe-

cially, ways to support them by IT and organisational measures is stressed in the in-depth study. 

Demonstrator teams specifically concentrated on describing functionalities and relating them to 

knowledge maturing activities which can be supported. For a detailed description of results of this inves-

tigation see Appendix in D2.3/3.3. Consequently, FZI and UIBK jointly moderated an ongoing process in 

which the team of researchers performing the in-depth study continuously kept in close connection with 

the demonstrator teams in order to ease the transition of knowledge created in these parallel activities as 

well as jointly move the project forward. This process helped to better align the activities in the demon-

strator teams with the progression made in the knowledge maturing model landscape. 
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Figure 2: KM model landscape 

On the one hand, we plan to use the KM model landscape (Figure 2) as a means of relating results. The 

dimension model (upper right part in Figure 2) is used in order to classify types of knowledge identified 

in the in-depth study according to sociofacts, cognifacts and artefacts. On the other hand, we aim at refin-

ing the landscape, supported, e.g., by collecting examples for types of maturing knowledge during the in-

depth study. This leads us to a better understanding of the mutual dependencies of these three instances of 

KM on each other and allows us to develop instruments for KM not only on artefact level. On the basis of 

this theoretical concept we also support KM on sociofact level (increasing awareness and readiness for 

knowledge sharing, fostering shared understanding of topics) and cognifacts level (identifying topic relat-

ed training needs, training course recommendation). 

From a conceptual point of view, the KM phase model v3 (see figure 3; please refer to D1.2 for a detailed 

description) represents the core concept feeding into the design of the in-depth study. Its phases provide 
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the main anchor for further researching possible ways of providing support and guidance, both with or-

ganisational and IT-related measures. 

 

Figure 3: KM phase model (v3) 

Furthermore, we aim at reflecting upon the phases of the model, e.g., by reflecting on example instances 

experienced by participants of the study and, thereby, contextualizing the model with respect to the partic-

ipantôs work environment. 

3.2  Scope of the Study  

Based on the foundation of the in-depth study developed in the first two project years (see section 3.1), 

this section will define the scope of the in-depth study. Starting from the topics and the general (section 

3.2.1) aim of the study, we define the unit of analysis (section 3.2.2). 

3.2.1  Topics of the study  

In order to further develop the KM model landscape that was informed by the representative study (see 

section 3.1) we collected topics that are of further interest for MATURE. This process already started at 

the end of year two of the project during the analysis of data of the representative study. Together with all 

partners who took part in the previous empirical work and with the demonstrator teams we selected a set 

of topics to be covered in each case study. This set was then discussed at the consortium with all MA-

TURE partners, refined and extended with input from the demonstrator teams with the resulting set of 

topics agreed by all MATURE partners: 

Å Performance: Reasons for better performing knowledge maturing than others. Why do people think 

that they perform KM better than others they compare themselves to? 
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Å Organisation: Organizational measures that are deemed to support knowledge maturing. How is 

KM supported? 

Å Barriers: Possible ways of overcoming barriers. What barriers have been overcome? 

Å Information Technology: IT-oriented measures that are deemed to support knowledge maturing. 

How is software used to support knowledge maturing? 

Å Plans: Plans for introducing organizational and IT-oriented measures in order to (further) enhance 

knowledge maturing. What plans are there or what could generally be done to further enhance KM? 

By anchoring these topics in each case study, we aimed at ensuring that the results of the individually 

conducted studies are targeted at the research questions selected as most relevant to the consortium and 

also that the results are comparable across studies whilst allowing each team investigating each case study 

could extend the list and explore further avenues that were deemed important in the interviews. All topics 

were intensively discussed and reflected in video conferences and at consortium meetings and directly fed 

into the creation of a common interview guideline. The interview guideline is presented in section 3.3.4 

and its topics and open questions are described in more detail. 

In addition to the common topics, we also agreed on enriching case studies by one specific topic each. 

These additional topics were coordinated along all studies and reflect specific research questions, e.g., 

related to specific activities in work packages or related to demonstrator developments of the partners 

involved in the respective study. As the amount of time that we could expect to be allocated to the studies 

by participating organisations was limited, we could not include all topics in all studies, but had to con-

centrate on one topic in each study. This approach proved very valuable in ensuring that the in-depth 

study was always aligned to research interests in other activities of the MATURE project and never got 

disconnected from them. A detailed description of how the specific topics were approached is provided in 

section 3.3.5. 

3.2.2  Unit of analysis  

The unit of analysis in our multiple case study approach (see section 3.3.1) is individuals that work and 

learn in a collective towards a common goal. The plural is important as we do not focus on a single per-

son, but according to the definition of knowledge maturing on goal-oriented learning on a collective level. 

Individual case studies could concentrate on collectives of individuals working across departments, sub-

sidiaries or even across organisations. This allows us to perform a purposeful sampling strategy. More 

explicitly, we relied on snowball sampling (Patton, 2002), i.e., to contact (a single) person(s) in an organi-

sation and then select further individuals that are suggested or to address a community without limiting 

ourselves to organisational boundaries. 

With respect to organisations, each partner in the consortium identified organisations that were both wil l-

ing to participate and provide an interesting showcase for those aspects of knowledge maturing that were 

investigated in the connected other research activities of the partner in MATURE. We also agreed on 

considering a network of individuals across organisations that were deemed to offer interesting aspects 

both with regard to knowledge maturing and to the application domain of some of our application part-

ners, i.e. careers guidance. 

Based on characteristics of each case studyôs additional topic (see section 3.2.1) and researcherôs contacts 

to organisations which strongly influenced possible access to interviewees, the units of analysis were 

carefully selected for each case study. Following that, the characteristics of units of analysis vary slightly 

in different case studies. Each study reports on its unit of analysis in section 4.1. 

3.3  Procedure  

This section describes the procedure we took. First, the applied multiple case study approach is outlined 

in section 3.3.1. The used methods within the case studies are then presented in section 3.3.2. The ap-

proach for selecting candidate organisations and interviewees is detailed in section 3.3.3. Finally, the 

general interview guideline of the study (section 3.3.4) and the individual topics per case (section 3.3.5) 

are explained. 
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3.3.1  Case Study 

We chose a case study approach for the in-depth study in year three of the MATURE project which goes 

along with the DoW. Although not limited to qualitative research methods, case studies are a common 

way to perform qualitative research (see, e.g., Sake, 2005, Yin, 2009). Creswell (2007) describes case 

study research as a qualitative approach in which a bounded system (a case) is or multiple bounded sys-

tems (cases) are explored by investigator(s) over time in order to report a case description and case-based 

themes. For detailed in-depth data collection, multiple sources of information are used, e.g., interviews, 

observations, audio-visual material as well as documents and reports (Creswell, 2007). Case studies in 

information systems research are applied for studying human actions and interpretations related to devel-

oping and using information systems (see, e.g., Walsham, 1995). 

Multiple designs for case studies are available (see, e.g., Sake, 2005, Yin, 2009). Yin (2009) distinguishes 

in his typology with respect to different designs by the number of units of analysis and the number of 

cases (Figure 4). In MATURE, we followed a multiple-case study which is deemed to be more robust 

than a single-case study design and, furthermore, provided evidence is often seen to be more compelling 

(Yin, 2009, Herriott and Firestone, 1983). For our unit of analysis, we chose specific organisation(s) (sec-

tion 3.2.2). We followed an approach representing a holistic multiple case design: within each of our or-

ganisations to be researched, we did not distinguish specific parts and therefore employed a holistic de-

sign.  

 

Figure 4: Types of designs for case studies (after Yin, 2009) 

Based on this decision, we consequently followed Yinôs approach for the conduction of a multiple-case 

study and adapted it for the MATURE project (see figure 5). 
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Figure 5: Design of a multiple-case study (after Yin, 2009) 

Figure 6 reflects on this approach by proposed by Yin (2009) and adds information on the timeline we 

followed for conducting the in-depth study in year 3. 

 

Figure 6: Timeline year 3 

Based on the scope of the study (see section 3.2), cases were carefully selected by partners of the MA-

TURE project individually, considering both the five common topics and one additional case-specific 

topic (see section 4.1). Each case study was managed by the responsible partner individually.  

UIBK coordinated the individual activities and provided support as well as opportunities for case study 

teams to exchange lessons learned on case selection, data collection, analysis and interpretation. For col-

lecting data on the common topics, an interview guideline was developed and adopted by case studies. 
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Besides interviewing, in some cases further methods for data collection, such as focus groups, were em-

ployed. Methods used for data collection are described in more detail in the next section in general and 

also referred to in the description of each case study. After conducting the research separately at sites of 

the cases, i.e., subsidiaries, organisations or networks of organisations, each partner analysed the collected 

data and created an individual case report structured according to a common template. Once the main 

findings were summed up and partners were aware of the results from all the case studies, we jointly de-

veloped cross-case conclusions during a series of video conferences and discussions at consortium meet-

ing. The results of the in-depth study were then jointly interpreted in the consortium and consolidated on 

several occasions of video conferences and discussions at consortium meetings. In this way, the impacts 

of the study, for example on other work packages, instantiation developments and on the KMM landscape 

were discussed and taken up in the project. Finally, results were documented in form of a cross-case re-

port that was also fed back to the participants of the study. 

3.3.2  Applied Methods  

Researchers participating in the case study jointly developed the topics of the in-depth study and therefore 

had a common understanding of its goals. We also defined the stance of the researchers in the interviews 

would take as well as the methods that should be applied which are shortly described in the following. 

Interpretative Phenomenological Analysis (IPA) is an approach to qualitative research with an idiographic 

focus which aims to offer insights into how a given person, in a given context, makes sense of a given 

phenomenon. In our case, we focus on knowledge maturation which is seen as having some personal sig-

nificance for participants, e.g., for future development of guidance of the careers innovation group in the 

UWAR case. Scoping was aided by a semi-structured interview guideline which is described below in 

section 3.3.4.The theoretical origins of IPA, developed by Smith and colleagues, can be traced to phe-

nomenology and hermeneutics, with key ideas from Husserl and Heidegger (Smith et al., 2009). 

IPA studies involve a close examination of the experiences and meaning-making activities of a small 

number of people. Participants are sampled purposively (because they can offer a meaningful perspective 

on the topic at hand - knowledge maturation), and usually there is an attempt to construct a reasonably 

homogenous sample.  

In IPA, researchers gather qualitative data from research participants using techniques such as interviews 

or focus groups. Typically, these are approached from a position of flexible and open-ended inquiry, and 

the interviewer adopts a stance which is curious and facilitative (rather than, say, challenging and inter-

rogative). 

Data collection was done face-to-face directly within the workplaces of participants where as possible. 

This allowed for direct observation of phenomena in the context of particpantsô workplaces by the re-

searcher (Kuhlmann, 2002). This was intended (1) to support participants in remembering important fac-

ets surrounding support of knowledge maturing by IT or other observable artefacts in the participantsô 

work environments, (2) to support the researchersô understanding of descriptions of work environments 

by participants as well as (3) the stance of the researcher as being interested in the specifics of the work 

environment and facilitative in joint meaning-making of organisational and IT-based measures fostering 

knowledge maturing. The semi-structured interviews
1
 with participants were recorded, if  allowed, and 

then transcribed and analysed with qualitative content analysis (Mayring, 2007). 

IPA's hermeneutic stance is one of inquiry and meaning-making, and so the focus is upon making sense 

of the participant's attempts to make sense of their own experiences. IPA is used because the research 

questions aim to understand what the chosen experience (knowledge maturation) was like (drawing on 

phenomenology) and how someone made sense of it (drawing on interpretation). 

IPA encourages an open-ended dialogue between the researcher and participants and may, therefore, lead 

to unforeseen answers, including a new perspective on the research questions. Themes are likely to identi-

                                                      

1
 they are considered to be expert interviews as described by (Liebold and Trinczek, 2009) 
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fy both something that matters to the participants (i.e. an object of concern, topic of some importance) 

and also convey something of the meaning attached to the knowledge maturation process for the partici-

pants (including their feelings etc.).  

In IPA, analysis should seek to balance phenomenological description with insightful interpretation, and 

anchor the interpretations in the participants' accounts. This is the approach we adopted, also seeking to 

maintain an idiographic focus (so that particular variations are not lost), and to keep a close focus on 

meaning. Cross-validation and triangulation were used through drawing on a variety of other sources in 

order to increase confidence in the analysis (Smith et al., 2009). 

3.3.3  Interviewees  and organisations  

For selecting organizations, we relied on a sampling-method that can be described as convenient and pur-

poseful (Patton, 1990). We aimed for organizations that would provide insights into interesting aspects of 

knowledge maturing. For the selected organization, we performed a key informant interview as a starting 

point. This key informant, then provided an overview of the organization and highlighted interesting top-

ics and contact persons (Patton, 1990). We then used a snowballing approach for finding further relevant 

interview partners for the researched case (Patton, 1990). The interviews were conducted in person, at the 

interviewees workplace were possible. If personal interviews were not possible, we fell back to telecon-

ferences. 

Besides the general approach for conducting the case studies, we defined criteria that prospective inter-

viewees needed to fulfil. These criteria are based on the criteria we chose for the representative study and 

should help us to gain valuable data from persons that have a broad and informed view about their organi-

sation. 

Å high share of knowledge work 

Å gained experience through work being based on offering and applying expertise in different organi-

sational settings (e.g., interviewee changed department or is involved in project work). This criteria 

should have been fulfilled for at least three interviewees per case 

Å have access to a variety of technical systems and are able to describe them in detail 

Å consigned with conceptual and management tasks 

Å strong communication, coordination and cooperation needs 

Å should mediate between organisational units applying IT and those designing, implementing, ad-

ministering and maintaining respective systems 

Å university degree and at least three years of work experience (one year in organisation) in order to 

satisfy the high level of education, training and experience typical for knowledge work 

3.3.4  Interview Guideline  

As depicted in figure 7, the interview guideline consists of two pages (for a detailed view of both pages, 

please refer to section 7.1). The first page is intended to shorten time required for scoping interviews and 

provides general information with respect to the MATURE project. In particular, scope and goals of the 

project are described and, definitions of knowledge and of knowledge maturing are provided with exam-

ples. Furthermore, the KM phase model v3 and an explanation of each phase are presented. 
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Figure 7: Documents used during interviews 

Each interview started with a description of the main concepts of the MATURE project presented on the 

first page of the interview guideline. In conjunction with the interviewee, examples for knowledge bound 

to digital resources, people and processes were identified and reflected on a perspective of knowledge 

maturing. During the description of the KM phase model, interviewees were asked to reflect on the dif-

ferent phases, provide feedback and also try to find an example of knowledge maturing which they have 

experienced in the context of their work. The example was then discussed and used as an instrument to 

describe knowledge maturing and to reflect on the phases of the KM phase model in more detail. Fur-

thermore, the instance of knowledge maturing provided by the interviewee was valuable for exemplifying 

descriptions during the subsequent part of the interview. 

The second page of the interview guideline was developed based on the agreed five primary topics (sec-

tion 3.2). These topics represent the main part of the interview. Depending on the specifics of each case 

study specific questions (i.e. the phrasing or the relation to the organisation) were appropriated. Each 

topic and its sub-questions are described in more detail. 

 

Topic 1: Performance: Reasons for performing KM better than others 

1 If you compare different units in your organisation:  

 Which one performs(ed) best in your opinion with respect to knowledge maturing? 

 Why do you think that this unit performs(ed) knowledge maturing better than others? 

a) To whom do you compare the unit to? 

b) Which criteria would you use to confirm this? 

c) What is the relation to key performance indicators (KPIs), if any? 

By asking interviewees to perform a comparison, the aim of this question was to trigger a discussion 

about aspects of knowledge maturing that are deemed to be performed well in the organisational unit
2
 the 

interviewee works in or is responsible for or alternatively used to work in or be responsible for. In a first 

sub-question, interviewees were asked to reflect on whom they compare the unit to. This was not only 

related to other units within the same organisation, but also to units outside the organisation or even to 

communities or other entire organisations. We deliberately concentrated on things that are deemed to be 

performed better in a first place in order to focus on the reasoning behind the comparison in a second 

place. This reasoning then was used to foster a collection of criteria the interviewee used in order to back 

his or her statements (sub-question b). This should aid sharpening of indicators or even performance 

measures used in order to judge the quality of knowledge maturing, explicitly touched on in sub-question 

                                                      

2
 Please note: The term óorganisational unitô was adopted according to the case study, i.e. with respect to the unit of 

analysis and the intervieweeôs work environment. Where in some case studies (different) units of a single organisa-

tion were focussed, others concentrated on a community consisting of members of different organisations. 

Topics:

Åcontains all common topics to be addressed in each case

Åinterviewee could be provided with

Åshould be aligned by interviewer, e.g. with respect to unit of analysis

Knowledge Maturing:

Åexplains the basics of knowledge and knowledge maturing (KM phase model v3)

Åinterviewee could be provided with
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c. Here, the interviewee was asked for key performance indicators that are related to the collected criteria. 

The main interest in this case was to discover whether criteria that are deemed to represent aspects of 

performance of knowledge maturing are already used in the organisations represented by the interview-

ees. 

 

Topic 2: Measures: Organisational and IT-based measures supporting knowledge maturing 

a) What measures Ǔ community, 

   Ǔ organisational, 

   Ǔ software 

 are employed  Ǔ informally, 

   Ǔ formally in projects or initiatives (e.g., quality management, 

     innovation management, human resource development), 

   Ǔ formally with knowledge management in general or knowledge maturing  

     in particular in mind? 

b) How are these measures aligned with other initiatives? 

This topic aimed at getting an overview of how knowledge maturing is supported in general and of what 

organisations currently do in order to foster knowledge maturing in particular with respect to community, 

organisation and software (part a). This included typically more bottom-up, informal, interest-driven 

measures applied in communities of practice or interest as well as more top-down, formal, goal-driven 

measures applied in formal organisational units such as work groups or departments that were termed 

organisational. 

Similar to the study we conducted in year 2 (see D1.2), we again distinguished between the formal and 

informal dimension: ñformalò refers to official projects or initiatives of the organisation (i.e. quality man-

agement or innovation management). ñInformalò measures are employed by the initiative of individual(s). 

In these cases, members of the organisation do not get official support from the organisation. These 

measures are not prohibited in the organisation, but are also not encouraged.  

Besides getting insights on each measure, it was also interesting to compare these measures with respect 

to their linking to other organisational measures or initiatives (part b). 

 

Topic 3: Barriers: Ways to overcome barriers hindering knowledge maturing 

a) What barriers do you think affect 

  Ǔ all or several phases 

  Ǔ transitions between phases 

b) Can barriers be further specified  

  Ǔ (inter-) personal level 

  Ǔ work context 

  Ǔ technological barriers 

  Ǔ caused by organisational culture  

  Ǔ personal interdependencies (personality, traits, etc.) 

  Ǔ organisational structure 

The main focus of this topic contained two aspects: Firstly, we wanted to know which and how barriers 

have already been overcome for knowledge maturing. Secondly, we also asked more generally about 

other barriers that could affect the organisation represented by the interviewee. With this topic, we wanted 
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to extend the findings of the representative study, in particular about the classification of barriers, in order 

to give help for management decisions about successful knowledge maturation. This goes in line with the 

key findings of Riege (2005), that knowledge sharing barriers can provide help and a starting point for the 

effectiveness of knowledge management activities. Barriers can help us to identify the potential for 

knowledge sharing and therefore can assist companies to develop a knowledge-based business view 

(Riege, 2005). Besides research about the quantitative occurrence of different classifications of barriers, 

the classification can also help to discover greater relations. For example, can the barriers ñlack of usabil-

ityò and ñdiscontinuity in software applicationsò occur together in one organisation and so this can indi-

cate to further technical barriers. 

 

Topic 4: Information technology: Appropriation of software for knowledge maturing? 

a) Which software is used Ǔ within all or several phases 

    Ǔ for transitions between phases 

    Ǔ to support knowledge maturing activities 

    Ǔ (in)formally 

b) What are the differences between units in appropriating software for specific knowledge maturing 

purposes, i.e. how is software actually used? 

In conjunction with topic 2 and following up question 7
3
 of the year 2 study (see D1.2), this question fo-

cuses on software supporting knowledge maturing in organisations (part a). Besides targeting specific 

phases, we especially wanted to gain information on how transitions between phases would be supported. 

Besides focusing on the phases, we aimed at getting a rich picture on how software is actually used for 

knowledge maturing. This was deemed particularly important because in most cases in the year 2 study, 

standard software (e.g., office software, wikis) was mentioned as being used for knowledge maturing and 

we wanted to extend this information about what software was used by how this software was used. To 

do so, we asked specifically for how the software had been appropriated, including usage besides the 

ñofficialò use (see DeSanctis and Poole, 1994). This would allow us to create a more in-depth analysis of 

the actual use of software supporting knowledge maturing, especially considering that, according to the 

results of the year 2 study, there seemed to be no distinct support for knowledge maturing along its phases 

(i.e. phase transitions) (part b). 

 

Topic 5: Plans: Goals and measures to enhance KM planned for the foreseeable future 

a) Timeframe 1-5 years. 

b) What goals and strategy are pursued? 

c) What measures are employed Ǔ community 

     Ǔ organizational 

     Ǔ software 

d) How are these measures assessed? 

The fifth topic is seen to be in conjunction with topic 2. Topic 5 aims at data on planned measures to en-

hance knowledge maturing whereas topic 2 asks for measures employed currently or in the past. Conse-

quently, we also distinguish between a community, an organizational and a software dimension as in topic 

2. We aimed at a timeframe of 1-5 years, i.e. the future foreseeable by the interviewee. Again referring to 

                                                      

3
 Which locally installed or web-based software is used for each phase?  

a) ñofficiallyò endorsed by your organisation 

b) ñinformallyò, i.e. software which is not supported by your organization 



  

26 

another topic (topic 1), the last part of this question (part d) asks for how planned measures are supposed 

to be assessed. 

3.3.5  Individual Topics  

In addition to the general topics (see section above), each case study focused on an individual topic. The-

se topics are described in the following. 

FZI1 and FZI2 - specific barriers and problem situations in KM 

For the case studies FZI1 and FZI2, we focused on the collection and analysis of barriers in detail and 

ways to overcome them. The results of the representative study showed the importance of identifying 

barriers for KM. The identification of barriers can be crucial for knowledge management in organisations 

(see also Riege, 2005). In our individual analysis we aimed at finding possible matches between barriers 

and the specific context of a situation. Also we wanted to gather additional barriers deemed important by 

representatives of the organisation, thus extending the general results of the representative study. 

TUG - observing/analyzing maturing processes in company/customer knowledge base 

For the case study TUG, we put emphasis on the interactions between employees in the area of customer 

support and how these interactions are socially organized in the company as well as supported and medi-

ated by different software products. Particularly, we analyzed changes of the interactions during the col-

laborative development (co-authoring) of an artefact (learning object for customers) and how these 

changes are reflected in the organizationôs knowledge base. By using the language of the companyôs rep-

resentatives we gained a shared understanding of maturing activities and mapped changes of software-

enhanced interactions to the phases of the MATURE model.  

UIBK1  - knowledge maturing indicators 

In addition to the common topics, in case study UIBK1 we put special attention on knowledge maturing 

indicators (see section 5.2). Knowledge maturing indicators can be seen as one way of assessing (changes 

in) maturity of knowledge. The outcomes of the representative study (see D1.2, section 4.6) suggest that 

the knowledge maturing indicators identified in the MATURE project are deemed to suit well to the con-

text of participating organisation. With respect to the case study UIBK1, we aim at researching whether 

knowledge maturing indicators are currently or prospectively used in the targeted organisation in order to 

assess (changes in) maturity of knowledge. In order to collect open-minded reflections from the perspec-

tive of the researched organisation, we decided to not go through the list of knowledge maturing indica-

tors item by item, but instead link and align the general topics of the interview guideline to the topic of 

knowledge maturing indicators, when deemed applicable. 

UIBK2  - adaptation of software for  KM  in general and for specific phases 

For UIBK2, we focused on software with two distinct lenses: A specific solution including software that 

aimed at improving knowledge handling and knowledge work in the studied organization was focused. 

How the members of the organization, specifically a community of practice, make use of this KM initia-

tive will be the first part of UIBK2ôs individual topic. The second lens will be used for explore how actual 

software tools provided by the organisation are employed for coping with knowledge intensive work. 

Especially how members of the organisation cope with changing tools across the different KM phases 

(i.e. the transitions between the phases) will be of interest. 

UPB ï sociofacts as a factor of on knowledge maturing 

The UPB case study was conducted at an outsourcing company which focuses itself on the relationship 

between knowledge achievement and process improvement. Therefore, in our analysis we want to enable 

a special view on the mutual dependencies between artefacts and sociofacts. This means not only to ana-

lyse the use of software tools for knowledge maturing in the company but also to gather a more systemic 

view on the relation between artefacts and sociofacts. Thus, the analysis of the UPB case study was guid-

ed by the lead question: How can Sociofacts contribute to and improve knowledge maturing? In this con-

text we understand sociofacts as capacities to perform specific actions which are related to a topic and a 

target group. In addition to the social dimension of their intended action sociofacts mostly are goal-



 

27 

oriented. Besides their internal individual aspects, sociofacts have an external representation, observable 

as social interaction and as activities of individuals within groups. The topic related actions in groups 

include a different degree of shared topics and a common understanding of those topics between the in-

teracting group members. This social interaction, often supported by digital media, also effects the crea-

tion of associated artefacts. Therefore, as a result of that kind of social activity (e.g., delivering emails in a 

working group, using a Wiki cooperatively), we also generate artefacts. This topic-related communication 

and the resulting social interaction establish a specific workflow in a company. Thus, so-called Artefact-

Actor-Networks (AANs) (Reinhardt et al., 2009) may indicate the existence of related sociofacts and can 

be used to describe and analyse them. The concept of sociofacts supports the analysis of existing social 

networks and associated topics the network is dealing with. Regarding sociofacts and AANs shifts the 

focus of analysis from the use of a specific software tool to a more broadened view of media-supported 

topic-related communication in a social network within a group, a company or an organization. 

UWAR - inter -organisational learning and interactions/relationships between individuals across 

organizations 

The UWAR case study focused upon a Careers Innovation Group (CIG). This group was formed of indi-

viduals (in senior positions involved with career guidance management, training or research) interested in 

knowledge development, sharing and maturation in careers guidance. The focus of the case study was 

upon learning, development and knowledge maturation in a distributed community. The participants were 

members of this group because of a shared interest in knowledge maturation in career guidance. This 

topic mattered a great deal to the participants (as an object of pressing concern) but it also had deeper 

significance and meaning for the participants as it was bound up with their emotions, feelings, sense of 

identity and imagined futures. It was concerned with the future rather than being grounded in daily work 

activities, and so complemented those case studies based in a single organisation. 

3.4  Summary 

This section gave an overview of the design of the in-depth study. Based on the existing KM landscape, 

representing a major part of WP1ôs outcome of the first two years of the MATURE project and inputs 

from WP2, WP3 and WP4 which particularly put special attention on software and services, we defined 

the scope of the in-depth study. The consortium agreed on focussing the following topics: 

Å (Performance) Reasons for better performing knowledge maturing than others.  

Å (Organisation) Organizational measures that are deemed to support knowledge maturing.  

Å (Barriers) Possible ways of overcoming barriers. 

Å (Information Technology) IT-oriented measures that are deemed to support knowledge maturing.  

Å (Plans) Plans for introducing organizational and IT-oriented measures in order to (further) enhance 

knowledge maturing in the future. 

In order to investigate these collected topics at different organization sites, we decided on a multiple case 

study with a common design which incorporated individual case reports and a jointly conducted cross-

case analysis. Within these cases, we employed several methods of data collection and analysis, i.e. inter-

pretative phenomenological analysis, semi-structured interviews, participant and workplace observation. 

We relied on a purposeful and convenient sampling for selecting organisations to study: we aimed for 

organisations which we had prior relations with and which were deemed to provide in-depth insights into 

interesting aspects with respect to knowledge maturing. Within the studied organizations, we started with 

one interviewee in a key informant interview who provided an overview of the organization, highlighted 

aspects currently performed with respect to knowledge maturing, and helped establishing contact to fur-

ther interview partners which we collected using a snowball approach. Additionally, we also collected 

data from an inter-organisational organisation, concretely a professional network that not only deals with 

the topics of knowledge development, sharing and maturation, but connects professionals in the domain 

of careers guidance which is what two instantiations of the MATURE project focus as application part-

ners. Criteria for selecting interviewees, similarly to the representative study before, were amongst others 

proper work experience with knowledge-intensive work, a broad view of the organization and knowledge 

of IT. Additionally, we made sure that we interviewed members of different departments or, in case of the 
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network even of different organisations, in order to cover diversity and multiple viewpoints on the topic 

of knowledge maturing. 

The in-depth study was planned to comprise two parts: a common part, consisting of the five topics above 

and a study-dependent part focusing on an individual topic. We developed an interview guideline (see 

section 3.3.4 and appendix 7.1) for the common part that was intended to support the discussions and 

joint reflections during the interviews and covers open questions on the five common topics. 
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4  Results 

This section presents the results of the in-depth study. For our seven cases, section 4.1 presents an over-

view as well as a brief summary on the context of the study and key findings. Based on the data of the 

individual cases, section 4.2 focuses on the cross-case evaluation consisting of five topics. The evaluation 

will be aligned to an integrating model, which we present in section 4.3. Finally, section 4.3 presents the 

impact of the results and impact for the project and section 4.4 elaborates on limitations for the in-depth 

study. Finally, section 4.5 summarizes the results of the in-depths study and concludes this section. 

4.1  Facts about Individual Case Reports (Summaries)  

Following the common approach described in section 3, seven cases were studied by individual partners, 

with continuous interaction with each other in order to ensure an early exchange of interesting results so 

that joint interpretation, cross-case analysis and thoughts about the potential impact on the project, partic-

ularly the parallel activities of demonstrator and evaluation teams, could be started as early on as possible. 

The comprehensive case reports created by the partner responsible for the individual case can be found in 

the appendix (see section 7.2). Based on the recommendation of Walsham (1995), this section will pro-

vide the following data on the case studies. The first part, including 

Å What other data sources were used (method of data collection) 

Å Research site and unit of analysis chosen (organisation) 

Å Number of people that were interviewed (no. of participants) 

is described in table 1, together with the short name of the case in column one and the method of data 

analysis (see section 3.3.2) and the individual topic. 

 

case organization 

no. of 

par tici

ti ci-

pants 

individual topic  

method of 

data collec-

tion 

method of data analysis 

FZI1 large, interna-

tionally operat-

ing company in 

industry sector -  

headquarters and 

many affiliated 

companies in 

Germany 

15 analysis of barri-

ers in detail and 

ways to overcome 

them 

interviews; 

field notes of 

observations 

reflection of work envi-

ronments;  

field notes and transcripts 

of interviews as basis for 

qualitative content analysis 

FZI2 large, interna-

tionally operat-

ing company in 

automotive sec-

tor in Germany 

5 analysis of barri-

ers in detail and 

ways to overcome 

them 

interviews; 

field notes of 

observations 

joint reflection of work 

environments; 

field notes and transcripts 

of interviews as basis for 

qualitative content analysis 

TUG medium-sized 

software compa-

ny 

2 observing/ ana-

lyzing maturing 

processes in 

company/ cus-

tomer knowledge 

base 

interviews, 

field notes of 

observations 

 

reflection of work envi-

ronment, field notes, tran-

scripts of interviews as 

basis for qualitative con-

tent analysis 

UIBK1 large company 

in industry sec-

tor (Germany) 

7 knowledge ma-

turing indicators 

and indicators 

with respect to 

performance of 

interviews; 

field notes of 

observations 

(joint) reflection of work 

environments; 

field notes and transcripts 

of interviews as basis for 

qualitative content analysis 
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knowledge ma-

turing 

UIBK2 large company 

in service sector 

(Germany) 

5 adaptation of 

software for KM 

in general and for 

specific phases 

interviews; 

field notes of 

observations 

(joint) reflection of work 

environments; 

field notes and transcripts 

of interviews as basis for 

qualitative content analysis 

UPB large, globally 

operating com-

pany in the area 

of knowledge 

management 

(Poland) 

7 barriers of 

knowledge shar-

ing; lean process-

es and outsourc-

ing of KM; inter-

organizational 

learning and 

knowledge ma-

turing 

interviews; 

field notes of 

observations 

(joint) reflection of work 

environments; 

field notes and transcripts 

of interviews as basis for 

qualitative content analysis 

UWAR Careers Innova-

tion Group 

14 inter-

organisational 

learning 

interviews 

and partici-

pant obser-

vation 

Interpretative Phenomeno-

logical Analysis: idio-

graphic focus - insights 

into how interviewees, in 

the given context, make 

sense of the phenomenon 

of knowledge maturation 

Table 1: Overview of case studies 

The second part of the recommended data by Walsham (1995), comprising the following points: 

Å What hierarchical or professional role the participants occupy  

Å How field interviews and other data were recorded  

Å Over what period the research was conducted 

Å How data was analysed and how the iterative process between field data and theory took place and 

evolved over time 

will be enclosed in the summaries of the seven cases which are presented, together with a short summary 

of the main findings, in the following subsections (4.1.1 to 4.1.7). The comprehensive case reports of 

each case study can be found in the appendix (section 7.2). 

4.1.1  FZI1 

For FZI1, we visited a construction and multi service company in Germany. This company operates 

worldwide. The criteria for selecting this company are that it is a large company (criteria used from 

(OECD and EUROSTAT, 2005)), that employees and management are interested in knowledge manage-

ment and FZI had already contact with this company in an on-going project about the usefulness of Web 

2.0 tools for some departments. Furthermore the company was part of the representative study and willing 

to participate in the in-depth study as they were open-minded to the concept of knowledge maturing. 

The unit of analysis of this case study is a set of fifteen knowledge workers (ten department leaders and 

five team members) who work together or had previously worked together on different projects and de-

partments. The professions of the individuals are mixed, including construction engineers, members from 

the knowledge management team and the knowledge manager, i.e. the head of the knowledge manage-

ment department. During interviews, field notes were taken. Recording was not allowed at all. For two 

interviews also taking field notes was prohibited. 

In the case study FZI1, all common research topics are addressed (see section 3). Additionally, special 

attention is put on the analysis of barriers in detail and how some of these barriers have been overcome. 

Another focus of the interviews was to identify existing barriers and to examine the possibilities for the 
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introduction of Web 2.0 tools in the organisation. Because the company struggled to introduce Web 2.0 

tools successfully by itself, the analysis of existing barriers was the main motivation for the company for 

participating in the interviews. 

In general, the interviewees state that knowledge maturation is performed quite well in the organisation, 

in particular the phases III (Formalizing) to Vb (Standardising) are supported very well. This is justified 

by comparison with competitors. 

Some work processes of the company are not well defined for the first phases of the knowledge maturing 

model, thus the current organisational culture does not really fit for the introduction of Web 2.0 tools for 

knowledge maturing. A better support of the first phases of the KM phase model is planned. 

Also, the barriers lack of information and communication are important, because they lead to the barrier 

lack of trust. . For the senior management, the barrier personal interdependencies (e.g. personality traits 

or different individual skills) is perceived as the most important barrier for knowledge maturing, because 

different personalities act in given situations differently. Lack of time is a barrier that has been partly re-

solved and only exists at a low level, although it is still perceived as important. 

Finally, personal contacts are preferred by the interviewees. This limits the beneficial effects of 

knowledge exchange and knowledge maturation is handicapped because only a small number of persons 

share their information. This leads to the barrier fear of losing power. 

Further steps focus on transforming the organizational culture to more open discussions and transparency. 

This process has been acknowledged by some interviewees and they consider this a process, taking some 

years, which has already began with focus groups for the introduction of a Wiki. 

4.1.2  FZI2 

For the FZI2 case study, we conducted research on a large car manufacturing company which operates 

and serves markets worldwide and is based in Germany. The criteria for selecting this company are that it 

is a large company (criteria used from (OECD and EUROSTAT, 2005)) and prior contact had been estab-

lished with this company. The company perceives itself as performing very well in the context of 

knowledge maturation and it is therefore useful for the MATURE projects to see, how former barriers 

have been overcome. The research of these barriers has also been requested by the company itself. Fur-

thermore, the knowledge management department recently launched some innovative tools and perceived 

the interviews as a possibility to reflect on knowledge maturation. 

The unit of analysis of this case study consists of five employees (two team leaders, two software engi-

neers and one construction worker) who work together or had previously worked together in different 

projects and departments. The professions of the individuals are mixed, for example construction engi-

neers or software engineers. The interviewees compared themselves with other departments and competi-

tors. During interviews, field notes were taken. Recording was not allowed. Field notes of thee interviews 

were used for joint analysis.  

In the case study FZI2, all common research topics are addressed (see section 3) and additionally again 

special attention is put on the analysis of barriers in detail and how some of these barriers have been over-

come. 

In general, the interviewees replied that knowledge maturation is performed very well in the organisation. 

All interviewees think that phase Vb (standardisation) is supported best, although other phases do not get 

significantly less support. In particular, the phases Ia (expressing ideas), Ib (appropriating ideas), II (dis-

tributing in communities), III (formalisation) and Vb (standardisation) are perceived to be performed 

most effectively, with an emphasis on Vb (standardisation) because of many iterations in this phase. 

The company has a constructive discussion culture. If the employees have the possibility to participate in 

different discussions, then this is seen as a positive indicator for knowledge maturation. Multiple different 

multidisciplinary work settings support and need this constructive discussion culture in this company. 

Also, knowledge maturation is perceived to be more effective in the construction departments, because 

the departments are better connected with each other and therefore share and exchange information about 
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projects and other work related aspects more efficiently. This is achieved through different tools, like 

wikis and forums and also via regular meetings. Also, aspects like in-house exhibitions and the use of 

latest technology, e.g., looking at computer constructions via 3D technology, support the knowledge mat-

uration process by the distribution and presentation of ideas and products within the company. 

A research and development forum, and also a business innovation forum are part of the broad variety of 

different technologies and software which the company uses. These forums are frequently used by a high 

number of participants, but lack some experts. Also, social media software is being used for accessing and 

maintaining personal profiles of the employees, consisting of job related information like, e.g., profession. 

For the barriers, organisational culture, lack of time and lack of resources are barriers that have been 

partly resolved but also still exist and are perceived as still important. The employees miss support for the 

Phase Ia (expressing ideas). Although the employees know that there is immediate action necessary, the 

interviewees cannot determine the exact start of the support of this phase and they consider this a long-

term process. 

Open communication is performed very well and is also a key factor for the success of phase II (distribu-

tion in communities) of the knowledge maturing model. New ideas are discussed and therefore also sup-

ported in forums. These forums have also replaced traditional suggestion systems, which were based on 

paper-and-pencil, in the company. Finally, with this action more responsibility has been given to the indi-

viduals and teams. Transparency and more discussions are the results of this organisational culture and 

less hierarchical structures. Also, a total quality management system has been established, to lower the 

risk of new barriers. 

4.1.3  TUG 

The unit of analysis of this case is a small company in the sector of computer programming and consul-

tancy (NACE-Code 62) with around 20 employees. There are two main interacting areas: the development 

of software-products for different branches, such as horticultural production and trade, reservation sys-

tems and event management, and the customer support. The company consists of a home office situated 

in Graz (Austria) and two branch offices for customer-support abroad, one in Germany and one in the 

Netherlands.  

The company has been chosen as unit of analysis due to its prior relationships to TUG as well as its re-

flectiveness about organizational and technological measures fostering collaborative learning processes. 

The case report is based on two extensive interviews with the companyôs manager and a longstanding 

employee responsible for project management, as well as on information gathered in the context of a se-

ries of meetings held in advance of the case study. The two interviews were audio-recorded, transcribed 

and afterwards analysed by means of a qualitative content analysis. 

An encouraging outcome has been that companyôs managers regard the MATURE-model as a helpful 

concept to picture learning sequences in their company and to address barriers in distributing and docu-

menting knowledge. Collaborative learning processes with respect to customer support are triggered by a 

new and specific customer request that cannot be answered by retrieving information from either the indi-

vidual or organisational memory but may instead require contacting experienced colleagues or exploring 

and searching internal databases or the web. Insights gained during this early phase of maturation are 

stored and externalized by means of emails or telephone notes. In case of being repeatedly confronted 

with the same customer request, the responsible customer advisor may create an FAQ in order to ensure 

the distribution of the approach to the solution, so to crystallize procedural/implicit knowledge and to 

shorten the future process of searching for functioning operators in the problem space of the distributed 

cognitive system of the company. If the idea to deal with the customer request gets legitimation and is 

enriched by contributions of other team members in the course of meetings (e.g., SCRUM meetings) the 

knowledge becomes further formalized by turning the FAQ into a new chapter of the software documen-

tation, realized in form of a wiki-based manual. This formalization step consists of the consolidation of 

several drafts: Wiki articles of different employees are firstly collected in a file only accessible by em-

ployees of the company and secondly stitched into a coherent whole. After this document has met some 

quality criteria, for instance readability, its content is released as a new learning module also accessible 
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by customers. If they approve of this extension of the Wiki it will become a standardized part of the soft-

ware documentation and procedure in customer support. 

With respect to measures to support knowledge maturing, the emphasis is on the lack of hierarchical 

structures to facilitate less bureaucratic mechanisms and a social basement of network-like arrangements. 

The focus is on a physical layout supporting face-to-face communication which is regarded as the most 

effective way to convey ideas and all their associated layers of context necessary to understand them. 

Conducting SCRUM meetings is seen as an important measure at the community level by providing a 

formal structure for communities of practice to discuss urgent tasks and to evaluate the progress of the 

software development. They contribute to an open-minded organizational climate that supports cognitive 

flexibility when searching for new ideas. They increase the transparency of relations among team mem-

bers and their approach to solutions and thus are regarded as an important factor for newcomers to be-

come familiar with socio-cultural practices. 

Moreover, the company takes much effort to introduce software-based solutions for the improvement of 

formalization processes. For instance, the implementation and continuous advancement of an internal 

Wiki should foster documentation of problem solving. The company has also implemented a widget-

based software combining several services such as a collection widget to collect and structure resources 

(e.g. Web-resources or articles of the internal wiki), a discussion-widget to engage in dialogue about col-

lected resources or a tagging-widget to enable a more flexible organization and effortless retrievability of 

resources. As media disruptions in the course of one task are seen as detrimental to individual as well as 

collaborative learning processes, the implementation of one software product supporting different aspects 

of a single task is a highly prioritized and software-based goal to be achieved within the next three to five 

years.  

4.1.4  UIBK1 

For UIBK1, a large company in the industry sector in Germany was selected for investigation. The major 

reasons for considering this company as a promising candidate for researching knowledge maturing are: 

(1) It is a large company (criteria used from (OECD and EUROSTAT, 2005)) and provides its employees 

performing knowledge work with access to an elaborate technical infrastructure and several different 

systems. (2) It follows the approach of management by objectives (Drucker, 1993) implemented with the 

help of different measurements which could possibly be related to the area of knowledge maturing. (3) Its 

employees showed high interest in the area of knowledge management. (4) Researchers of UIBK have 

already had contact with some employees of the company. The unit of analysis of this case study is a set 

of knowledge workers who work together or had previously worked together towards a common goal. 

During their time at the company, all of them switched between different subsidiaries and between differ-

ent departments within one subsidiary. 

In the case study UIBK1, all common research topics are addressed (see section 3). Additionally, special 

attention is put on indicators of knowledge maturing (see section 5.2), their possible occurrence and po-

tential usage in an organisation. The questions of the interview guideline (see section 7.1) were linked and 

aligned to this topic, when deemed applicable. 

In total, seven interviews with employees in the following roles were conducted by two researchers of 

UIBK (number of interviews in brackets): head of department (2), project manager (1), in-house consult-

ant (4). The first three interviews were performed in a setting of two interviewers and one interviewee. 

The remainder of four interviews were conducted in a one to one setting, each. During interviews, field 

notes were taken. Together with recorded and transcribed interviews, the field notes were used as inputs 

for qualitative content analysis (e.g., Mayring, 2007) that was performed by interviewers. 

The case study UIBK1 was successful in investigating the five common research topics. Furthermore, 

interviewees provided rich information about knowledge maturing indicators and indicators with respect 

to performance of knowledge maturing. The qualitative analysis of data gained from interviews and field 

notes led to highly interesting results. The key findings are briefly summarized in the following para-

graphs. 
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The awareness of employees of knowledge management in general was deemed to be one major point for 

differentiating between organisational units based on their performance of knowledge maturing. This 

awareness is seen as being strongly influenced by senior management. 

Several interviewees emphasized the importance of people playing the role of a ñclaimantò. This is not a 

formal role that is recognised by the organisation. It describes someone, ideally in a relatively powerful 

position who stresses a demand to change and enhance current knowledge and will not accept any behav-

iour falling short of the agreed changed practice or process, especially not falling back into the routine 

practice or process before the change. If someone takes up this role, it is deemed much easier to follow up 

on goal-oriented further development of knowledge related to artefacts, sociofacts or cognifacts. 

The legitimation by supervisor(s) is seen on the one hand as a possible barrier to knowledge maturing, but 

on the other hand as crucial and as ñvaluable filterò allowing only selected knowledge to develop. This is 

also closely related to the role of a claimant. As this role is not an official role implemented, e.g., in or-

ganisational guidelines, it is taken by volunteers. If there is no employee (ideally in a powerful position) 

who wants to take up responsibility and claims the further development of certain knowledge, it is not 

going to happen. 

Related to the strong influence of legitimation by supervisors, it was stated that if in phase III (formaliz-

ing) of the KM phase model an official commitment is made by a supervisor and/or management panel, 

the idea will be standardized. Hence, the decision of standardizing or not is already made in a relatively 

early phase. Once the standardizing phase is reached, new ideas might lead to further improvement 

through starting a new instance of the knowledge maturing phase model. 

An organisational measure deemed important and implemented within the company is supervisors acting 

as boundary spanners, i.e. leading teams (possibly of other supervisors) in different subsidiaries. This is 

seen as having a positive influence on the exchange and development of knowledge in general. 

Another observation made with respect to knowledge maturing in general is that systems (or locations) 

where digital resources are stored are deemed to indicate different levels of maturity, e.g., standardized 

knowledge is located in a dedicated document management system. 

4.1.5  UIBK2 

Besides addressing the general research topics, the UIBK2 case also aimed at focussing on the appropria-

tion of software for knowledge maturing. The case study was conducted at a large IT service provider in 

Germany. The organisation was chosen for different reasons. There was a pre-existing relationship be-

tween the studied organisation and the researcher, in particular a collaborative research project and prior 

studies which were conducted there. The company is reflective of knowledge management in general and 

has already been familiarized by UIBK with aspects of knowledge maturing. Furthermore, the organisa-

tion provides two distinct views on the use of IT tools: the view of a user and the view of a producer. The 

sector of the organisation is classified as highly knowledge-intensive (OECD and EUROSTAT, 2005). 

The organisation has about 500 employees, not including two subsidiary companies. Although the majori-

ty of employees are located at its headquarters, it has three smaller sites. It provides a variety of IT based 

services, ranging from consulting, application support and IT solutions to application hosting and out-

sourcing solutions in its own computing centre. The organisation is active in several sectors but has its 

focus on the utilities sector. Different business areas within the organisation seem to have individual 

working cultures which may be explained by different historical developments of these areas and differ-

ent working requirements. 

As a unit of analysis, two different communities of practice within the organisation were chosen: the 

group of employees using a flexible office space (Maier et al., 2008) and the ñinnovation groupò of the 

organisation which were both situated at the headquarters. The groups were chosen as they both have a 

high affinity towards improving with regards to handling knowledge and are also open to using new tech-

nologies. 

Interviewees were selected according to the general study guidelines (see section 3.3.4). Especially, work 

experience gained in different departments or gained in different environments (e.g., due to working in 
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projects with different organisations and team compositions) was emphasized. All in all, five people were 

interviewed: a consultant, a team leader, the head of HR department, the head of the internal communica-

tion department and a project manager. 

Data was collected using the following methods: semi-structured interviews, document analysis (of main-

ly concepts, meeting minutes and presentations), participation in meetings and informal meetings with 

employees. Interviews and informal meetings were conducted in a neutral and open-ended way. 

Interviews were conducted in two sequences: the first three interviews were conducted focusing on 

knowledge management and knowledge maturing in general. The second sequence of two interviews was 

conducted using the study guideline following more on the general topics of the in-depth study and the 

appropriation of software. Interviews were recorded and transcribed. Additionally, field notes were taken 

during interviews. The data was evaluated using qualitative content analysis (Mayring, 2007). 

The general view among the interviewees studied was that they considered themselves successful with 

respect to KM. Personal relationships were seen as a main factor for performing better with respect to 

KM than others. This perception was based around key KPIs (i.e. duration of projects or a product devel-

opment being completed on budget) used in the respective organizational units of the interviewees. 

Communities (of practice) were seen as a major means of supporting building of personal relationships. 

Besides this personal level, communities were also deemed to improve KM on several levels of the ma-

turing model (i.e. II ï distribution in communities, Ia - expressing ideas and III ï formalizing). Conse-

quently, communities are supported by the organisation through a range of measures (see section 7.2.6). 

A main challenge seen in the organisation was the transition from topics that evolved in a community-

based setting and then needed to be brought into a broader organisational setting, e.g., when contents 

which were developed in the Wiki would be formalized and therefore used in another context and/or ap-

plication. 

If these communities had to deal with software that imposed too many restrictions or that was inconven-

ient in some way, they tended to circumvent the software. This was also true for tools officially required 

by the organisation. It seemed that evolving structures in communication and behaviour of these commu-

nities superseded structures imposed by IT tools and organisational measures. 

In later phases of the KMM, different backgrounds and contexts of employees working together were 

seen as main reasons for leading to issues in communication. Although measures (e.g., trainings on work-

ing in projects) were introduced to solve this issue, it is still one of the main areas of interest for future 

improvements with respect to knowledge maturing in the organization. 

4.1.6  UPB 

For the UPB-case a large, worldwide operating company in the area of management consultancy (NACE-

Code 71) with more than 90.000 employees and subsidiaries in over 30 countries was selected. Besides 

consulting services the company is providing technology services, outsourcing services and local profes-

sional services. The interviews were conducted in a Polish subsidiary of the company. 

This unit of analysis is mostly engaged in the area of business outsourcing services. Henceforth, we will 

refer to this company as BPOC (Business Process Outsourcing Company). The main reasons for consid-

ering BPOC as a candidate for our in-depth case study were: (1) the company itself is focusing on 

knowledge maturing in order to restructure and outsource business processes of their clients with regard 

to quality, time and cost. They simultaneously want to restructure and improve their own consulting pro-

cesses. (2) This service for lean business process management is highly formalized according to the com-

panyôs global business process model. It was interesting to identify differences and similarities between 

the strategy of knowledge maturing of BPOCôs transition teams, who are working with their clients, and 

the knowledge maturing model of MATURE. (3) Based on the specific relationship between BPOCôs 

transition teams and their clientôs employees we wanted to analyze the impact of social interaction and 

social networks on knowledge maturing (a) within BPOC, (b) in teams of the clients and (c) between 

BPOC-transition teams and client teams. (4) Finally, the supportive role of software tools for those 

knowledge maturing processes could be analyzed with specific regard to the evolution and the maturation 

of sociofacts. 
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In addition to interviews with seven representatives of BPOC (L&D Management, HR Business Partner, 

Compensation & Benefits Lead, IT Department Lead, Delivery Excellence representative) discussions in 

small focus groups on different topics of KM were conducted. After the transcription of the recorded in-

terviews and discussions and the evaluation of the field notes, these inputs were evaluated using qualita-

tive content analysis methods.  

Some of the main findings of our case study can be summarized as follows. The transition (i.e. the pro-

cess of outsourcing) of business processes of BPOCôs clients is organized according to a highly formal-

ized procedure that is based on experiences of former engagements with other clients. Therefore, the tran-

sition of business processes can be regarded as a process of approximation to a global best practice con-

cept. Nevertheless, contextual conditions of a specific client are considered. A GPM (global process mod-

el) database provides documents which support these efforts and is itself subject to continuous improve-

ment in compliance with quality management regulations. Thus, the related knowledge maturing process-

es within BPOC can be identified on the artefact level as well as on the sociofacts level. On the artefact 

level there exist well defined document types which describe on-going transition processes on six differ-

ent levels of abstraction. These artefacts, which are co-operatively generated and edited, are bases for 

discussions between the BPOC transition team and the clientôs employees as well as for internal discus-

sions of the BPOC staff. The maturation of these documents and their status of approval are processed 

after a pre-defined concept of quality assurance. For the needs of quality analysis of the revised business 

processes, KPIôs (Key Performance Indicators) are provided. The status of approval of documents and 

processes can also be regarded as a key indicator of knowledge maturation. Furthermore, the interviewees 

confirm, that the MATURE knowledge maturing phase model is similar to the phase model of business 

process management within BPOC. For the needs of finding and expressing ideas an óidea data baseô and 

a wiki are used as a media-based forum for open discussion in the company. Team members represent a 

broad variety of expertise in order to increase the teamôs social creativity. Team-related competitions, 

motivational awards, an incentive system and annually arranged project-presentation and idea exhibitions 

contribute to reduce communication barriers between teams, support informal training, foster team build-

ing and the emergence of a cooperative identity. The subjects of formal training in BPOC are closely 

linked to the needs which were identified during the implementation phase of approved standardized pro-

cesses. The communication between clients and the BPOC-team is organized on a governance model and 

mainly takes place between two persons (single point of contact) who are responsible on both sides for 

those changes (client: project manager; BPOC: transition team leader). They can be regarded as boundary 

spanners using boundary objects to achieve a common shared understanding. Finally, we recognized, at 

the sociofacts level of knowledge maturing, that social interaction within BPOC and with the clients oc-

curs in accordance and in mutual dependency with co-operatively generated artefacts. This also provides 

evidence for existing artefact actor networks and their important impact on knowledge maturation. 

4.1.7  UWAR 

Careers Innovation Group (CIG) is formed of individuals (in senior positions involved with career guid-

ance management, training or research) interested in knowledge development, sharing and maturation in 

careers guidance. Hence all the participants are, inter alia, interested in knowledge maturation, and in the 

original MATURE application it was proposed that we work with this group. The unit of analysis was 

interstices of individual and group action (across organisations, perspectives and disciplines). 

Methods for data collection comprised 4 interviews (senior career professionals, but all of equal status 

within the CIG); participant observation by two UWAR researchers; document analysis (minutes of meet-

ings, contributions on website etc.); participation in linked meetings; and researchers talked about the 

phenomenon with participants in related practice contexts. Interview and other field data were written up 

as case notes. The CIG started in October 2007, and the two UWAR researchers have been reflexive 

about knowledge maturation processes and the research has been on-going since the start of the MA-

TURE project in March 2008. 

Interpretative Phenomenological Analysis (IPA) was used as the method for data analysis. The insights of 

the interviewees / participants, in the given context of the CIG were examined as they tried to make sense 

of the phenomenon of knowledge maturation. The focus on knowledge maturation was because this was 
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the driving rationale for the group as a whole and it was seen as having personal significance for members 

of the group as well as for the future development of career guidance as a profession. At one level the 

iterative process between field data and theory is built into IPA as an approach, and at another level the 

substantive issue itself (processes of knowledge maturation) is the subject of the MATURE project, which 

is also theoretically-informed by the MATURE model and the analysis in this report has been organised 

according to the precepts of the model. 

The CIG was chosen as an example of inter-organisational learning selected as additional topic, because it 

was felt that the MATURE project should consider knowledge maturation processes that occur outside 

organisations as well as within them.  

CIG was set up with the explicit intention of helping individuals in an inter-organisational setting advance 

their individual and collective knowledge and understanding of careers innovation processes. Member-

ship of the group was seen to provide a platform for dialogue between academics and employers in identi-

fying óinnovationô and óideasô for development activities. It also offered a óspaceô for reflection, updates 

and supporting a community of interest in policy, research and practice. The group is still active and it is 

interesting that this inter-organisational óspaceô was used by participants as a reflective forum where they 

can return to different issues and themes as these evolve, in a broader socio-political context where the 

organisational and opportunity structures in which careers guidance is embedded are themselves in flux. 

A óspaceô where members can keep up to date, be self-critical, learn from experience, learn from new 

knowledge, technology, and reflect on how people are brought up and the kind of lifestyles they seek was 

seen by group members as very valuable in helping to mature their knowledge, individually and collec-

tively, and for that knowledge to help members make sense of the field, contextualise their activities with-

in and beyond their own organisations and inform how their own practice might evolve in future. 

Key aspects:  

Å Members were reflexive about the nature of knowledge maturation itself 

Å Members of the group had particularly strong overlapping personal and professional networks and 

the group acted as a form of óbridging social capitalô across the field as a whole (which sometimes 

operates within distinct ósilosô) 

Å Some knowledge maturation challenges have been surmounted but others remain, such as ac-

knowledging the gap between current and ideal practice, before the goal of using software tools to 

support effective knowledge maturation in guidance can be practically realised 

Å The freely accessible careers innovation site utilises two main elements: a tool for social network-

ing (cloudworks) and a tool to allow comments on public documents (write to reply
4
) 

Å Technology-enhanced boundary objects (TEBOs)
5
 were software-based resources which supported 

knowledge sharing across organisational boundaries and were conceived as boundary-crossing 

tools which could support situated learning  

Å In order to enhance knowledge maturation processes in future, there will need to be a shift of focus 

to support knowledge maturation in particular organisational settings as well as supporting learning 

and development across the field as a whole 

Knowledge maturation processes of the group had resulted in members developing a óreadiness to learn or 

óreadiness to mature knowledgeô of how technology might support innovation, learning and development 

in guidance practice. This learning and knowledge development had been achieved through scaffolding 

(support) and reflection in face to face settings where peers had been experimenting with technology to 

collectively develop their understanding, thereby co-enculturating and developing one another. The chal-

lenge for the future is whether social software tools can produce similar support to take participants to 

higher levels of understanding, which in turn makes the artefacts created increasingly useful for practi-

tioners. The use of social software to support knowledge sharing for guidance practitioners is already 

being used in embryonic ways, but maybe to start to transform understanding of what is possible requires 

                                                      

4
 See section 4.2.3 for further detail. 

5
 The role of technology-enhanced boundary objects (TEBOs) are more fully discussed in section 0 
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a more óopen pedagogyô in the production of digital boundary objects. This line of development will con-

tinue within and beyond the MATURE project.
 6
 

4.2  Topics of  Cross-Case Analysis 

For the cross-case analysis, we decided to narrow the focus on the five general topics (see section 3.3.4). 

Therefore, we jointly revisited the goals of the study in a meeting in which we also shared results of the 

individual analysis and interpretation of the case studies: With respect to the KMM landscape, we wanted 

to (1) further refine the knowledge maturing indicators and knowledge maturing activities (2) inform the 

development of the guidance model and the motivational model as well as (3) provide further inputs for 

tool development (see figure 8). 

 

Figure 8: Intended impact of in-depth study results on KM model landscape v3 

                                                      

6
 See section 0 for further detail. 
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As a result of this process, we analysed the five topics of the interview guideline across the cases includ-

ing a special emphasis on the impact on certain parts of the KMM landscape. In the following, the indi-

vidual results of the cross-case analysis are first provided individually for the five topics. Section 4.3 then 

takes on an integrative perspective and amalgamates the findings on guidance of knowledge maturing as 

well as perceived impacts on performing knowledge maturing in organisations. Table 2 provides an over-

view of these topics and their relationships to the original topics of the interview guideline (see section 

3.3.4) feeding into the cross-case analysis. 

 

topic of cross-case analysis 

topic of interview 

guideline feeding 

into the analysis  

1 reasons for maturing better (more effectively) than others categorized by, 

e.g., sociofacts, cognifacts, artefacts 

1 

2 similarities and differences of measures for knowledge maturing aligned to 

community, organizational (and personal) 

2 

3 classification of barriers, e.g., technological, personal, organisational and 

cultural and types of ways to overcome them, e.g., financial, change mgmt. 

3 

4 software uses in different phases / for transitions between phases of 

knowledge maturing model; how is software used with respect to KM 

4 

5 What measures are planned 5 

Table 2: Topics of the cross-case analysis 

In order to analyse the findings of each individual case study in the context of the cross-case analysis 

(section 3.3.1), we agreed upon a multi-tiered approach (see figure 9) which we followed for each topic of 

the analysis: Firstly, we did the initial analysis for two cases (UIBK1 and UIBK2). We then seeded the 

results (using the MATURE Wiki and email for distribution of results as well as Video conferences for 

further explaining and reflecting on them) back to the other interviewers who then individually did the 

corresponding analysis of their case with the UIBK cases as a reference. After all the interviewers had 

finished their individual analysis, we integrated these results into a first joint analysis. The result of this 

joint evaluation was then reseeded to all interviewers and again discussed and reflected on together with 

the responsible interviewer by, e.g., via bilateral voice calls using Skype. After this validation process, we 

finalised the cross-case analysis. The results we gained were used in order to inform further analyses on 

guidance and also led and a representation of levers for improving knowledge maturing and their deemed 

effects which is described in section 4.3. 
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Figure 9: Approach for Evaluation 

In the following sections, we describe the findings of the cross-case analyses of each of the five general 

topics. 

4.2.1  Topic  1 ð Reasons for better knowledge maturing  

The cross-case analysis of this topic was guided by the lead question: Why do people think that they per-

form KM better than others they compare themselves to? In the following, we present reasons why the 

studied organisations and network perceived themselves as performing knowledge maturing better than 

others they compare themselves to. In order to justify the reasons, we also provide short evidence collect-

ed from individual cases. Furthermore, the findings are categorized according to sociofacts, cognifacts 

and artefacts. 

Accessibility of knowledge 

Å FZI2: Knowledge maturation is perceived as being better in the construction departments, because 

these departments use so called knowledge data bases and Web 2.0 together, to exchange infor-

mation about project and company-related aspects. Also with these interconnections they can better 

focus on their own development, instead of departments that are highly dependent on suppliers for 

the construction process of the cars. This has been put by an interviewee with the following words: 

ñWe are really good at knowledge maturation because we have the processes under control. We 

invent the necessary tools and technologies ourselves. Other departments, but especially other 

companies rely too much on their suppliers. And if they do this, they donôt have the knowledge, but 

the supplier has itò. So the creation of artefacts and sociofacts are important at organizational and 

community level. 

Å UIBK1: Quick accessibility and easy retrieval of knowledge is deemed to positively affect the goal 

oriented and non-redundant transfer of knowledge. Mainly, this is related to both digital resource 

on file shares used by a community or members of an organisational unit, on the Intranet and on the 

Internet (artefacts) and knowledge bound to people (cognifacts). 
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