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workforce through retirements and staff transfers which resulted in lost knowledge.  

Sugathan and Kalid (2009) studied the use of face-to-face storytelling in higher education 

versus the use of just PowerPoint and speeches.  Their research supported that stories 

generate vivid and detailed memorable imagery.  Boulila, Hoffmann, and Herrman 

(2011) noted that 30% of software defects are the result of incorrectly recorded 

requirements.  They performed experiments using two groups eliciting requirements on 

the same subject - one group used brainstorming and the other used stories.  The result 

was that the group using storytelling developed more elements, had a higher number of 

use cases covering all requirements, more specific details were revealed that were not 

observed in the brainstorming session and the use cases were clearly stated and related 

issues were solved.  Buttler and Luosch (2012b) used stories to capture information 

related to projects.  They noted that individuals could be moved from project to project to 

transfer lessons learned in earlier projects; however, should they leave the organization 

the knowledge was lost.  Buttler, et al. considered tacit knowledge to include relevant 

technical issues, achievements, process knowledge and soft topics such as social 

interactions and building commitment.  They further recognized that stories must be 

related to a CoP to improve user understanding.  Buttler and Luosch (2012a) also noted 

that stories are not just a means to communicate an experience; they are also a means to 

make sense of a situation. 

Summary 

 

This chapter examined the literature related to knowledge management – the 

reasons/need for KMS’, the different types of KMS’, their implementation, the different 
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mechanism for communications (knowledge transfer), knowledge sharing, and stories to 

collect tacit knowledge for KMS’. 

 Companies do not want to lose the tacit knowledge their people have.  People 

leave a company or are transferred to other departments and the knowledge is lost.  The 

research identified that the approach to knowledge management needs to be supportive of 

the organizational culture and not the other way around, i.e. successful KMS’ should not 

force an organization to function in a way that is contrary to its culture.    

The current method of collecting tacit knowledge is through one-on-one 

interviews; however, this process is impractical as it takes trained interviewers preparing 

the questions then processing the data before putting the data into a KMS.  With the rapid 

change in knowledge, this is expensive and almost requires immediate turn around to be 

useful to other employees. 

The research supported three aspects of knowledge management: the individual, 

the organization, and the technology.  The research established that the lack of 

knowledge within an organization is not an issue – the issue lies in the collection of tacit 

knowledge in a way that the knowledge can be made available to others quickly and 

responds to the changing nature of knowledge.  Thus, the research supports two 

fundamental methods of knowledge transfer – direct and indirect.  Direct is person-to-

person while indirect is any method that retains data for use by others at a later time.  

KMS’ and forums are indirect. 

The implementation of KMS’ follow three basic approaches – KM in the large 

which concentrates on employee usage of knowledge, KM in the small which is 

employee usage of knowledge in a task, process, or project, and an approach that 
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integrates both.  It also identified three basic KMS types: database management systems 

(DBMS) that are repository-based KMS’, case-based reasoning (CBR) that is reasoning 

by analogy, and ontology-based KMS’ that use a rigid structure based upon a library of 

keywords. 
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This portion of a story (Figure 22) includes the domain/subdomain pair title as 

well as the guiding questions.  This is what the contributor sees upon completion of a 

story. 

 

Figure 22 - Completed story being reviewed screen shot 
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Once a story has been reviewed by the principle investigator (Reviewer), the story 

can be accepted (Published), or declined (Figure 23).  When a story is declined, a 

message block to the contributor comes up and collaboration between the contributor and 

reviewer begins. 

 

Figure 23 - Reviewer Accept or Decline Story screen shot 
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When a participant or the principle investigator was finished within the 

Knowledge Management Online System (KMOS), they logged out (Figure 24, upper 

right corner of screen). 

 

Figure 24 - Logging out of the KMOS system 
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Appendix H Survey Code Book 
 

This Appendix contains the code book.  The code book is a set of rules for 

assigning numerical values to responses obtained participants.  The code book was 

prepared in accordance with “Research Methodology”, 2nd Edition by Kumar (2005) and 

“Research Design”, 3rd Edition by Creswell (2009). The format used for the code book is 

a fixed format.  This format stipulates that a piece of information obtained from a 

participant is entered into a specific column.  Each column has a number and the 

‘Col.no.’ in the code book which refers to the column in which a specific type of 

information is to be entered (Kumar, 2005). 

Table 8 - Survey Code Book 

COL # 

1 

Ques. 

# 

2 

Variable Name 

3 

Response Pattern 

4 

Code 

5 

1 Part # PNO Participant number Code Actual 

2 1-1 TACIT Significantly disagree 1 

   Somewhat disagree 2 

   No change 3 

   Somewhat agree 4 

   Significantly agree 5 

3 1-2 CONTRIB Significantly disagree 1 

   Somewhat disagree 2 

   No change 3 

   Somewhat agree 4 

   Significantly agree 5 

4 1-3 STORCOMM Significantly disagree 1 

   Somewhat disagree 2 

   No change 3 

   Somewhat agree 4 

   Significantly agree 5 

5 1-4 CREATESTORY Significantly disagree 1 

   Somewhat disagree 2 

   No change 3 

   Somewhat agree 4 

   Significantly agree 5 

6 1-5 MYWAY Significantly disagree 1 
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COL # 

1 

Ques. 

# 

2 

Variable Name 

3 

Response Pattern 

4 

Code 

5 

   Somewhat disagree 2 

   No change 3 

   Somewhat agree 4 

   Significantly agree 5 

7 1-6 TOOMUCHTIME Significantly disagree 1 

   Somewhat disagree 2 

   No change 3 

   Somewhat agree 4 

   Significantly agree 5 

8 1-7 AUDIO Significantly disagree 1 

   Somewhat disagree 2 

   No change 3 

   Somewhat agree 4 

   Significantly agree 5 

9 1-8 OWNWAY Significantly disagree 1 

   Somewhat disagree 2 

   No change 3 

   Somewhat agree 4 

   Significantly agree 5 

10 2-1 SCENSOL Significantly disagree 1 

   Somewhat disagree 2 

   No change 3 

   Somewhat agree 4 

   Significantly agree 5 

11 2-2 DOMSUB Significantly disagree 1 

   Somewhat disagree 2 

   No change 3 

   Somewhat agree 4 

   Significantly agree 5 

12 2-3 MULTILEVEL Significantly disagree 1 

   Somewhat disagree 2 

   No change 3 

   Somewhat agree 4 

   Significantly agree 5 

13 2-4 GUIDEQUES Significantly dislike 1 

   Somewhat dislike 2 

   Neither like nor dislike 3 

   Somewhat like 4 

   Significantly like 5 

14 2-5 COPS Significantly disagree 1 

   Somewhat disagree 2 

   No change 3 
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COL # 

1 

Ques. 

# 

2 

Variable Name 

3 

Response Pattern 

4 

Code 

5 

   Somewhat agree 4 

   Significantly agree 5 

15 2-6 STORYSOL Significantly disagree 1 

   No change 3 

   Somewhat agree 4 

   Significantly agree 5 

16 3-1 PARTFORUM Yes 1 

   No 2 

17 3-2 TACITFORUM Significantly disagree 1 

   Somewhat disagree 2 

   No change 3 

   Somewhat agree 4 

   Significantly agree 5 

18 3-3 KMSFORUM Significantly disagree 1 

   Somewhat disagree 2 

   No change 3 

   Somewhat agree 4 

   Significantly agree 5 

19 3-4 FREEFORM Significantly disagree 1 

   Somewhat disagree 2 

   No change 3 

   Somewhat agree 4 

   Significantly agree 5 

20 3-5 QUALITY Significantly disagree 1 

   Somewhat disagree 2 

   No change 3 

   Somewhat agree 4 

   Significantly agree 5 

21 4 GENDER Male 1 

   Female 2 

22 5 AGE 18-30 1 

   31-40 2 

   41-50 3 

   51-60 4 

   60+ 5 

23 6 REGION Northwest 1 

   West 2 

   Southwest 3 

   North Central 4 

   Central 5 

   South Central 6 

   Northeastern 7 
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COL # 

1 

Ques. 

# 

2 

Variable Name 

3 

Response Pattern 

4 

Code 

5 

   East 8 

   Southeast 9 
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Appendix I  BPMN KMS Framework Model 

Figure 25 - BPMN KMS Framework Model 

New User
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