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Viimeisten vuosikymmenien aikana tietämyksen määrän kasvu on ollut valtava. Tietämyksen tärkeys on 

tunnistettu organisaation toiminnassa, ja siitä on tullut yksi tärkeimmistä resursseista kilpailukyvyn luo-

miseksi. Kilpailukyvyn lisäksi tietämys ilmenee uusina ideoina, taitoina ja parempana ymmärryksenä, joka 

johtaa organisaation toiminnan paranemiseen siellä, missä sitä hyödynnetään. Aikaisempi tutkimus on pai-

nottunut tutkimaan yksittäisiä tekijöitä, jotka vaikuttavat tietämyksen luomiseen. Kuitenkin kokonaiskuvan 

hahmottaminen ja yksittäisten näkemysten integrointi on jäänyt vähemmälle huomiolle. Tämä kandidaatin-

työ pyrkii luomaan kyseisen kokonaiskuvan. 

 

Tämä kandidaatintyö on kirjallisuuskatsaus ja sen tarkoituksena on esitellä tekijöitä, jotka on jo 

liitetty tietämyksen luomiseen aikaisemmissa tutkimuksissa. Kirjallisuuskatsauksen tulokset yh-

distämällä saadaan selville, että vain pari yksilöön liittyvää tekijää on yhdistetty tietämyksen luo-

miseen, kun taas sosiaalisten tekijöiden ja organisaation rooli on huomattava tietämyksen luomi-

sen tukemisessa. Tämä kandidaatintyö tarjoaa koosteen tietämyksen luomiseen liittyvistä teki-

jöistä ja niiden kausaalisuhteista ja sen pohjalta organisaatiot voivat kohdentaa resurssejaan toi-

mintoihin, jotka todella edistävät tietämyksen luomista organisaatiossa.  
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During the last decades, the amount of knowledge has been increasing remarkably and its 

importance for organizations has been acknowledged.  Knowledge has been accepted as 

the most critical resource for a competitive advantage and in addition, when new 

knowledge is created, it can be manifested in new ideas, skills and probably even better 

understanding, which results in improvements in where ever the new knowledge is used 

in organizations. A considerable amount of research has been conducted in studying in-

dividual factors that influence knowledge creation, however, less attention has been paid 

in integrating these views. This thesis aims at providing that big picture.  

 

This paper identifies factors, which have been linked to influencing knowledge creation 

in organizations, by reviewing the previous literature. The results of the literature review 

are synthesised and integrated and they show that only a few individual related factors 

are linked to knowledge creation whereas social factors and the role of the organization 

is major. This work provides a synthesis of the causalities behind knowledge creation and 

based on this study; organizations can better focus their resources on activities that truly 

foster knowledge creation. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

During the last decades, the amount of knowledge has been increasing remarkably. Ma-

jority of the knowledge existing in the world has been created in the 20th century and there 

seems no end to the growth. (Afrazeh 2008). To handle this large amount of knowledge, 

a new approach has been created. Knowledge management is a process where knowledge 

is captured, distributed, and effectively used (Davenport 1994, pp. 119-131).  When the 

knowledge management is systematically planned and executed, it enables new 

knowledge to be created.  Organizations that make good use of the most effective factors 

of knowledge creation are likely to gain competitive advantage compared with their com-

petitors. 

 

In nowadays economy, global competition has shifted the foundation of industrialized 

economics from natural resources to knowledge. (Grant 1991) Thus, knowledge has been 

accepted as the most critical resource for competitive advantage. (Liu & Lin 2010) 

Knowledge is an enabler for continuous innovation, producing new products and services 

and improving organization’s processes and these new innovations and improvements are 

the basis for competitive advantage in the industrial companies (Popadiuk & Choo 2006).  

 

However, even if one would eliminate the industrial environment and the global compe-

tition and just study knowledge creation as a phenomenon, it would still remain important. 

The fundamental aim of the knowledge creation is to create new knowledge and this new 

knowledge can be manifested in new ideas, skills and probably even better understanding, 

which results in improvements wherever the new knowledge is used. For example, Cre-

plet et al. describes that in the university research new knowledge is created for the sake 

of knowledge creation (2001, p.1530). Thus, knowledge is created in order to get new 

knowledge and the fierce global competition does not affect the motivation to create new 

knowledge.  

  

Knowledge creation is not a phenomenon only in the private sector where companies try 

to create a competitive advantage to survive in the fierce global competition but it is also 

a useful concept for other organizations such as those functioning in the public sector. 

Nonaka (1994, p. 14) summarises that every organization that functions in a dynamically 

changing environment should process information efficiently and create information and 

knowledge. 

 

This thesis is done in order to help the building of a soon to be pan-European research 

infrastructure focusing on generating, storing and distributing data on aerosols, clouds 
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and trace gases (ACTRIS). During the following three years, an organization is built 

around the existing research infrastructures around Europe. During these three years, im-

portant decisions are made and for example organization’s strategy, human resource pol-

icy and legal and financial framework are established for the organization. Additionally, 

support for these decisions and plans is needed and this thesis tries to offer it. 

 

Nonaka and Takeuchi introduced a theory of organizational knowledge creation. Accord-

ing to them, knowledge is created through a process, where tacit and explicit knowledge 

interact and intersect. The process, which is called the SECI model, involves four modes 

of knowledge conversion: socialization, externalization, combination and internalization. 

(1995). Although, the process is merely a conceptualization of the activities related to the 

knowledge creation in organizations, it is a widely accepted theoretical knowledge crea-

tion model nowadays and serves as a theoretical base for many research articles studying 

knowledge creation in both private and public sector organizations.  

 

Researchers have examined how variables, such as trust, t-shaped skills, and information 

culture, just to mention a few, have an impact on knowledge creation in organizations 

(Chua 2002; Nejatian et al. 2013; Vick et al. 2015). A considerable amount of research 

has been conducted in finding these individual factors that influence knowledge creation 

but less attention has been paid in integrating these views. By forming a big picture, an 

understanding of the current state of the research area can be formed and different sources 

can be compared and contrasted. From the managerial point of view, resources can be 

focused on activities that truly foster knowledge creation. 

 

The research question of this thesis is: What kind of factors influence knowledge cre-

ation in organizations? The question is answered by conducting an academic literature 

review. The aim of this thesis is to (1) find out the factors that the present literature has 

found to influence knowledge creation in organizations, hence answer the research ques-

tion (2) to discuss whether some themes has not been studied or linked to knowledge 

creation in organizations and (3) point out possible research areas for future. 

 

The remainder of this paper is divided in to five sections. The first section comprises the 

theoretical background of the research topic. In the second section the research design 

and methodology are described. In the third section the selected articles for the literature 

review are analysed and then the results are synthesised and integrated in the fourth sec-

tion. The final section concludes the research and gives recommendations for the future. 
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2. THEORY OF KNOLWEDGE CREATION 

The following sections explore the basic terms related to knowledge creation. The first 

subsection begins with the definitions of different forms of information (data, information 

and knowledge) and is followed by outlining the distinctions between tacit and explicit 

knowledge.  

 

Next, a theoretical model of knowledge creation by Nonaka is introduced. The proposed 

model consists of three elements: the SECI model, ‘ba’ and knowledge assets. The SECI 

model serves as a ground base for the study explaining the dialogue between tacit and 

explicit knowledge which results in new ideas and concepts hence new knowledge. The 

‘ba’ refers to the context where the knowledge is created, and the knowledge assets are 

the inputs and outputs of the knowledge creation process. (Nonaka et al. 2000).   

2.1 Data, Information and Knowledge 

Data, information and knowledge are concepts that can easily be mixed and used as syn-

onyms, however, they represent a continuum of understanding, awareness and conscious-

ness, which starts from simple facts and data, followed by information, which can be 

referred to as data with a context and the continuum results in knowledge, which is a 

deeper understanding of a subject.  Some researchers tend to expand the continuum with 

terms such as wisdom and insight (Davenport & Prusak 1998), however, in this thesis the 

main focus is on knowledge. Therefore, this theory section is limited to discuss the terms 

data, information and knowledge. The first two terms are simpler, so defining those terms 

will help to understand the third one and at the same time defining all three terms helps 

to spot the differences between them. 

 

Data is a set of discrete and objective facts. It can be numbers in an excel sheet, numbers 

representing rainfall or just singular descriptive points. However, data does not tell the 

reason behind the behaviour or the phenomenon and it does not have a relational aspect, 

so that one could tell for example whether the amount of rainfall is large or small. Data 

has only a little relevance and purpose, since it does not alone affect decision making or 

increase understanding of a subject. It is raw material for creating information. (Daven-

port & Prusak 1998). 

 

Machlup (1983) defines information as a flow of messages or meanings which might add 

to, restructure or change knowledge. These messages have two aspects to consider: the 

syntactic and semantic perspective. Syntactic perspective focuses on the volume of the 

information without regarding its meaning or value. (Shannon and Weaver 1949) The 

latter aspect focuses on the importance of the knowledge and its conveyed meaning. From 
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this point of view, information becomes important when it has a new meaning.  As No-

naka (1994, p. 16) describes, information might help interpret events that previously has 

not been understood or build connections between factors that were not obvious before. 

 

On the other hand, Davenport & Prusak define information as a message, which has a 

sender and a receiver. The purpose of information is to change the way receiver perceives 

something or it should have an impact on the receiver’s judgement or behaviour. Thus, 

information should be regarded as data that makes a difference. (1998) Both Machlup and 

Davenport & Prusak state that the purpose of the information is to change one’s belief, 

opinion or understanding and the outcome of this process is called knowledge. 

 

Nonaka (2000, p. 7) define knowledge as “a dynamic human process of justifying per-

sonal belief towards the truth”. Nonaka considers knowledge to be first a dynamic, mean-

ing that it is constantly evolving and changing through social interactions. Second, 

knowledge is content specific, since it depends on time and space. How many times have 

you answered a question using the words “it depends on the situation”? Third, knowledge 

has always a humanistic element because it is related to action of individuals. Fourth, 

knowledge is relational. There are no such things as truth, beauty and goodness or bad-

ness. It is in the beholder’s eyes.  

 

As mentioned, while individuals interact with the surrounding environment, they are ex-

posed to information or a flow of messages. A certain personal belief is constructed of 

the perceived information. In order to the personal belief becoming knowledge, there need 

to be an aspiration for truth which is achieved by constantly justifying the truthfulness of 

the belief. (Nonaka 1994, p. 15; Nonaka et al. 2006, p. 636)  

 

In other words, messages and meanings form the information flow are perceived and then 

justified. According to Davenport and Prusak (1998), justification of the personal belief 

is done through some of the following ways (1) comparing the situation to the previous 

situations, (2) analysing the consequences and causalities of the perceived information, 

(3) connecting bits of knowledge to others, or (4) discussing with other people). For ex-

ample, an employee might eat a tasteless tomato soup as lunch in his workplace canteen 

and therefore, he would think that maybe the quality of the food has decreased. The per-

ceived information, in this case taste and maybe the appearance of the food, arises a doubt 

of the personal belief “the quality of the food served in the canteen is good”. In order to, 

achieve the “truth” of whether the food quality is good or not, justification is needed. 

Thus, the employee might compare it to the previous lunches he has had in the same 

canteen or he might talk with his colleagues and hear their point of views. 

 

Depending on the result of the justification, new knowledge might be added, or 

knowledge might be restructured, changed or maintained as the same. In this example the 
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result could be that the personal belief would change to “the quality of the food served in 

the canteen is good, however, the kitchen is not good at preparing tomato soup.” 

 

Although Davenport and Prusak (1998) describe the ways of justification as conscious 

processes, knowledge can be created in an unconscious level. Knowledge can be divided 

and usually is divided into explicit knowledge and tacit knowledge, where the explicit 

part of knowledge refers to the conscious knowledge that individuals have and the tacit 

part refers to the unconscious part of knowledge. Explicit knowledge can be formulated 

in sentences and expressed in systematic language in manuals, research papers or excel 

tables. It can be easily processed and stored. In contrast, tacit knowledge is highly per-

sonal, tied to senses, movement skills, intuition and unarticulated mental models. Tacit 

knowledge can be observed in the actions, routines and values of individuals. Tacit 

knowledge is also difficult to communicate because it is also highly unconscious. (Po-

lanyi 1966) 

 

Also other kind of classification and definitions of different kind of types of knowledge 

has been discussed. Nonaka (1994, p. 16) proposes that tacit knowledge involves two 

elements, cognitive and technical. The cognitive element refers to psychological phenom-

ena such as mental models, which individuals use to behave, perceive and define the 

world (Johnson-Laird 1983 according to Nonaka 1994). The technical element includes 

the concrete ways of how something is done for example skills, know-how and crafts. 

 

Choo (1998) continues the dialogue by representing that explicit knowledge can be clas-

sified as object-based or rule-based. Knowledge is object-based when it is written in ob-

jects such as numbers, formulas, documents and models and rule-based when it is written 

in rules, procedures, routines and standards. Cyert and March (1992) expand the rule-

based view of knowledge by proposing four types of rule-based procedures. These pro-

cedures cover rules related to performing tasks, keeping records, handling information 

and planning of processes and resource allocation.  

 

On the other hand, Alavi and Leidner propose that knowledge could be classified based 

on its usefulness rather than describing its qualities. According to them, there are four 

types of knowledge: procedural (know-how), causal (know-why), conditional (know-

when) and relational (know-with). (Zack 1998 according to Alavi & Leidner 2001, p. 

112) The different definitions and classifications by various researchers already show that 

knowledge has been discussed from several point of views, both theoretical and practical.  

 

However, there has been some simplifications and limitations in the discussion related to 

knowledge that should be noted. First research papers tend to define explicit and tacit 

knowledge as separate forms of knowledge and second, knowledge has been traditionally 

considered as explicit (Nonaka et al. 2000, p. 8). However, rather than treating explicit 

and tacit knowledge separately Nonaka & von Krogh (2009, p. 636) state that knowledge 
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is explicit and tacit along a continuum. In addition, explicit and tacit knowledge are com-

plementary; both types of knowledge are essential in creating new knowledge. New 

knowledge is created through interactions between these two types of knowledge rather 

than from just either of the knowledge types. (Nonaka 1994; Nonaka et al. 2000) This 

process is described in the following section. 

 

2.2 Creation of Knowledge  

This section describes how organizations create knowledge dynamically. The section in-

troduces three elements that are involved in knowledge creation in organizations. Accord-

ing to Nonaka et al. (1994) the elements are, (a) the knowledge creation process which is 

called the SECI process, (b) the context of knowledge creation, which is called ba and (c) 

knowledge assets, which are the inputs and outputs of the knowledge creation process. 

These elements have to interact together so that knowledge can be created.  

 

When tacit and explicit knowledge interact continuously, knowledge conversion occurs, 

resulting in increment in quality and quantity of knowledge. There are 4 modes of 

knowledge conversions: (1) socialization, from tacit to tacit knowledge (2) externaliza-

tion, from tacit to explicit knowledge (3) combination, from explicit to explicit knowledge 

and (4) internalisation, from explicit to tacit knowledge. Nonaka (1994) proposes that 

through these conversions, new knowledge can be created. The different modes form a 

process which is called the SECI process The process is presented in the figure 1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1.  SECI model (Adapted from Nonaka, 1994) 

Externalization

CombinationInternalization

Socialization

To 

From 

Tacit knowledge 

Tacit knowledge 

Explicit knowledge 

Explicit knowledge 
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The first phase is socialization, where tacit knowledge is created from tacit knowledge by 

shared experiences between individuals. (Nonaka et al. 1994; Nonaka et al. 2000) In 

practice, socialization may occur for example in formal and informal meetings or while 

an apprentice works with his master and where mental models and technical skills are 

shared. In this phase, acquiring new knowledge does not require the use of language but 

rather requires observation, imitation, practice and repetition (Nonaka 1994).   

 

The second phase is externalization, where tacit knowledge is articulated to explicit 

knowledge. This is done by facilitating creative dialogue and by using metaphors, con-

cepts, hypothesis models etc. to present the knowledge. When the knowledge is available 

for others, it becomes the basis of new knowledge. (Nonaka et al. 2000) 

 

The third phase, combination, sorts, integrates, adds, categorizes and re-contextualizes 

explicit knowledge resulting in new knowledge (Nonaka 1994). In practice, it is for ex-

ample conversations, meetings, presentations and communication networks, where ex-

plicit knowledge from different sources is edited and processed by individuals.  

 

The fourth phase, internalization, converts explicit knowledge to tacit knowledge. No-

naka & Takeushi refer this stage to what is traditionally considered as learning (1995). In 

this phase the explicit knowledge is institutionalized, and it becomes the basis of new 

knowledge. During this phase, the knowledge is disseminated throughout the organiza-

tion and thus individuals can learn and assimilate it. (Nonaka et al., 2000) 

 

Even though, the SECI process is usually presented as a circle, it is actually a spiral. The 

spiral represents that the process does not only occur in individual level, but it expands in 

team, department, division, organization level. In addition, the process takes place intra-

organizationally, thus knowledge from different organizations interact resulting in new 

knowledge. (Nonaka et al., 2000) 

 

The above described process takes place always in some context. The context, ba, can be 

a physical place, but at the same time it also includes the social, cultural and historical 

context. Ba can be defined as specific time and space, however, considering the fact that 

the context can be also mental or virtual, it is not limited to that definition. Nonaka et al. 

(2000) proposes that each SECI model phase occur in different type of ba. Accordingly, 

there are four types of ba: originating, dialoguing, exercising and systemising ba. How-

ever, the relationships between each knowledge conversion mode and the respective ba 

are not exclusive. These four types of context can be presented in a double dichotomy 

since the bas vary in two dimensions, individual vs collective and face-to-face vs virtual. 

The types are presented in figure 2. 
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The first type of ba, originating Ba, is the place where individuals share experiences, 

emotions and mental models. This ba is a context for socialisation since tacit knowledge 

such as skills and mental models are usually shared through interaction in a face-to-face 

and individual level. While originating ba allows individuals to acquire new tacit 

knowledge, dialoguing ba is the place where the tacit knowledge is converted into con-

cepts, terms and language using dialogues. Thereby dialoguing ba is the context for ex-

ternalisation where face-to-face interactions take place in a collective level. (Nonaka et 

al. 2000) 

 

Third type of place where knowledge conversions occur is systemising ba. Systemising 

ba relates to collective and virtual interactions and it is the context for combining explicit 

knowledge. Nowadays, information technology is used as a concrete tool to create this 

specific context as it offers a virtual collaborative environment where knowledge combi-

nation is relatively easy and efficient. After explicit knowledge is combined and shared it 

needs to be internalised. This knowledge conversion phase is done through individual and 

virtual interactions in exercising ba. (Nonaka et al. 2000) 

 

The result of the knowledge creation has been widely defined. The result is of course 

knowledge, but it has been also described with more practical terms. Trussler (1998) sug-

gests that the result is a new product development, at the same time West and Meyer 

(1997) propose new organizational practices and Leonard-Barton (1995) proposes new 

methods and managerial systems to be the outcome of the knowledge creation process.  

 

Researchers also argue that in the end the new knowledge would not be the final result, 

but the created knowledge would lead to the result. For example, West and Meyer (1997) 

propose that new knowledge leads to development of new capabilities for the organization 

while Knapp (1998, p. 3) proposes that it leads to creation of new products and services 

Originating Ba Dialoguing Ba

Exercising Ba Systemising Ba

Type of Interaction 

Individual Collective 

Media 

Face-to-Face 

Virtual 

 
Figure 2.  Four types of ba (Adapted from Nonaka et al., 2000, p. 20)) 
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and Inkpen (1998) proposes that new knowledge leads to improvements in HR practices, 

market intelligence and visions for the future. To summarise, new knowledge is or leads 

to improvements, upgrades, developments and increments in quality of organization’s 

functions, resource or outputs.  

 

On the other hand, Nonaka et al. (2000) define knowledge assets to be both the input and 

the output and also the moderating factors of the knowledge creation process. They divide 

the knowledge assets into four categories: experiential, conceptual, routine and systemic 

knowledge assets. By experiential knowledge assets Nonaka et al. (2000, p. 21) mean 

skills and know-how but also care, trust, energy and tension. While routine knowledge 

assets are know-how in daily operations and organizational routines and culture, concep-

tual knowledge assets are articulated explicit knowledge such as product concepts, design 

and images and finally systemic knowledge assets are documents, specifications, manuals 

and patent and licenses.  

 

In the end, these different kind of knowledge assets show that knowledge is a broad con-

cept and the created knowledge does not remain in the individual’s mind but it affects the 

functions, processes and culture of teams and organizations. Therefore, knowledge is the 

key for change, improvement and development in organizations.  
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3. RESEARCH DESIGN & METHODOLOGY 

The following section describes the research design, including the research questions and 

hypothesises. The research question describes the aim of this thesis and the hypothesises 

help to understand the different aspects of the topic.  

 

The second section, the research methodology, includes descriptions of the research 

method and the research process. The research method in this thesis is a literature review 

and it is conducted through a systematic process. 

3.1 Research Design 

 

This thesis aims at answering the following research question: 

 

Q: What kind of factors influence knowledge creation in organizations? 

 

The research question is explanatory, hence, it aims at discussing the causes behind the 

topic, knowledge creation in organizations. The question is answered by gathering infor-

mation of already existing peer reviewed articles that clearly state the causal relationships 

between the factor(s) and the knowledge creation. In addition, this thesis attempts to draw 

the line between factors mentioned in the literature that has been statistically tested or 

otherwise strongly linked to the knowledge creation and factors that are commonly related 

to the topic but not yet linked to knowledge creation by means of research. The research 

method is described in the next sub section. 

 

The following sub research questions are covered in this thesis. 

 

q1: What individual related factors, if any, influence knowledge creation in organi-

zations? 

  

Since the starting point to the knowledge creation is an individual and its ability to adopt 

new knowledge, it is obvious to question, whether there are differences in individuals’ 

abilities and tendencies to create new knowledge. Individual related factors mean in this 

research factors such as personality traits, behaviours, habits and attitudes. 

Thus, hypotheses 1 proposes that, 

H1: Individual factors have both positive and negative impacts on fostering the 

knowledge creation process. 

q2: What social factors, if any, influence knowledge creation in organizations? 
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By definition, knowledge is created when individuals interact with each other or interac-

tions occur between individuals and their environment. Therefore, social factors such as 

amount and quality of relationships and means of communication should have a positive 

effect on knowledge creation. 

Thus, hypotheses 2 proposes that, 

H2: The quality and quantity of social relations between members of organiza-

tion have a positive impact on the knowledge creation. 

q3: What organizational factors, if any influence knowledge creation in organiza-

tions? 

  

Knowledge creation is a process occurring in a specific environment and context, in this 

study, organization.  

Since there are differences between organizations and their capability to create 

knowledge, organizational factors such as culture and structure might be the factors ex-

plaining the differences. However, these factors might also have a negative impact on 

knowledge creation since the process is quite dynamic and cultures and structure do not 

change easily. 

Thus, hypotheses 3 proposes that, 

H3: Organizational culture and structure have a positive and negative impacts 

on the knowledge creation. 

 

3.2 Research Methodology 

The research method of this bachelor thesis is an academic literature review. In an aca-

demic literature review a research topic is examined systematically using already existing 

and available knowledge. In other words, it combines scholarly information and research-

based information and aims in creating a complete, accurate understanding of the studied 

topic.  (Dawidowicz 2010, pp. 2-5) 

 

There are several reasons, why a literature review is usually done. A literature review is 

included in a research article because it provides a critical analysis of the current situation 

in the research area. Also as a separate research entity, it provides understanding of what 

the current state of the knowledge is i.e. what has been studied, what has not been studied 

and what could or should be studied in the future. A thorough understanding of the re-

search area also decreases the chances of repeating same kind of research. Additionally, 

conducting a literature review enables the researcher to compare and contrast different 

sources. (Matthews & Ross 2010, p. 93) Consequently, literature review creates added 

value from existing literature by combining, comparing and contrasting them. 
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The research process, which is illustrated in figure 3 of the concerned literature review 

includes the following steps: (1) selecting research topic, (2) developing clear and precise 

aims and objectives for the research, (3) planning of the search strategy and methods 

including selecting literature resources, (4) searching comprehensively all relevant arti-

cles, (5) identifying and evaluating the articles, (6) combining the results and (7) reporting 

the findings. The process is an adaption of the literature review process proposed by Paula 

Dawidowicz (2010). Also recommendations for conducting a systematic review from 

Tranfield et al. (2003) and Denyer and Neely (2004, p.133) are taken into consideration. 

 

This bachelor thesis focuses on finding factors, from the existing literature, which have 

been linked to increasing or fostering the knowledge creation process in organizations. 

Knowledge creation in organizations and the process have been studied quite extensively 

(see Table 1), which gives a steady research base for the literature review.  

 

•Selecting the research 
topic1.

•Developing clear and 
precise aims

2.

•Planning the research 
strategy3.

•Searching the articles4.

•Evaluating and 
Identifying articles5.

•Combining the results6.

•Reporting main findings7.

Figure 3.  The research process 
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Table 1.  Examples of the amount of knowledge creation articles in data bases 

Key words Source Results 

found 

Focus of the 

search  

“Knowledge creation” 

AND organization 

Primo Central Index 

(Ex Libris) 
1116 Subject, Subject 

“Knowledge creation” 

AND organisation 
EBSCOhost 603 Subject, Text 

 

The aims and objectives of this research are the following. First, the objective of this 

thesis is to find the factors, which are scientifically linked to influencing knowledge cre-

ation in organizations. From the research point of view, the aim is to answer the research 

question(s) and sub questions presented in previous section. Additionally, this thesis an-

swers questions such as does the existing literature agree on the same factors, is there a 

gap in the discussion, that is to say, has the topic been discussed in an unbalanced way, 

what kind of factors has not been linked to knowledge creation, that might be relevant, 

and in which areas should the research focus in the future. Because the aim of this thesis 

is to find out what is the current state of the research related to factors influencing 

knowledge creation to critically review, compare and contrast different sources, literature 

review was a natural choice for research method. 

 

The literature review was conducted by using searching secondary literature sources. The 

literature was found from the university data bases. Searches in the databases was done 

with the following key words: knowledge creation, organization/organisation, impact, 

influence, foster, increase, effect, enable and variable and the following databases were 

used: Web of science, Primo Central Index (Ex Libris), SCOPUS (Elsevier API) and 

Business Source Complete (EBSCO). 

 

This literature review was conducted during an intense 2-month period. In order to discuss 

the topic in a relevant, objective and accurate way, the review was delimited by factors 

such as key words, language and number of databases used. The main limiting factor in 

the key words was using just 5 synonyms which describe the positive or neutral change 

(in quality or quantity) in the knowledge creation and two synonym words for the word 

‘factor’. The chosen synonyms seemed to be fairly commonly used with the word 

knowledge creation.  

 

The language and the number of databases used were also limiting factors. The database 

searches were done in English in 6 journal database. Using English as a search language, 

on one hand, provided plenty of material while being a commonly used language in re-

search community, but on the other hand, it may have excluded important articles written 

in other languages. For example while searching articles from the data bases, one search 

resulted on article named: “Influencia do ambiente fisico de trabalho na criacao do 

conhecimento nas organizacoes.= : Work built environment influence on organizational 

http://www.nelliportaali.fi/V/REGIF9FXTXQ2TRECRSV9NXH49EDGPLNXQMPJERGCRQNRNK94LU-04303?func=quick-3&short-format=002&set_number=040284&set_entry=000001&format=999
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knowledge creation” (Graciola, 2016). The article seemed suitable for the literature re-

view; however, it was written in Portuguese and therefore it was excluded from the re-

view. In the end, using just one language made the data base searches easier and less time 

consuming because using several languages would have required using more keywords 

and thus more work in gathering the literature.  

 

In order to conduct a comprehensive search of all potentially relevant articles, the key 

words were combined with Boolean algorithms such as AND and OR. Some example 

results of the initial search, using the above-mentioned key words and formed key word 

strings, are presented in Appendix A. Although, 6 different data bases were used and 

plenty of results were found, many academic journals existed in several data bases and 

therefore the amount of suitable sources for the literature review was narrower than the 

table below shows. The results of the database searches were assessed in order to deter-

mine their relevance with regard to the purpose of the literature review.  

 

The following criteria were used to select relevant articles for closer examination. First, 

only peer reviewed articles were selected since objectivity is a cornerstone in quality re-

search (Dawidowicz 2010, p. 20). Second, only those articles, which had a full version 

accessible, were used. Third, the selected articles had to involve the word “knowledge 

creation” in the heading and/or in the abstract because the focus of the article was to cover 

knowledge creation, that is to say knowledge creation was could not be just a side mention 

in the article. Articles and journals were also excluded if they focused on policies and 

laws influencing knowledge sharing because they were considered as external factors and 

therefore, they did not fit the scope of the thesis. Additionally, if the causality of the fac-

tors related to knowledge creation was reversed i.e. the focus was on how knowledge 

creation influences something, the articles were excluded. The selected articles are listed 

in Appendix I and bibliographic details, summary of content and some supplementary 

information are also presented. 

 

 

Figure 4.  Selection criteria for articles 

Peer reviewed

Full version accessible

Knolwedge creation as main 
topic

Excluded if external 
factors

Right causality 
relation

http://www.nelliportaali.fi/V/REGIF9FXTXQ2TRECRSV9NXH49EDGPLNXQMPJERGCRQNRNK94LU-04303?func=quick-3&short-format=002&set_number=040284&set_entry=000001&format=999
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After selecting relevant articles for review, they were critically examined by analysing, 

comparing, contrasting and evaluated through 3 different perspectives. The analysis in-

cludes examining the integrity of the article. It might involve for example, evaluating the 

accuracy of the foundation of the research and its results as well as evaluating the value 

of the conclusion. Through comparison and contrasting, similarities and differences of 

the examined articles were found. Different types of similarities and differences may be 

for example, common theoretical bases, various research designs, differing conclusions 

and diverse research environments. (Dawidowicz 2010, pp. 61-83) The research topic 

was evaluated through three perspectives, individual, social and organizational, which 

also represent the focus of the sub-research questions. The outcome of this research pro-

cess phase is presented in the next section.  

 

After analysing, contrasting, comparing and evaluating the individual research articles, 

the results were synthesized and integrated. These two articles means of examination were 

used in order to create an overall picture of the topic examined and to fit the studies to-

gether and thus explain the dynamics of the complex topic. (Dawidowicz 2010, pp. 93-

109) The literature review process is illustrated in figure 5 and the results of this research 

process phase are presented in the Section 4.  
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Figure 5.  The literature review process 
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4. RESULTS 

This section presents the part of the literature review were the chosen articles are evalu-

ated, compared and contrasted. The section is divided into three parts which represent the 

sub research questions. 

 

4.1 Individual as a Knowledge Creator 

 

Two individual related factors were found from the literature that foster knowledge crea-

tion. First specific personality traits were linked to knowledge sharing behaviour (Hsieh 

& Kao 2010) and second T-shaped skills were claimed to enable knowledge creation 

(Nejatian et al. 2013). Both of the articles were based on the SECI model, which makes 

the evaluating easier since the basic terms are defined in a similar way. 

 

Hsieh & Kao conducted research on the influence of the personal characteristics to the 

knowledge creation on network communities. The personal characteristics referred to the 

Big Five personality traits neuroticism, extraversion, openness to experience, agreeable-

ness and conscientiousness and the network communities were online forums containing 

technical content such as program design, software design. (2010) 

 

Hsieh and Kao (2010) used questionnaires to capture the aspects of personality, the will-

ingness to share knowledge and the knowledge sharing behaviour of the sample group. 

Knowledge sharing was also measured by analysing the articles posted on online forums 

during a specific time period. After the data was collected, a two-stage analysis was used 

to identify whether there was relationship between the personality traits and knowledge 

sharing willingness and behaviour. Reliability and validity of the research results were 

justified by using Cronbach’s alpha value and Pearson’s correlation coefficient.  

 

The result of the research indicated that individuals possessing the trait of extraversion 

and openness to experience are more likely to share knowledge and those who have the 

trait of conscientiousness are more capable of sharing knowledge. No difference was 

found in terms of willingness to knowledge sharing. (Hsieh & Kao 2010) Although, Hsieh 

and Kao generalize the results to every individual with the specific personality trait, the 

sample group does not present a heterogeneous group of individuals, quite the contrary.  

 

Hsieh and Kao (2010) got a total of 632 answers to their questionnaires and 87 was re-

garded as valid responses. This remaining sample group consisted of mainly male (97.7 

%) who had experience in the field of technology, 96.5 % had experience from 6 to 12 

years. In addition, most of them had a stable personality i.e. traits such as openness to 
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experience, agreeableness and conscientiousness. Therefore, one can raise a question 

whether gender or the experience could be factors influencing the knowledge sharing be-

haviour or the capability to share knowledge. However, Hsieh and Kao (2010) showed 

that the results are highly reliable and have a strong correlation therefore, the results can 

be considered to be significant. 

 

Additionally, the researchers did not cover the possible effect of culture and language 

skills on knowledge sharing behaviour. The online forums that the research studied were 

Taiwanese and because the researchers did not collect information on cultural background 

or language skills of the sample group, the study cannot eliminate the possibility that 

culture or language skills could be the factor explaining the results.  

 

Nejatian et al. (2013) conducted a survey of literature, which aimed at finding out how 

knowledge management enablers affect the knowledge creation process. Nejatian et al. 

found particular a factor which fosters knowledge creation in an individual level. The 

factor was T-shaped skills (2013). T-shaped skills refer to competence and expertise in 

not just one specific area but is also refers to understanding of how one’s work influences 

other fields and other’s work (Starbuck 1992, pp. 713-740). So the vertical line of the 

letter T represents the deep knowledge of the specific field and the horizontal line repre-

sents the impact, which the knowledge has to other fields. 

 

Nejatian et al. (2013) refers to previous research conducted by Damanpour. According to 

him, the value behind t-shaped skills is that they enable integration of varied knowledge 

sets (Damanpour 1991, pp. 555-590). Nejatian continues and states that those individuals 

who have the skills are able to combine theoretical and practical knowledge and they also 

know how the field that they represent interacts with other fields, which helps in acquiring 

new competencies and knowledge.  

 

There are, however, some inadequacies in the accuracy of the research design that should 

be noted. The method was described poorly, stating only that a great number of relevant 

papers were found, and the papers were selected by their importance, recentness and rel-

evance. The article does not tell objectively how the literature survey was conducted, 

what sources were used and what were excluded and why. In addition, the writers also 

did not include any description of the limitations of the research.  Although, the research 

by Nejatian et al. (2013) might not be comprehensive and thus it might not create a thor-

ough big picture of the subject, it does highlight an interesting factor that has been linked 

to knowledge creation in an individual level. 
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4.2 The Social Aspect of Knowledge Creation 

Social factors were defined in this research as factors that somehow relate to social inter-

actions between individuals. The evaluated articles of this literature review indicated that 

factors especially related to teams and working in a team were linked to knowledge cre-

ation. Also, social relationships, social interaction between individuals and expressing 

negative emotions were factors that fostered knowledge creation. 

 

Liu & Lin (2010) studied both direct and direct effects of social relationships and critical 

network position on the knowledge creation. According to Stone and Hughes (2002), so-

cial relationships are norms and networks which enable individuals to activate their re-

sources and work together towards a common goal. The social relationships include both 

interpersonal relationships and the resources that are used to creating and maintain the 

relationships (Burt 1992). Critical network position refers to a position where individuals 

in a specific network are in close interaction with each other, have mutual respect and 

mutual trust towards other members, have personal friendships with the members and 

have mutual interaction and dependence on the members of the network (Rodan & 

Galunic 2004, pp. 541–562). 

 

The results of the research showed that social relationships and critical network position 

have significant effects, both direct and indirect, on both quantity and quality of 

knowledge creation. The results were explained with previous literature linked to struc-

tural holes. Structural holes are gaps in understanding between individuals in a network. 

These gaps or holes provide opportunities to individuals to broaden their knowledge by 

socializing with each other. (Liu & Lin 2010) By interacting with other members of the 

network knowledge is combined and shared and thus new knowledge is created to fill the 

structural hole. Consequently, the more structural holes exist in a network the more 

knowledge can be created in quantity and in quality. 

 

Chua (2002) studied the impact of the level of social interactions on the quality of the 

knowledge created. Knowledge creation was presented using the SECI model. The social 

interaction was studied from three dimensions structural, relational and cognitive. The 

structural dimension explains the properties of the social system such as the linkages be-

tween people and units and the presence or absence of social ties between the organization 

members. The relational dimension includes the different kind of personal relationships 

the members of the organization have developed with each other through the time period 

they have worked in the organization. Finally, the cognitive dimension covers the shared 

language and codes and shared narratives such as stories and myths. They are important 

functions in social relations because they are the basis for sharing, transferring and com-

bining knowledge. (Nahapiet & Ghoshal 1998, pp. 242-266 according to Chua 2002) 
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The study by Chua (2002) resulted in that relational dimension of social interaction had 

a great influence on the quality of knowledge creation in organizations. According to 

Chua (2002), the relational dimension can be divided into three facets: level of care, 

norms of cooperation among organization members and sense of identification to a group. 

Level of care was linked to behaviours which are manifested in trust, empathy, willing-

ness to help and leniency in judgement (Krogh 1998, p. 137). Norms of cooperation were 

linked to consensus in the social system. Chua (2002) defined norm with help of Cole-

man’s definition: a norm is present when others have a socially defined right to control 

an action done by someone (1990). Sense of identification to a group means the degree 

which an individual sees itself as a part of a team (Nahapiet & Ghoshal 1998, pp. 242-

266 according to Chua 2002). 

 

While Chua (2002) used the SECI model to explain knowledge creation in his article. Liu 

and Lin did not directly use the SECI model to explain knowledge creation, however, 

there are similarities in the definition that they use and Nonaka’s definition. Liu and Lin 

(2010) refer to Perry-Smith & Shalley’s (2003) definition of knowledge creation. They 

present that knowledge is created when individuals generate new ideas, approaches or 

discovers by converting existing knowledge into something new. Liu and Lin continue 

defining knowledge as combined information shared through networks and that 

knowledge is created continuously. Liu and Lin (2010) view knowledge creation as a 

social and continuous process which includes knowledge conversion. This view is similar 

to Nonaka’s view. However, some contrasts exist in the definitions. 

 

Liu and Lin study knowledge creation in an academic field and they link a specific pro-

cess to knowledge creation process which is not included in the traditional SECI-model. 

The additional process is an academic recognition process, where the knowledge is gen-

erated to certified knowledge and after this the knowledge (research articles) can be dis-

covered and published in research scholars, in other words the knowledge is externalised. 

(2010) The academic recognition process may “swallow” some of the knowledge created: 

if the academic community evaluates that the new knowledge is not valuable enough then 

the new knowledge is not externalised, which might have an effect on the overall 

knowledge creation process. However, Liu and Lin do not point that previous knowledge 

would have an impact on new knowledge created, like Nonaka does, so the impact of the 

academic recognition process to the overall knowledge creation is not clear. 

 

Although, the context and the basis of knowledge creation are different in Chua’s (2002) 

and Liu and Lin’s (2010) articles both showed that trust and healthy social relationships 

and habits between the members of an organization or a network foster knowledge crea-

tion. When it came to norms, cooperation, openness, teamwork, willingness to value and 

respond diversity, openness to criticism and tolerance of failure, they had a positive link 

to knowledge creation (Putnam 1993, pp. 35-42; Starbuck 1992; Leonard-Barton 1995).  
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Stephens and Carmeli (2015) were also able to show that certain capabilities related to 

relationships between individuals foster knowledge creation. They conducted a research 

on how constructively expressing negative emotions affect knowledge creation and fur-

ther team performance. The results indicated that there was a positive correlation between 

expressing negative emotions and knowledge creation capability. Knowledge creation ca-

pability was also shown to be the mediator between expressing negative emotions and 

project performance. Although, the writers pointed out that the Project performance was 

not objectively measured, the relationship between expressing negative emotions and 

knowledge creation capability still remained significantly strong. 

 

All three previously introduced articles used statistical methods to indicate the relation-

ships between the studied variables. Chua (2002) used the t-test, Liu and Lin used multi-

variate regression models and binomial regression and Stephens and Carmeli (2015) cal-

culated statistical attributes such as mean, standard deviations and correlation from the 

data. In order to collect data, a questionnaire was commonly used, but also self-appraises 

and various databases and information systems were used. Two out of the three articles 

also evaluated the reliability of their variables by using Cronbach’s alpha value and the 

value in both cases was high, meaning that the reliability of the variables was high. The 

frequent use of statistics indicate that method is suitable for studying the concerned topic. 

 

However, a statistical method was not the only method used to study social factors influ-

encing knowledge creation. Alberts (2007) analysed case-studies using a meta-analysis 

in order to find factors that contribute to successful team performance in a knowledge 

creating organization. The study did not provide any quantitative data but it used previous 

literature as a basis and described various aspects that are linked to the topic thus the 

method was qualitative. 

 

Alberts (2007) studied especially multidiscipline teams whose goal is to create new 

knowledge. He used a definition of a team by Prohl (1997, p. 137). Team is a group of 

individuals which shares the following characteristics: shared identity, common goal, in-

terdependence, personal interaction and mutual influence. (Prohl 1997, p. 137). In prac-

tice, the team members feel that the team exists and that they are a part of the team. The 

members of the team aim at reaching the same goal and every member is needed to reach 

the goal. In addition, the team members interact with each other and the interactions be-

tween the members have an influence to the task and accomplishing it. In this study, mul-

tidiscipline team is defined as a team of people from at least three disciplines or fields 

(Wilson & Pirrie 2000 according to Alberts 2007). 

 

Alberts (2007) did not define or explain knowledge creation in his article, however, the 

literature he reviewed had links to knowledge creation. Additionally, he used meta-anal-

ysis as research method which is a useful method when the aim is to combine results from 

multiple studies, but since the method was not described any further the results of the 
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study are not in a solid base. Nonetheless, his article and its result are viewed especially 

critically. It seems that he combined results of two previous articles (Waszak 1998; Prohl 

1997, p. 137) related to multidiscipline teams and team performance. However, his article 

introduced many interesting sources that were relevant to this literature review.  

 

As a result of his meta-analysis, Alberts (2007) redefines team according to its functions 

within knowledge creating organization and identifies factors that contribute to successful 

team performance. According to him, functions of a team include task completion, mem-

ber support, communicating with external stakeholders and developing and codifying or-

ganizational knowledge. All in all, 8 factors were identified to contribute to successful 

team performance and only 5 of those are evaluated here because two of them were not 

handled comprehensively and the last factor is an organizational factor and therefore it is 

covered in the next section. The remaining factors of the Albert’s study are the following: 

clarity of mission, multidiscipline understanding, effectiveness of team performance, 

team’s relationship to product users and facilitative leadership.  

 

Lack of clarity of how one should contribute to the team results in confusion, personal 

conflict and frustration, (Alberts 2007) which naturally has an effect on team performance 

since the team members do not have a shared understanding of the goal and thus the goal 

is almost impossible to reach. However, this factor was not directly linked to knowledge 

creation. It might affect the other functions, such as task completion and communicating 

with external stakeholders of the team and therefore have an effect on the team perfor-

mance.   

 

Multidiscipline understanding is quite obvious factor influencing a multidiscipline team 

performance. Waszak (1998) explained that a healthy debate over various approaches to 

solve a problem contributed the team’s performance. Different backgrounds of team 

members and their understanding of the other disciplines act as an opportunity to discus-

sions of a topic from various point of views. However, Alberts (2007) proposes that the 

existing understanding of the other disciplines would not be the contributing factor rather 

than openness to learning. Also, Putnam (1993, pp. 35-42) pointed out that openness 

would be an important factor in knowledge creation, however, with openness he referred 

to a norm.  

 

The third factor discussed was effectiveness of team processes. Doheny-Farina stated that 

the process of innovation includes resolving uncertainties, which depends heavily on find-

ing and using information (1990). Teamwork includes also other processes such as coor-

dinating efforts, brainstorming, resolving conflicts, capturing and codifying knowledge 

(Alberts 2007). Doheny-Farina (1990) summarised that each process is related to sharing 

information and the more effective the process is the more information is shared. The 

effectiveness of team processes influencing team performance and knowledge creation 
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again seemed obvious but the factors behind the effectiveness of the processes remained 

unclear.  

 

Alberts (2007) proposed, by referencing Doheny-Farina (1990), that a team’s relationship 

with the end-users would influence knowledge creation and therefore team performance. 

This factor was directly linked to, communicating with external stakeholders (including 

sharing or transferring knowledge to the organization’s management, suppliers and cus-

tomers) which was one of the team functions. This point was not further explained but in 

general interacting with other people (SECI model phases: socializing and externalising) 

is an obvious way to gain new knowledge. However, one could question that the relation-

ship itself is not the influencing factor rather than the quality of the relationship like Chua 

(2002) and Liu and Lin suggested. 

 

The final factor that Alberts (2007) link to knowledge creation is facilitative leadership, 

which is a factor that other researchers have not linked to knowledge creation. By facili-

tative leadership Alberts (2007) means creating a nurturing environment where demo-

cratic and participatory processes take place. Sarin and McDermott (2003, pp. 707-39) 

explain in their study that participatory processes create trust among team members and 

enhance intrateam communication which fosters learning and thus has an impact on 

knowledge creation. These results introduce a new factor, leadership, which affects pos-

itively knowledge creation and at the same time supports the fact that trust is an important 

factor. Both Chua (2002) and Sarin and McDermott (2003, pp. 707-39) linked it to 

knowledge creation.  

 

Nejatian et al. (2013) found also proof from the literature that trust is a critical enabler 

for knowledge creation. As mentioned earlier, Nejatian et al. (2013) conducted a survey 

on literature to find out critical enablers for knowledge creation. The researchers defined 

trust, according to Hurley and Hurt (1998, p. 43 according to Nejatian et al. 2013), as 

maintaining a faith in each other in terms of intention and behaviour. Nejatian et al. (2013) 

linked trust to reducing fear of risk and uncertainty and therefore individuals are more 

willing to exchange knowledge and participate in social interactions, like Sarin and 

McDermott suggested (2003, pp. 707-39). Nejatian et al. (2013) explained also that the 

absence of trust, distrust, increases hiding and hoarding of knowledge and thus it is a 

critical enabler for knowledge creation.  

 

The study by Alberts (2007) did not clearly indicate which factors influence which func-

tion of the team and therefore the relationship between the presented factors and 

knowledge creation remained unclear, although the factors were linked directly to team 

performance. In addition, the analysis was based on two case-studies and the first case-

study was conducted in a research laboratory but the other case-study did not specify 

which kind of teams were surveyed. Therefore, the results of the study did not fully an-

swer whether these factors actually have an effect on knowledge creation. Although, the 
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research method was not described thoroughly and the literature selection was question-

able, Alberts (2007) did raised a few relevant and differing points. Same kind of limita-

tions was in the research by Nejatian et al. (2013). As analysed, in the previous section, 

the research method was not thoroughly described and thus the results of the research 

were not so reliable. However, likewise Alberts (2007), Nejatian et al. (2013) were able 

to point out interesting social factors related to knowledge creation.  

.  
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4.3 Organization as an Influencer of Knowledge Creation 

Many of the analysed articles found that specific managerial practices and organizational 

activities can be used to influence knowledge creation. For example, learning related ac-

tivities, talent attraction and supporting informal social activities, to mention a few. On 

the other hand, organizational culture had also a remarkable impact on knowledge crea-

tion. 

 

Nejatian et al. (2013) proposed in their study that learning would have a positive effect 

on knowledge creation. By learning they meant that people gain new knowledge and then 

they are able and eager to apply the gained knowledge in decision making or influencing 

others (Krogh 1998, pp. 133-153). The study presented that the amount of time spent on 

learning has a positive correlation to the amount of created knowledge. The learning of 

an individual can be supported by several of activities in organizations such as education, 

training and mentoring. However, single activities now and then are not enough for or-

ganizations which have a desire to be successful. Continuous learning is required in all 

levels of the organization. (Nejatian et al. 2013) 

On the other hand, Cremades et al. (2014) introduced three broader concepts related to 

organizational activities that, according to their case study, fostered knowledge creation. 

The first concept was a research strategic orientation focused on patient needs. In practice, 

the concept was a scientific policy, leadership and scientific strategy assessment. These 

managerial practices influenced both the knowledge creation behaviour and the whole 

knowledge creation processes on group and organizational level. These results showed 

that knowledge creation can be fostered also from the strategic level.  

 

The second concept by Cremades et al. (2014) was knowledge sharing and dissemination 

practices. These results were similar to Liu and Lin (2010) who studied social relation-

ships and critical network position and linked structural holes to knowledge creation. Cre-

mades et al. (2014) proposed that knowledge sharing spaces and systems, which promote 

the interaction between individuals’ influence knowledge creation. These spaces are sim-

ilar to structural holes since they both are contexts were individuals socialize and share 

knowledge although, structural holes refer to more mental context and knowledge sharing 

spaces refer more to a physical environment that an organization can provide and create 

in order to foster socializing between individuals. The systems refer to intangible mech-

anisms and practices that foster knowledge creation. 

 

Finally, human resource management practices were also linked to fostering knowledge 

creation. Particularly, team structures, training programmes, research-oriented mobility 

initiatives and talent attraction were mentioned. By team structure Cremades et al. (2014) 

referred to the way how research teams are built and organized internally. The researchers 

indicated that the research teams should comprise both basic and clinical researchers and 

communication should occur horizontally and vertically. These qualities of a team foster 
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socializing with individuals from different backgrounds and different experience levels 

and by talent attraction these individuals can be recruited to the organization. 

 

Practices related to training and development were also brought up. According to Cre-

mades (2014), training programmes and research-oriented mobility initiatives increased 

the assimilation of external information and knowledge creation on individual level and 

knowledge sharing between individuals. However, the practices alone do not enhance 

knowledge creation and sharing but the individuals also need to be motivated and willing 

to take part in these activities. 

 

Cremades et al. (2014) studied knowledge creation in a translational research context. 

They conducted a qualitative case study where they interviewed members of a transla-

tional research organization in order to find managerial practices which influence 

knowledge creation. The context, translational research on biomedical field, were the re-

search was conducted, was very limited, and therefore the results should be cautiously 

generalized to other contexts.  

 

The study by Cremades et al. (2014) introduced another research method, case study, 

which can be used to study knowledge creation. The researchers used semi structured 

interviews to collect data on three themes: general features of the organization, develop-

ment of the field of translational research and knowledge creation and the data was ana-

lysed by using a software named ATLAS.ti. Since the method was qualitative, the results 

were no single factors or variables that were linked to knowledge creation but rather three 

broader concepts. 

 

Also, Tyagi et al. (2014) were also able to identify managerial activities which foster 

knowledge creation. They studied especially Lean management in organizations and in-

troduced a set of Lean tools which support efficient knowledge creation. This thesis dis-

cuses only some of them since a couple of the identified tools and methods where far too 

field specific and thus they do not fit for every organization.  

Tyagi et al. (2014) used a deductive research strategy, which means that theory is studied 

first and then based on the theory, the findings are tested by conducting research. The 

article by Tyagi et al. (2014) only introduces 10 lean tools and methods which fit the 

SECI model of knowledge creation, but they do not evidence the findings. To summarise, 

the article presents relevant theory but does not identify factors which has been proven to 

foster knowledge creation. 

Tyagi et al. (2014) presented that apprenticeship, encouraging informal social activities 

and employee cross training foster the socialization mode in the SECI model. In an ap-

prenticeship one is learning by doing under supervision and in that way tacit knowledge 

is transferred from one individual to the other. However, this activity requires a strong 

desire to communicate and interact and also capability to interact. Similarly, in employee 
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cross training tacit and also explicit knowledge is shared which enables employees to 

perform wide range of activities and learn new skills. On the other hand, informal social 

activities, like direct face-to-face communication, enables individuals to exchange ideas 

and views resulting in more accurate understanding. (Tyagi et al. 2014).  These activities 

are strongly related to organizational culture and processes. They occur only if they are 

properly implemented and enabled. Especially, in informal social activities mutual trust 

and understanding is needed (Leonard and Sensiper 1998 according to Tyagi et al. 2014). 

The findings of Tyagi et al. (2014), Nejatian et al. (2013) and Cremades et al. (2014) 

agree on one point: organizational activities are crucial in enabling knowledge creation. 

These activities provide opportunities for individuals to interact frequently with different 

kinds of individuals, create environments for the interactions and maintain the activities 

throughout a long time period.  

Organizational activities are always influenced by the organizational structure since the 

structure sets the boundaries for the functions of the organization. Therefore, it is apparent 

that also organizational structure impacts knowledge creation. Nejatian et al. (2013) 

found out that particularly two attributes of organizational structure have a negative im-

pact on knowledge creation. First, centralization, meaning the extent of how much the 

decision-making authority is centralized, decreases expressional freedom, experiments 

and initiative and thus affects knowledge sharing and creation. Nejatian et al. (2013) ex-

plained that without a continuous flow of interactions between individuals’ knowledge 

creation does not occur.  

Second, formalization, meaning the degree to which formal rules, procedures and stand-

ard policies manage decision and working relationships, decreases the amount and fre-

quency of communication. This attribute is disturbing knowledge creation especially 

when new kind of problems emerge, and new solutions are needed. (Nejatian et al. 2013) 

If the structure and processes of the organization are not flexible, new knowledge is dif-

ficult to create.   

Alberts (2007) brought up that organization’s support is important in fostering knowledge 

creation. The term includes allocation of organizational resources, rewarding systems, 

communication across department boundaries and solving conflicts. These activities cre-

ate an environment for individuals to interact and socialize but also guide the behaviour 

of individuals to a direction where knowledge is created more.  

Organization’s support is just a minor part of a broader term, organizational culture. Wang 

et al. (2011) studied the relationship between organizational culture and knowledge cre-

ation capability. They defined organizational, according to Barney (1986, p.657), culture 

as a complex set of values, beliefs, assumptions, and symbols. This culture guides the 

behaviours of the members of the organization (Hofstede 2001) and therefore it has an 

effect on a large scale on the functioning of the organization.  
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Organizational culture is usually described with the following attributes: individualism 

or collectivism, level of power distance and level of uncertainty avoidance. In an individ-

ualistic culture personal interests are in greater importance than the needs of the group, 

team or organization. Collectivism on the contrary mean that demands, and interests of 

the group, team or organization take precedence over the desires and needs of the indi-

viduals. (Wagner 1995) On the other hand, power distance means the of inequalities in 

the distribution of power and authority (Hofstede 1980, p.72) and uncertainty means ex-

tent of which an organization feels threatened by some external force and tries to avoid 

uncertainty and ambiguity (Hofstede, 2001). 

 

Results showed that collectivism has a positive effect on knowledge creation capability. 

It fosters cooperation and teamwork (Chen et al. 1998) Members of the organization pre-

fer cooperation to realize the organizational value. In individualistic cultures it is the op-

posite, members of the organization prefer individual values over organizational goals. 

(Wang et al. 2010) This study supports the statement that the more people socialize and 

are motivated to interact with others, the more knowledge is created.  

Uncertainty avoidance was shown to have a negative effect on knowledge creation. Those 

organizations which accept uncertainty, take more risks, tolerate various opinions and 

behaviours and dare to challenge existing routines and processes and views. This results 

in sharing knowledge and thus more knowledge is created. Accordingly, high level of 

uncertainty avoidance leads to preference of predictability and uniformity and so the or-

ganization avoids change and there is less need to create new knowledge. (Wang et al. 

2010) 

Finally, power distance has a negative effect on knowledge creation. Knowledge is easier 

to share when the power distance is low and members feel more comfortable in interacting 

with each other. When this kind of organizational culture exists, the members of the or-

ganization are more people-oriented and have more freedom to do creative tasks. (Wang 

et al. 2010)  

Sankowska (2013) also showed that organizational trust is a factor which fosters 

knowledge transfer, knowledge creation and furthermore increases organization’s inno-

vativeness. She interprets trust as a type of climate in an organization. This climate can 

be viewed as similar to organizational culture. Organizational trust improves an innova-

tiveness since, according to Luhmann (1979), trust fosters the exchanging of various 

kinds of ideas and decreases the fear of failure and criticism.  

In general, knowledge sharing involves always a risk for both the knowledge provider 

and receiver. The provider might reveal important knowledge and therefore loose a com-

petitive advantage over the receiver and the provider might fear that the receiver uses the 

knowledge against him/her. On the other hand, the recipient might receive knowledge of 

poor quality or conveyed with bad intentions and therefore the trust towards the provider 

might decrease. (Sankowska 2013) However, when trust between individuals who share 
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knowledge, exists, the risks is minor and knowledge sharing occurs more easily and more 

often. 

Both Sankowska and Wang et al. used interviews and surveys to collect data related to 

organizational culture and knowledge creation. Sankowska (2013) collected data using a 

survey research method and a computer assisted telephone interviewing system while 

Wang et al. (2010) used direct interview.  The interviews seemed as a suitable way of 

studying organizational culture because it is highly related to individuals’ way of experi-

encing the organization. Data on knowledge creation was also collected by interviews in 

two of these studies, which differs from the usually used method, defining measures for 

knowledge creation and collecting the data from various information systems or data ba-

ses. However, both studies were able to reach satisfied levels of reliability for the varia-

bles. The reliability was assessed by using Cronbach’s alpha value.   

While organizational culture usually covers in general the values, beliefs, assumptions 

and symbols of the organization (Barney 1986, p.657), information culture emphasizes 

the values, practices, norms and such related to information and communication (Curry 

& Moore 2003; Choo 2008) Vick et al. (2015) studied particularly how information cul-

tures influence knowledge creation. Although, the information cultures are considered to 

be organizational attributes, Vick et al. (2015) studied these cultures on a team level. 

Vick et al. used a model for information culture classification by Choo (2013) to define 

4 types of information cultures, relationship-based culture, risk-taking culture, result-ori-

ented culture and rule-following culture. The results of the semi-structured interviews that 

they used to collect data indicated that each type of culture was linked to one of the 

knowledge creation modes of the SECI model.  

In a relationship-based culture the focus is on internal information, social groups and the 

individuals are usually well-connected and the organizational activities rely heavily on 

communication and participation. In the study, teams with high number of members and 

high level of disciplines represented had a relationship-based culture. The culture in the 

teams was linked to socialization since tacit knowledge sharing depends on the relation-

ships between individuals. (Vick et al. 2015) This result shows that a need of certain kind 

of information or knowledge affects the behaviour of teams and thus the culture.  

In a risk-taking culture sharing of information and knowledge and its proactive use was 

crucial. Risk taking culture fostered innovation and creativeness, which is related to the 

externalization of knowledge since new ideas are encouraged to explore. (Vick et al. 

2015) 

The result-oriented culture, on the other hand, promoted control and integrity and the aim 

of the team was to achieve results. Thus, the culture promoted internalisation mode where 
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explicit knowledge of the teams is converted to tacit knowledge of individuals. The in-

formation was valued since it provided a means of evaluating the performance (Vick et 

al. 2015) and thus goals were more easily achieved. 

Finally, the rule-following culture valued control and standardized processes and the aim 

of the team was to improve efficiency and provide accountability. The combination mode 

supported the aim since the individuals first generate explicit knowledge. This could be 

for example detected factors which decrease the efficiency a process, and then combine 

it with the explicit knowledge of the teams, for example the description of the process, 

and thus the process would become more efficient. (Vick et al. 2015) 

Although, Vick et al. propose that certain types of information cultures support specific 

knowledge creation process modes, they did not clarify what kind of culture supports the 

SECI model overall. All four modes are crucial in knowledge creation and therefore or-

ganizational culture should support them all. Nonetheless, indicating the strengths linked 

to knowledge creation of each information culture is a start for fostering knowledge cre-

ation in all modes. 
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5. CONCLUSION 

All in all, many factors were found to influence knowledge creation. In this thesis the 

factors were divided into three categories: individual, social and organizational factors 

and then discussed separately. In this section those discussions are integrated and synthe-

sised in order to form a bigger picture of the state of the topic and also the research ques-

tions are answered. 

 

The main research question was: 

Q: What kind of factors influence knowledge creation in organizations? 

 

The results of the thesis are summarised in figure 6. The more solid the arrow between 

the factor and knowledge creation is in the figure, the stronger the relationship is between 

the factor and knowledge creation. 

 

Only two articles were found which were related to individual factors and knowledge 

creation. This can mean for example that individual factors have only a little effect on 

knowledge creation or that the topic has not yet been studied comprehensively. Especially 

the study by Hsieh and Kao raised many questions which can be answered in the future. 

They studied the impact of personality traits on knowledge creation and ended up con-

ducting the research with a rather homogeneous sample. The sample consisted mainly of 

male (over 90 %) and with a lot of experience on the field where knowledge was shared 

(from 6 to 12 years). Hsieh and Kao did not answer study these factors in their research 

Figure 6: factors and their causalities to knowledge creation 
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and therefore future research on these topics is needed. In addition, the Hsieh and Kao 

did not specify which culture the sample group represented. The research was conducted 

in a Taiwanese online forum so most probably the members of the sample group were 

Taiwanese. Similarly, many other articles was conducted in an Asian culture.  

 

Also, a couple of studies distinguished the knowledge creation and sharing capability and 

the willingness of those activities. If the individual is more capable of creating knowledge 

than another individual, it does not mean that the first one is more willing to create and 

share his/her knowledge. Thus, the future research could focus on studying in which kind 

of environments different kind of individuals create and share knowledge more easily.  

 

All in all, some individual related factors were found but No individual factors were 

linked negatively to impact knowledge creation. However, the lack of the mentioned fac-

tors would not foster knowledge creation.  

 

Therefore, the hypothesis 1 

  

H1: Individual factors have both positive and negative impacts on fostering the 

knowledge creation process. 

was not supported although it was not proven wrong. Additionally, the following research 

questions are relevant for the future studies 

 

- Does gender influence knowledge sharing behaviour;? 

- Does the level of experience influence knowledge sharing behaviour? 

- Does the culture which the individuals represent affect knowledge creation? 

 

The social factors that were found in the literature review indicated that first, the more 

social interactions and the stronger social relationships individuals have, the more they 

create and share knowledge. Second, the variety of the social interaction has an effect on 

the knowledge creation. Based on these results, decision makers in the organization 

should create environments and provide opportunities where individuals may interact 

with each other and especially with individuals representing different disciplines. 

 

Although, the study by Hsieh and Kao had some limitations regarding to the sample 

group, their study indicated that individuals with personality traits such as extraversion, 

openness to experience and conscientiousness would share and create more knowledge. 

These findings are in accordance with the social factors which were linked to knowledge 

creation. First, extraverted individuals usually value the quantity of social relationships 

versus introverted value the quality of their social relationships. Therefore, extraverted 

individuals are more likely to interact with more people versus introverted individuals. 

Second, individuals with the trait of openness to experience are more likely to meet dif-

ferent kind of people since they are more likely to experience various environments and 
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thus meet new people. Third, the trait conscientiousness was linked positively to sharing 

of knowledge and since individuals with this trait are achievement-driven, organized and 

determined they are more likely to realise the value of social interactions and sharing of 

knowledge. 

 

Regarding both the social and organizational factors, there was one factor which was 

mentioned several times and always linked to knowledge creation positively. The factor 

was trust. Trust was found to be a critical enabler for knowledge creation since without it 

social interactions do not occur or the knowledge which is shared during the interaction 

is not considered reliable. In the organizational level, individuals link their value to the 

knowledge that they possess. If one shares his/her knowledge and the organization makes 

it explicit the individual might think that he/she becomes less valuable and thus is more 

liable to be sacked. If the trust between the individual and the organization exist, the fear 

of being sacked is minor.  All in all, trust should be fostered in both team and organiza-

tional level.  

 

When it came to practical means of fostering knowledge creation the means were usually 

focused on the activities of the higher hierarchy level in the organization. For example, 

strategy, HR and leadership were activities which could foster knowledge creation. 

Therefore, whether the organization is willing to create knowledge more and in an effi-

cient manner, the initiative should come from the superiors and the high management of 

the organization. 

To summarise the social and organizational aspect of the thesis, the hypothesis 2 was 

supported.  

 

H2: The quality and quantity of social relations between members of organization 

have a positive impact on the knowledge creation. 

In addition, many studies were conducted on organizational factors influencing 

knowledge creation. Some proof was found to support the hypothesis 3.  

 

H3: Organizational culture and structure have a positive and negative impacts on 

the knowledge creation. 

All in all, this thesis answered the research question broadly. However, some limitations 

should be noted. First this thesis evaluated the topic only discussed human-related factors 

which influence knowledge creation. In the future a literature review could be done fo-

cusing on other kinds of factors such as technical and practical factors. Second, this thesis 

divided the factors into three categories, individual, social and organizational and dis-

cussed them separately. The next step could be to study their interlinkages and how they 

act together. 
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APPENDIX A: THE RESULTS OF THE DATABASE SEARCHES DONE WITH VARIOUS KEY WORDS 

Key words Source 
Results 

found 
Focus of the search 

“Knowledge creation” AND foster Web of science 150 Title, Subject 

“Knowledge creation” AND foster Primo Central Index (Ex Libris) 189 Title, all 

“Knowledge creation” AND foster 
ScienceDirect - Subscribed Journal Content (Elsevier 

API) 
49 Title, all 

“Knowledge creation” AND foster SCOPUS (Elsevier API) 40 Title, all 

“Knowledge creation” AND influence AND 

organization 
Web of science 213 

Subject, Subject, Sub-

ject 

“Knowledge creation” AND influence Web of science 103 Title, Subject 

“Knowledge creation” AND influence SCOPUS (Elsevier API) 12 Title, Title 

“Knowledge creation” AND influence Primo Central Index (Ex Libris) 551 Title, Title 

“Knowledge creation” AND impact Web of science 84 Title, Subject 

“Knowledge creation” AND enable Web of science 65 Title, Subject 

“Knowledge creation” AND impact Primo Central Index (Ex Libris) 663 Title, Subject 

Knowledge creat?AND variable Business Source Complete (EBSCO) 13 Title, all 

Knowledge creat? AND variable 
ScienceDirect - Subscribed Journal Content (Elsevier 

API) 
114 Title, all 

Knowledge creat? AND enable? 
ScienceDirect - Subscribed Journal Content (Elsevier 

API) 
171 Title, all 

Knowledge creat? AND enable? SCOPUS (Elsevier API) 315 Title, all 
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APPENDIX B: SUMMARY OF THE USED ARTICLES 

 

Title Authors Year Key words Method SECI-model Results 

Organizational Cul-

ture and Knowledge 

Creation Capability 

Dong Wang, 

Zhongfeng Su 

and Dongtao 

Yang 

2011 Organization Culture, 

Knowledge Creation 

Interview survey 

method, regres-

sion analysis 

No direct use Organizational culture plays a 

critical role in knowledge creation 

capability. Particularly, collectiv-

ism has a positive impact on 

knowledge creation capability. 

Power distance and uncertainty 

avoidance have negative impacts.  

Information culture 

and its influences in 

knowledge creation: 

Evidence from uni-

versity teams en-

gaged in collabora-

tive innovation pro-

jects 

Thais Elaine 

Vick, Marcelo 

Seido Nagano, 

Silvio Popadiuk 

2015 Information culture, 

Innovation Project, 

Knowledge creation, 

Teamwork 

Qualitative tech-

nique of categor-

ical content anal-

ysis 

Yes Plausible relationships between 

the risk-taking culture and exter-

nalization of knowledge; the rule-

following culture and the combi-

nation of knowledge; result- ori-

ented culture and internalization 

of knowledge and the relation-

ship-based culture and socializa-

tion of knowledge. 

Managerial prac-

tices driving 

knowledge creation, 

learning and trans-

fer in translational 

research: an expla-

tory case study 

Enrique Cre-

mades, Fran-

cisco Balbastre-

Benavent and 

Elena Sanandrés 

Domínquez 

2014 Knowledge creation, 

Knowledge transfer, 

translational research 

Explatory case 

study 

Yes A model of managerial practices, 

such as a research strategic orien-

tation focused on patient needs, 

knowledge sharing spaces, sys-

tems and dissemination of 

knowledge and human resource 

management practices, that both 

affect the creation, integration and 

transfer of knowledge in the trans-

lational research organization 

studied. Managerial implications 
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Critical enablers for 

knowledge creation 

process: synthesiz-

ing the literature 

Majid Nejatian, 

Mehran Nejati, 

Mohammad 

Hossein Zarei 

and Somaye 

Soltani 

2013 Knowledge manage-

ment, Knowledge 

Managemet Enablers 

(KMEs), Knowledge 

Creation Process 

(KCP) 

Literature review Yes Collaboration, trust and learning, 

T-shaped skills and information 

technology support have a direct 

and positive effect on knowledge 

creation process. Centralization 

and formalization have direct and 

negatice effect on the knowledge 

creation process. 

Lean tools and 

methods to support 

efficient knowledge 

creation 

Satish Tyagi, 

Xianming Cai, 

Kai Yang, Ter-

rence Chambers 

2014 Dynamic Knowledge, 

SECI model, 'ba', 

Knowledge asset, 

Lean thinking 

Deductive strat-

egy to analyse 

lean tools/meth-

ods to support 

efficient 

knowledge crea-

tion 

Yes For Socialization, apprenticeship, 

informal meetings, and employee 

cross-training are discussed. Un-

der Externalization, the chief en-

gineer, set-based concurrent engi-

neering, and trade-off curves are 

analyzed. For Combination, two 

visual tools (A3 reports and spa-

ghetti diagrams) are explored. For 

Internalization, two visual tools 

(A3 reports and virtual obeya) and 

the use of check sheets are dis-

cussed. Finally, three tools: 

Scrum, PDCA, and the 5 whys, 

are shown to support knowledge 

creation in all modes. 

A research on the 

influences of per-

sonal characteristics 

on Network Com-

munity's knowledge 

sharing and creat-

ing 

Pei-Hsuan Hsieh 

and Yu-Lu Kao 

2010 Knowledge creation, 

Personality, Network 

community, SECI 

model 

Questionnaire 

and two stage 

analysis on cor-

relations 

Yes Individuals who have more stable 

personalities are more capable of 

sharing knowledge. Traits such as 

conscientiousness, extraversion 

and openness to experience were 

linked to knowledge creation 
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A model of multi-

discipline teams in 

knowledge creating 

organizations 

Daniel J. Alberts 2007 Knowledge creation, 

Team working, Com-

munication 

Meta-analysis No direct use Eight factors have been linked to 

successful team performance in 

knowledge creation organizations: 

clarity of mission, involvement of 

key experts, multidiscipline un-

derstanding, effectiveness of team 

processes, group well-being, the 

team's relationship with product 

users, leadership and organization 

support. 

Social relationships 

and knowledge cre-

ation: the mediate 

of critical network 

position 

Chih-Hsing Liu 

and Jun-You 

Lin 

2010 Knowledge creation, 

social relationship, 

network position 

Regression mod-

els were used to 

test hypotheses 

No direct use The results show that the network 

position would mediate the effects 

of social relationships on 

knowledge creation performance 

The influence of so-

cial interaction on 

knowledge creation 

Alton Chua 2002 Knowledge, Develop-

ment, Interaction, 

Curriculum, Higher 

education, Singapore 

Quantitative ap-

proach, primary 

data and second-

ary data collec-

tion methods, 

statistical 

method 

Yes Results showed that a positive 

correlation exists between the 

level of social interaction on a re-

lational level and the quality of 

knowledge created. 

Realtion ships be-

tween organiza-

tional trust, 

knowledge trasfer, 

knowledge creation 

and firm's innova-

tiveness 

Anna Sankow-

ska 

2013 Knowledge transfer, 

Knowledge creation, 

Innovativeness, Or-

ganizational trust, 

Knowledge manage-

ment, Information 

management, Trust, 

Innovation 

Telephone sur-

vey, multiple re-

gression, media-

tion analysis and 

structural equa-

tion modeling 

Yes The results present the role of 

trust as a mechanism facilitating 

transfer and creation of 

knowledge within company. 

Knowledge creation partially me-

diates the relationship between 

trust and innovativeness; and 

knowledge transfer partially medi-

ates the relationship between trust 

and knowledge creation. 
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The positive effect 

of expressing nega-

tive emotions on 

knowledge creation 

capability and per-

formance of project 

teams 

John Paul Ste-

phens and Abra-

ham Carmeli 

2015 Emotional expres-

sion, Negative emo-

tions, Knowledge cre-

ation capability, Pro-

ject team perfor-

mance 

Structured ques-

tionnaire, regres-

sion coefficient 

testing, statistical 

methods 

No direct use Results show that expressing neg-

ative emotions in project teams 

can help in building knowledge 

creation capabilities and drive 

multiple performance outcomes 

 


